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EDITORIAL NOTE

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook contains a review of the main develop
ments and negotiations in the field of disarmament taking place each year, together with a 
brief history of the major aspects of the overall question. The series started with the 1976 
edition.

The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook makes no claim to present fully the views 
of States Members of the Organization, or even of the Powers directly concerned; for fur
ther information on the official positions of States, the reader should consult the Official 
Records of the General Assembly, referred to throughout the text and other sources. For 
the definitive text of General Assembly resolutions quoted in The Yearbook^ the reader 
should consult the Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Sup
plement No. 47 (A/38/47).

For a more detailed account of the work of the Organization in previous years, the 
reader may consult The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations 
publication, Sales No. 70.IX.1), The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United 
Nations publication, Sales No. E.76.IX.1) and the previous volumes of The United Nations 
Disarmament Yearbook^ which are referred to in footnotes throughout the text simply as 
The Yearbookj  together with the appropriate volume number. The complete references are: 
The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook^ vol. 1: 1976 (United Nations pubHcation, 
Sales No. E.77.IX.2); vol. 2: 1977 (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.78.IX.4); 
vol. 3: 1978 (United Nations publication. Sales Nos. E.79.IX.2 (clothbound) or E.79.IX.3 
(paperbound)); vol. 4: 1979 (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.80.IX.6 or 7); vol. 5: 
1980 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.81.IX.3 or 4); vol. 6: 1981 (United Nations 
publication. Sales No. E.82.IX.6 or 7); and vol. 7: 1982 (United Nations publication, Sales 
No. E.83.IX.7).

It should be noted that the Geneva based negotiating body, called the Committee on 
Disarmament throughout 1983, was designated the Conference on Disarmament as of the 
beginning of 1984. Accordingly, where the future status of the negotiating body is con
sidered in this volume, the term “Conference on Disarmament” is used.

It should also be noted that in the preparation of this as well as all previous volumes of 
The Yearbook identified above, the Secretariat of the United Nations has taken into 
account General Assembly resolution 2758 (XXVI), of 25 October 1971, entitled “Restora
tion of the lawful rights of the People’s Republic of China in the United Nations”
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

W h e n  t h e  G e n e r a l  A ssem bly  d e c id e d  in  1976 upon the publication of 
The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, it endorsed the recommen
dation that The Yearbook should contain “a descriptive review of the 
main developments and ongoing negotiations in the field of disarma
ment . . . ” Accordingly, this eighth volume, like its predecessors, is 
aimed primarily at presenting a factual reflection of events during one 
calendar year, while keeping comment to a minimum. The introductions 
to the chapters provide brief r&um^s of major developments in the rele
vant subject areas leading to 1983—in order to make the volume self- 
contained—and the conclusions generally consist of strtiightforward 
comments on the direct, and sometimes obvious, consequences of the oc
currences reported.

It has been suggested from time to time that The Yearbook could be 
more analytical and include evaluations of the events it records. 
However, the staff of the Department for Disarmament Affairs, which is 
responsible for its preparation, is of the view that its purpose is better 
served by continuing to record developments as they occur and subse
quently unfold, often over a number of years. This Introduction, 
however, deliberately deviates slightly from that approach because no 
objective, observer of the international stage can help but be struck by, 
and expect some observations on, the apparent contradiction between 
the quest of States for international security and well-being and their 
reluctance to promote those purposes by restricting their armaments.

Thus, The Yearbook once more covers a period of great interna
tional tension, deepening suspicion among nations, the development of 
increasingly sophisticated weaponry and its deployment by more and 
more States, all without significant progress in the efforts to arrest that 
trend. In virtually all areas where deliberations or negotiations on disar
mament or arms limitation were undertaken in 1983, whether in the 
United Nations or in another multilateral, bilateral or regional frame
work, they were beset by acrimony and controversy and, despite many 
sincere proposals put forward, by a tendency to lay the blame for the 
lack of success on the bad intentions and negative actions of others.

Among the events or developments in 1983 that warrant special 
mention and were related in one way or another to the difficulty expe
rienced by the disarmament effort were:

—The continuing acrimonious relations between the major Powers;
—The continuation of the nuclear arms race and the halting, near the
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end of the year, of both sets of negotiations between the major Powers 
on nuclear forces;

— Mutual contentions of non-compliance with existing arms control 
agreements;

— The intensification of the technological arms race and expectation 
of its extension into outer space;

— The increasingly destructive character of local and regional con
flicts, in which major Powers have been directly or indirectly involved;

— The growing capability of some States that are not party to any 
non-proliferation arrangement to develop nuclear weapons.
The foregoing occurred against a background of deepening economic 
difficulties in the developing world, increasing use and shortage of 
natural resources and disturbing new analyses about the probable conse
quences of nuclear war.

At the same time, there often appeared to be an increasing intransi
gence on the part of some States or alliances, which seemingly failed to 
recognize that meaningful compromise and concessions were necessary 
to prevent further deterioration of the international situation, perhaps to 
the point where no amount of arms, at no matter what level of sophisti
cation, could be relied upon to preserve anyone’s security. This led the 
Secretary-General to observe in his annual report,' “I have no doubt that 
the responsible leaders on both sides are aware of the ominous pros
pects . . .  in this field there are no bargaining chips. Each side seems 
determined to respond to any advance by the other side by matching it 
rather than by making concessions.”

There were also some modestly encouraging signs which deserve to 
be recognized, for instance:

— Some progress in the work of the Committee on Disarmament, par
ticularly in the area of its negotiations on a chemical weapons ban;

— The Madrid follow-up of the Conference on Security and Co-oper- 
ation in Europe, which ended with agreement to proceed in 1984 with the 
Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe;

— The adoption by the General Assembly of resolutions on disarma
ment and arms limitation initiated from all quarters and covering vir
tually all aspects of the question, representing many serious attempts to 
improve either the international situation or prospects for tangible disar
mament measures;

— Intensified popular debate and grass-roots expression of both con
cern at the danger of major war and support for disarmament, which was 
in keeping with the objectives of the World Disarmament Campaign be
ing conducted under United Nations auspices;

— Institutional developments, including the creation of the United 
Nations Department for Disarmament Aff“airs, the designation of the

* A/38/1; also published as a booklet, No. DPI/785.
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Committee on Disarmament, as from 1984, as the Conference on Disar
mament, and the re-establishment of the Secretary-Generars Advisory 
Board on Disarmament Studies with increased functions.
Thus, despite the absence of enduring results, there was much activity. 
Most of the developments, including proposals renewed or initiated, 
were manifestations of growing concern about the current situation and 
consisted of appeals, rather than implementation of concrete steps for its 
improvement. That this issue of The Yearbook reveals little of the latter 
is not due to lack of effort or the inadequacy of the international 
machinery for disarmament; rather, it seems to be the result of mistrust 
and the absence of sufficient political will among Governments collec
tively to find compromise and reach agreements which would affirm that 
greater security can be found only at equitably lower levels of arma
ments.

While the Department for Disarmament Affairs is entirely responsi
ble for production of The Yearbooky some specialized elements of it were 
contributed from outside the Department. Thus, as indicated in the text, 
chapter XII on nuclear safeguards was contributed by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency; some parts of chapter XI, on peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy, were also contributed by the Agency, while an annex 
dealing with preparations for the United Nations Conference for the 
Promotion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nu
clear Energy was graciously provided by the Secretary-General of the 
Conference. Annex II to chapter XXII was contributed by the United 
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. As in previous years, five 
appendices—III through VII —were provided respectively by the United 
Nations Environment Programme, the United Nations Educational, Sci
entific and Cultural Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organi
zation of the United Nations, the World Health Organization and the 
World Meteorological Organization.

Appendix I, an annual feature prepared by the Department on the 
basis of information provided by the respective depositaries, shows ac
tions taken during the year on multilateral arms regulation and disarma
ment agreements and the status of the agreements as of the end of the 
year;^ in 1983, for the first time, it includes the number of parties to each 
agreement in the basic data. Appendix IX, another annual feature, lists 
the resolutions and decisions on disarmament and related questions 
adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session, including 
the relevant voting patterns and an index showing where the texts of the 
resolutions appear in the various chapters.

The Yearbook is designed primarily as a comprehensive reference 
for a rather specialized readership, or at least one which has an active in
terest in the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament. Re-

2 More complete information is contained in Status o f Arms Regulation and Disarma
ment Agreements, 2nd edition: 1982 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.5).
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cent conunent about The Yearbook confirms that such a constituency has 
become substantially larger over the past few years, mainly as a conse
quence of the spontaneous and widespread increase in public interest and 
concern surrounding the arms race and disarmament matters.
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Comprehensive approaches to disarmament





C H A P T E R  I

Follow-up of the special sessions of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament

Introduction

A n  e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  l i s t  o f  i s s u e s  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  1983 in the context 
of follow-up of the two special sessions convened by the General 
Assembly on the question of disarmament, in 1978 and 1982 respectively, 
would clearly indicate the diversity of ideas and proposals generated by 
those sessions in the interest of promoting the implementation of specific 
disarmament measures and disarmament in general.

One or more of the proposals affected the work of each of the major 
international and multilateral bodies dealing with disarmament which 
met during the year — the Disarmament Commission, the Committee on 
Disarmament, and the General Assembly and its First Committee. Col
lectively, they also had an influence on the organization of the United 
Nations Secretariat and on other elements of the international Organiza
tion whose work touches on disarmament matters. Moreover, with 
regard to the General Assembly, the two pertinent items placed on its 
agenda in 1983 — one relating to each of the two special sessions — 
gave rise to so many draft resolutions as to be a significant factor in the 
further expansion of its disarmament activities and in the increase in the 
number of questions which the First Committee dealt with during the 
thirty-eighth session.

That large number of proposals, which were dealt with as sub-items 
of the two relevant agenda items, served to illustrate, first of all, the im
portance which the world community has attached to the comprehensive 
approach to disarmament through special sessions of the Assembly 
devoted entirely to the subject and, secondly, the need for constant, in
tensive follow-up of such sessions — a requirement which was recog
nized as crucial even before the first special session on disarmament, held 
in 1978 as the tenth special session.' Moreover, the variety of issues 
which the proposals covered showed that by 1983, in the aftermath of its 
second special session on disarmament, held in 1982 as the twelfth special

1 The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly appears in 
Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. III. It is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 3:1978, appendix I; it was also 
published as a pamphlet, No. DPI/679.
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session,^ the Assembly had established a policy of using the two collec
tive agenda items as an effective management device to enable it to deal 
with additional current issues without a still further — and less 
wieldy — increase in the number of items on its disarmament agenda.

The year 1983 saw proposals put forward covering, first of all, a 
number of questions of nuclear disarmament — the prevention of nu
clear war, a nuclear arms freeze and bilateral negotiations, to name a 
few — and, secondly, other issues — the World Disarmament Cam
paign, a comprehensive programme of disarmament and the role of the 
Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies (a full listing appears on 
pages 21 and 22 below).

In fact many, if not most, of the proposals evolving from the two 
special sessions, like those put forward under the recurring agenda item 
entitled “General and complete disarmament”, come under other topical 
disarmament issues; when that is the case, they are discussed in the 
appropriate chapters of this volume. It is often the manner and timing of 
the origin of the sub-item, rather than its substance, that determines 
which collective item it appears under.

The following sections of this chapter describe the general discus
sions related to follow-up in the various disarmament bodies in 1983, as 
well as the General Assembly’s consideration of certain proposals sub
mitted in that context dealing with broad or comprehensive questions, 
such as the review of the implementation of the Assembly’s recommenda
tions and decisions taken at one or the other of the special sessions, 
confidence-building measures, disarmament and international security, 
and the convening of a third special session of the Assembly devoted to 
disarmament.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The question of effective follow-up of the special sessions of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament, as well as of specific issues deriving 
from those sessions, found a place in the general exchange of views of the 
Disarmament Conunission in 1983 and in certain of the items on its agenda.

It should be recalled that the establishment of the Disarmament 
Commission as a deliberative body and subsidiary organ of the General 
Assembly, composed of all States Members of the United Nations, and 
as a successor to the original Disarmament Commission established in 
1952 was itself the result of a decision taken by the General Assembly at 
its tenth special session, in 1978. The basic terms of the decision were set 
out at that time in paragraph 118 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly. Consequently, the main stream 
of the Commission’s work since its first substantive session in 1979 has

2 The Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly, 
also referred to as the “Concluding Document”, appears in Official Records o f the General 
Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexesy agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document 
A/S-12/32; it is reproduced in extenso in The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, appendix I.
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been in effect closely related to the overall question of follow-up. It has 
met substantively, in accordance with the 1978 decision, for not more 
than four weeks each year, and its 1983 session was convened from 
9 May to 3 June, during which period it held six plenary^ and seven infor
mal meetings.

The specific, established items of the Commission’s agenda, which 
were included in 1983 on the basis of follow-up of the Assembly’s 1978 
recommendations, had been reaffirmed for further consideration by 
Assembly resolutions 37/78 F and H and 37/95 A and appeared, as in 
previous years, as items 4 and 5, the leading items of the substantive part 
of its agenda. A new item, No. 8, was added on the basis of resolution 
37/100 D, which had been proposed and adopted under the Assembly’s 
agenda item entitled “Review and implementation of the Concluding 
Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly”, and 
dealt with the question of guidelines for the elaboration and implementa
tion of confidence-building measures.

The other two substantive items of the Commission’s agenda in 1983 
were not included on the basis of follow-up of the special sessions 
devoted to disarmament, but none the less related closely to the general 
concept that issues or ideas under consideration require continual 
monitoring if they are to lead to constructive developments. The first, 
concerning South Africa’s nuclear capability, had been included in 
various formulations on the agenda since the Commission’s first substan
tive session in 1979; the second was included as a new item on the basis of 
resolution 37/99 B, adopted under the agenda item entitled “General and 
complete disarmament”, which concerned the 1982 report of the Inde
pendent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues (ICDSI). 
Accordingly, all the substantive items on the Commission’s agenda for 
1983 were related in one way or another to established or new require
ments for follow-up; the Disarmament Commission set them out as 
follows:

4. (a) Consideration of various aspects of the arms race, particularly the nuclear-
arms race and nuclear disarmament, in order to expedite negotiations 
aimed at effective elimination of the danger of nuclear war;

(b) Consideration of the agenda items contained in section II of resolution 
33/71 H, with the aim of elaborating, within the framework and in accord
ance with the priorities established at the tenth special session, a general 
approach to negotiations on nuclear and conventional disarmament.

5. Reduction of military budgets:
(a) Harmonization of views on concrete steps to be undertaken by States 

regarding a gradual, agreed reduction of military budgets and reallocation 
of resources now being used for military purposes to economic and social 
development, particularly for the benefit of the developing countries, 
noting the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly;

(d) Examination and identification of effective ways and means of achieving 
agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain, in a balanced manner, 
military expenditures, including adequate measures of verification satisfac
tory to all parties concerned, taking into account the provisions of General

3 A/CN.lO/PV.65-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
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Assembly resolutions 34/83 F, 35/142 A, 36/82 A and 37/95 A, with a 
view to identifying and elaborating the principles which should govern fur
ther actions of States in the field of the freezing and reduction of military 
expenditures, keeping in mind the possibility of embodying such principles 
into a suitable document at an appropriate stage.

6. Substantive consideration of the question of South Africa’s nuclear capability as 
requested by the General Assembly and the Chairman of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid (resolution 37/74 B and A/CN.10/4).

7. Consideration of recommendations and proposals contained in the report of the 
Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues entitled “Common 
Security” that relate to disarmament and arms limitation and to suggest, in a 
report to the General Assembly, how best to ensure an effective follow-up thereto 
within the United Nations system or otherwise.

8. Elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures 
and for the implementation of such measures on a global or regional level.^

With regard to the organization of its work for 1983, the Disarma
ment Commission decided to establish a committee of the whole to deal 
with agenda item 4 (which subsequently established a contact group on 
the same item to report back to it) and four informal, open-ended work
ing groups to deal respectively with items 5 to 8. On 2 June, at its 69th 
meeting, the Commission considered the deliberations of the Committee 
of the Whole and the reports of the Working Groups.

The Chairman, at the opening plenary meeting, observed that 
despite the various interpretations of political reality and the different 
weights that might be attributed to some key factors, all delegations still 
held to the basic beliefs set forth in the Final Document of the 
Assembly’s tenth special session. He added that the only cause for opti
mism ensuing from the twelfth special session, in 1982, was the reaffirma
tion of the validity of that Final Document and the pledge to respect its 
priorities in disarmament negotiations. There had been no progress so 
far, however, and the threat of nuclear war was foremost in the preoccu
pations of a large part of mankind. Moreover, he noted that the multi
lateral negotiating body, the Committee on Disarmament, in its five-year 
history had not yet produced a single disarmament agreement, and he ex
pressed the hope that no more time would be lost. As for the Commis
sion, which, as a deliberative body, was required only to make recom
mendations, it had in the same period carried over most of its agenda 
from one session to the next, but had been able to make valuable contri
butions when given specific tasks. Thus the Chairman believed some cur
rent items might be reformulated in more concrete terms, and he 
encouraged the Commission, in accordance with the guidelines contained 
in resolution 37/78 H, to put its recommendations to the General 
Assembly in a more action-oriented form; accordingly, he proposed that 
the work of the Commission be organized with that in mind.

During the general exchange of views in plenary meetings, the repre
sentative of the Federal Republic of Germany, speaking on behalf of the

* Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), para. 10.
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ten member States of the European Community, observed that by resolu
tion 37/78 H the Commission had been asked to direct its attention to 
specific subjects and to make concrete recommendations on them. The 
Ten expected that that approach would invigorate the work of the Com
mission, compelling it to move away from general pronouncements and 
to become increasingly specific in its implementation of paragraph 118 of 
the Final Document.

Argentina noted the General Assembly’s reaffirmation at its twelfth 
special session of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, and 
stated that the contrast between the international reality of the arms race 
and the noble aspirations expressed in United Nations documents could 
hardly be more striking. Mexico referred to the origins of the Commis
sion as set out in paragraph 118 of the Final Document and suggested 
how it could avoid paralysis and formulate recommendations to con
tribute to implementation of paragraph 17 of the Document, namely, “to 
translate into practical terms the provisions of this Final Document and 
to proceed along the road of binding and effective international agree
ments in the field of disarmament”; resolution 37/78 H had surely been 
adopted the previous year because the Assembly had been moved by a 
similar consideration. Cuba stressed that the principles and priorities 
contained in the Final Document were as valid as ever, and the Commis
sion should work to implement the corresponding measures by examin
ing and proposing ideas aimed at hastening negotiations, particularly 
those regarding nuclear disarmament and prevention of nuclear war.

At the closing stage of the session, a number of members voiced dis
appointment in the follow-up context that the Commission had been 
unable to reach agreement on the kind of concrete recommendations it 
had hoped for on the substantive issues before it. India, on behalf of the 
non-aligned countries, observed that, after five years, the principles, 
priorities and provisions of the Final Document remained “paper hopes”, 
and stated that efforts were still being made to repudiate the solemn com
mitments entered into by consensus in 1978, despite the 1982 reaffirma
tion, without reservation, of the Document. The non-aligned regretted 
what they saw as a total lack of interest on the part of some of the 
nuclear-weapon Powers and their allies in making serious efforts to 
achieve consensus, using as a basis the concrete measures for the preven
tion of nuclear war which the non-aligned had proposed in a working 
paper.^ Sweden, for its part, also regretted that no agreement had been 
reached on specific recommendations, particularly concerning nuclear 
disarmament; it stressed that it could not accept recommendations which 
represented a step backward from what had been agreed to in 1978 at the 
tenth special session. Yugoslavia felt that the Commission had deliber
ated in an environment similar to that which had resulted in failure at the 
Assembly’s twelfth special session. It had not adopted recommendations 
which would contribute to disarmament negotiations. That inaction 
could not be ascribed to the Commission as a body which, along with the

5 Ibid.y annex V.
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First Committee, had universal membership; both, however, suffered 
from the fact that those who bore the greatest responsibility lacked the 
will to enter into serious deliberations on substantive questions, and par
ticularly on the question of nuclear disarmament, which was recognized 
as of the utmost importance.

France, regarding the overall results of the session as partial, observed 
that the Commission had adopted consensus texts on agenda item 4 in 
1980, 1981 and 1982, which showed that all delegations had in fact acted 
in compliance with the Final Document. At the twelfth special session, 
however, ideas were put forward which affected the balance of that Doc
ument and even put into doubt the principle of equal security, which was 
essential to progress in disarmament. As such ideas were also among the 
recommendations just considered by the Commission, the outcome 
could not be otherwise. France hoped that a consensus could be reached 
the following year on item 4, as well as on others on the agenda.

In the “Conclusions and recommendations”* of its report to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session, the Disarmament Commis
sion included, in extenso, the reports of the Contact Group and of the 
four Working Groups.

In all cases except that of Working Group III, which dealt with 
agenda item 7 on the report of ICDSI (considered in chapter II below), 
the reports reflected the fact that the respective Groups were unable to 
reach agreement on recommendations to the General Assembly, 
although Working Group IV, on confidence-building measures, was ex
pected to submit only a progress report in 1983. Consequently, the Con
tact Group and Working Groups I, II and IV recommended in their 
reports that the Commission resume its consideration of the relevant 
items at its substantive session in 1984.  ̂ For instance, the Contact 
Group, in a brief report on its 10 meetings, stated:

3. The Contact Group was unable to achieve consensus on a set of recommendations 
for submission to the Committee of the Whole. It recommends, therefore, that item 4 of 
the Commission’s agenda continue to be considered at the 1984 substantive session with a 
view to the formulation of concrete recommendations on that item.

Working Group IV, for its part, stated that it held 11 meetings be
tween 13 and 27 May, as well as informal consultations through the 
Chairman. After listing the documents before it, which were subse
quently annexed to the Commission’s report,' and referring to other rele
vant papers, it affirmed the understanding that its task, assigned by 
resolution 37/100 D, envisaged a two-year exercise; therefore in 1983 it 
had concentrated on the concept of confidence-building measures and 
the question of guidelines. In summarizing its work, the Group noted 
that all delegations participating in it recognized the importance of the 
Charter, of general principles of international law and of the Final Docu

‘ Ibid., sect. IV.
 ̂ Ibid., paras. 22, 23, 24 and 26.

* Ibid., annexes XVII-XX.
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ment, as well as of the confidence-building process itself. They further 
agreed that confidence-building measures should not be a substitute or 
pre-condition for disarmament or disarmament negotiations; at the same 
time, they pointed out that disarmament measures which limited or 
reduced military potential had a high confidence-building value. There 
were varying views in the Group about: the relative importance or effec
tiveness of various approaches and kinds of confidence-building 
measures; the focus of future guidelines and the usefulness of a precise 
definition of confidence-building measures; and the value of “openness” 
or “transparency” in the military sphere — such as availability of reliable 
information on military activities and expenditures. In closing, the 
Group stated:

20. In the light of its consideration of agenda item 8, reflected in the present report, 
the Disarmament Commission recommends that work to be accomplished under General 
Assembly resolution 37/100 D be continued by the Commission at its next substantive ses
sion in 1984 with a view to the elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types of 
confidence-building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a global or 
regional level.

Further detail on the work of the Groups overall is provided in 
chapter II below and, with regard to the relevant specific subjects, in 
chapters V, X and XVIII.

On 2 June the Commission adopted the reports of its subsidiary 
bodies by consensus, including their recommendations regarding the sub
stantive agenda items, and agreed to submit the full texts of those reports 
to the General Assembly.’ The Commission also included in its report 
listings of the letters and working papers it had before it in connection 
with all of its substantive item s,an d  also annexed them to its report."

At the closing meeting of the session, the Chairman stated that he 
was gratified that the Commission had commenced the implementation 
of the new approach to its work called for in resolution 37/78 H. He felt 
that the next step might be to streamline the agenda so that it could direct 
its attention to specific subjects from among those under its considera
tion and perhaps narrow the focus of its attention with regard to item 4.

At the end of the year the Commission held two further organiza
tional meetings’̂  at which it reviewed the resolutions adopted by the 
General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session, adopted a provisional 
agenda and elected a Chairman and other officers for its next substantive 
session, which was scheduled to take place from 7 May to 1 June 1984.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

As the multilateral negotiating body, the Committee on Disarmament is 
not a subsidiary of the General Assembly, nor is its work related to that

9 Ibid., para. 21.
Ibid., paras. 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26.
Ibid., annexes I-XX.

‘2 A/CN.IO/PV.71 and 72.
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of the Assembly and the follow-up of its deliberations in the same direct 
manner as is that of the Disarmament Commission. Although the general 
structure of the Committee on Disarmament and its basic method of 
operation were agreed to by the Assembly at its tenth special session, in 
1978,'  ̂ the Committee adopts its agenda independently, while “taking 
into account” not only the recommendations made to it by the General 
Assembly but also the proposals presented to it by the Committee’s own 
members. It was further agreed by the General Assembly at the 1978 
special session that the negotiating body would work on the basis of con
sensus, develop its own rules of procedure, report to the General 
Assembly at least annually, and provide its formal and other documents 
regularly to the States Members of the United Nations; it was also 
agreed, inter alia, that the membership of the Committee would be 
reviewed at regular intervals. The various issues on which the Committee 
on Disarmament has in actual practice conducted negotiations have all 
been among those set out in the 1978 Final Document.

The Committee on Disarmament in 1983*'̂  held its session in two 
parts, from 1 February to 29 April and from 14 June to 30 A ugust-a 
period of some 24 weeks —during which it held 50 formal plenary meet
ings and a further 27 informal meetings, as well as numerous formal and 
informal meetings and consultations in its subsidiary bodies, which in
cluded five working groups and a number of contact groups, and with ex
perts. In 1983, the Committee had considerable difficulty in reaching 
agreement on its agenda and related matters, finally concluding the or
ganizational and procedural aspects of its session late in March.

The Committee again reaffirmed the 10 areas within which it had 
decided in 1979 to deal with the question of the cessation of the arms race 
and disarmament. In setting these out in paragraph 9 of its 1983 report, it 
stated, as in previous years:

The Committee on Disarmament, as the multilateral negotiating forum, shall promote 
the attainment of general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

The Committee, taking into account inter alia the relevant provisions of the documents 
of the first and second special sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
will deal with the cessation of the arms race and disarmament and other relevant measures 
in the following areas:

I. Nuclear weapons in all aspects;
II. Chemical weapons;

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 120.

The 40 States represented in the Committee in 1983 were: Algeria, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, 
Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United States, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia and Zaire.

See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement 
No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 6-9 and 11-13.
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III. Other weapons of mass destruction;
IV. Conventional weapons;
v. Reduction of military budgets;

VI. Reduction of armed forces;
VII. Disarmament and development;

VIII. Disarmament and international security;
IX. Collateral measures; confidence-building measures; effective verification 

methods in relation to appropriate disarmament measures, acceptable to all 
parties concerned;

X. Comprehensive programme of disarmament leading to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control.

Within that framework, the Committee, for 1983, adopted the fol
lowing agenda, which was the same as that for 1982 except for the refor
mulation of items 2 and 8:

1. Nuclear test ban.
2. Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament; prevention of 

nuclear war, including all related matters.
3. Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States 

against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
4. Chemical weapons.
5. New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons; 

radiological weapons.
6. Comprehensive programme of disarmament.
7. Prevention of an arms race in outer space.
8. Consideration and adoption of the annual report and any other report as ap

propriate to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The Committee also agreed on programmes of work or schedules for 
each part of its session to ensure that adequate time would be devoted to 
its consideration of all the items on its agenda.

The Committee also devoted considerable effort, in organizational 
and procedural matters, to the re-establishment of ad hoc working 
groups on various issues under continuing discussion.’® In accordance 
with a prior decision, taken during the second part of the 1982 session, to 
re-establish the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Pro
gramme of Disarmament, that Group resumed its work on 16 February
1983 (see chapter III). The Committee decided at the 1983 session to re
establish, for the duration of the session, the y4rf//oc Working Group on 
Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons (see chap
ter VIII), the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban (see chap
ter IX), the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons (see chap
ter XIII), and the /IrfHoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons (see 
chapter XV). It was understood that the Groups would commence their 
work on the basis of their former mandates.

The States which were not members of the Committee but which

‘6 Ibid.y para. 10.
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were invited to participate, in conformity with the rules of procedure, in 
the discussions on the substantive agenda items in the plenary and infor
mal meetings and in the Ad Hoc Working Groups'’ were: Austria, 
Burundi, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Norway, Senegal and 
Spain. On the same basis, Portugal, Switzerland and Turkey participated 
in plenary and informal meetings and in the work of particular Working 
Groups: Tunisia participated in particular Working Groups only, Viet 
Nam made a statement at a plenary meeting concerning chemical weap
ons (see chapter XIII), and Austria, Denmark, Finland, New Zealand, 
Norway and Switzerland participated in work on the question of the sea
bed Treaty at an informal meeting (see chapter XX). In addition, the 
Holy See, New Zealand, the Syrian Arab Republic and Tunisia attended 
plenary meetings.

Another organizational and procedural question considered in the 
Committee was that of the review of its membership." In that connec
tion, the Committee took into account resolution 37/99 K and the in
terest expressed by some States Members of the United Nations to 
become members of the Committee, as well as paragraph 120 of the 1978 
Final Document and a working paper submitted by the Federal Republic 
of Germany.” The Committee, noting, inter alia, the need to ensure its 
effective functioning as expressed in the Final Document, agreed in prin
ciple to a limited expansion, taking into account the necessity of main
taining balance, and agreed that the increase would not exceed four 
States and that, after appropriate consultations, it would inform the 
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session of the agreement reached.

In order to ensure its improved and effective functioning, the Com
mittee established a contact group which produced an informal working 
paper on the subject, and it expressed its intention to continue considera
tion of the matter at its 1984 session. The Committee also decided, taking 
into account resolution 37/99 K, that it would designate itself as the 
“Conference on Disarmament” with effect from the beginning of its 1984 
session.

Finally, as in other years and in accordance with the rules of proce
dure, lists of all communications received from non-governmental or
ganizations and individuals were circulated to the Committee.

References to the question of follow-up of the two special sessions 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament were heard in the 
Committee mainly in the course of statements in plenary meetings,“ par
ticularly during the early phases of each part of the session and in the 
final stages of the session; many of them were in the context of the ques
tion of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Javier Perez de 
Cu611ar, personally addressed the Committee on 15 February. In his 
message he observed that in the field of disarmament, as in other United

Ibid., paras. 14-15.
18 Ibid.y paras. 16-19.

Ibid.t appendix II (CD/421), document CD/404.
20 Ibid.y appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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Nations endeavours, a crisis was facing the multilateral approach and the 
instruments created to pursue it. Although multilateral disarmament 
negotiations had been going on since 1962, they had yielded useful, but 
only partial, measures and had not stopped the arms race. At its first 
special session devoted to disarmament, the General Assembly had rec
ognized that the removal of the threat of a world war— a nuclear 
war —was the most urgent task. Yet little, if any, progress had been 
achieved on that question, which was of concern to all. The Secretary- 
General could see no body other than the Committee where a balanced 
and representative membership could thoroughly discuss that important 
issue. Also, the frequent outbreaks of conventional war in the preceding 
four and a half years, with untold human suffering, loss of life and de
struction, had shown that disarmament could not be restricted to nuclear 
arms, but measures to promote conventional disarmament were also 
essential. The Secretary-General referred to the relationship between the 
climate for negotiations and their results, and called for perseverance in 
the Committee to promote a better climate to re-establish the momentum 
for progress that had been fleetingly achieved in 1978.

In his first address at the session, the representative of Mexico noted 
some of the main declarations which had been approved by the General 
Assembly at its special session in 1978, and their unanimous and categor
ical reaffirmation at the 1982 session. In that context, he regarded certain 
requests which the Assembly had made in 1982 as being fully justified, in 
particular those concerning the submission, by the Committee on Disar
mament, of a draft comprehensive programme of disarmament and, by 
the super-Powers, of a report or reports on the state of their bilateral ne
gotiations to the Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.

Sweden observed that at the tenth special session of the General As
sembly, the nations of the world had agreed to seek security in disarma
ment, with reductions to be carried out on the basis of the principle of 
undiminished security; in the same vein, the Independent Commission on 
Disarmament and Security Issues had concluded that common security 
rather than deterrence based on armaments should be the prime basis for 
security and, importantly, that in the long-term the two major power 
blocs could only survive together. Sweden felt that 1983 was, therefore, 
crucial in the history of disarmament.

France similarly stressed that the 1978 Final Document had clearly 
set out the concept of undiminished security at the lowest possible level 
of armaments. It added that security depended on certain conditions 
relating to the state of international relations, the maintenance of 
balance and international verification. The disappointment and impa
tience provoked by the slowness or absence of negotiations had been 
noticeable both at the twelfth special session of the General Assembly 
and in the Committee and had led to the idea that, if there was no hope 
of the rapid reduction of nuclear arsenals, then nuclear war could be 
prevented by the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. In France’s 
view, however, the problem of nuclear war could not be separated from 
the problem of war in general, and placing emphasis on undertakings
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which were theoretically binding would not have any real effect in reduc
ing the danger threatening humanity. The prevention of war, aside from 
respect for the conditions it had mentioned, also required respect for the 
principles of the Charter.

Among a number of States of the group of 2 1 , Algeria stressed 
that the disarmament process advocated in the Final Document of 1978 
was still far from having begun. It was also on the basis of the provisions 
of the Final Document and out of concern for the growing accumulation 
and qualitative improvement in nuclear weapons that the group of 21 
had proposed the incorporation of an item on the prevention of nuclear 
war in the Committee’s agenda. In the same tenor, Cuba noted that the 
theme of the prevention or elimination of the danger of nuclear war was 
repeated throughout the Final Document, and that all States had recently 
reaffirmed the validity of that Document in the Concluding Document of 
the Twelfth Special Session; thus it found it difficult to understand why 
there were members of the Committee which did not want such an item 
on the agenda. The German Democratic Republic, which is one of the 
group of socialist States in the Committee,placed emphasis on the pri
ority accorded to nuclear disarmament in the Final Document and the 
lack of achievement in that area. Among others, Kenya and Pakistan 
made similar comments, although ascribing different causes to the prob
lem.

At the end of the session, India dwelt on the same theme, noting the 
five-year interval since the General Assembly had held its first special ses
sion devoted to disarmament, and stating that the outcome of the 1983 
session of the Committee would show that it had failed to devote serious 
attention to the item “Prevention of nuclear war”. Brazil hoped that the
1984 session would fulfil the expression of commitment to negotiations 
on priority issues, provided in the Final Document, by finding a way to 
deal realistically with the question of the prevention of nuclear war 
without self-defeating recriminations.

Australia viewed the Committee’s achievements more generally, 
stating that it should not spend its energies on debating on essentially 
worthless procedural objectives; rather, it should negotiate in the broad 
sense of paragraph 120 of the Final Document. While there would some
times be texts or elements of treaties to negotiate, at other times the exer
cise would be at a prior stage, meaning that the issues to be dealt with 
would require defining through their substantive examination. Australia 
therefore urged that the negotiating body —to be renamed the Con-

21 The term “the group of 21” refers to the non-aligned and neutral non-nuclear-weapon 
States members of the Committee not associated with the major blocs, namely, Algeria, 
Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
oO, Kenya, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia and Zaire.

22 The term “the group of socialist States”, as the “Eastern European States” which are 
members of the Committee on Disarmament are referred to in the Committee, refers to: 
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, 
Romania and USSR.
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ference on Disarmament — mark a new departure, by becoming a work
ing, negotiating Conference rather than a desultory debating body.

The representative of Hungary, in a concluding statement near the 
end of the session, referred to the profound hopes and expectations he 
had had in 1979 for the newly reconstituted negotiating body. However, 
after only a few months he had made known his disappointment at the 
eflFect of the changes that had taken place, and four years later that feel
ing had not been relieved by any satisfaction. The lack of progress, he 
stated, was unfortunately the hallmark of the times.

France referred to its participation, along with that of Argentina, 
China and Hungary, in the informal group which had considered the 
Committee’s methods with a view to improving its functioning and ex
pressed the hope that necessary recommendations could be adopted at 
the beginning of the 1984 session. Welcoming the Committee’s agree
ment regarding the admission of new members, thus fulfilling the provi
sions of the Final Document relating to the review of its membership, 
France hoped that new members would also be able to take their seats at 
the beginning of the next session.

The Chairman, in his closing remarks for the session, observed that 
the most obvious consensus to emerge in 1983 was the general acknowl
edgement that the results of the session had not been satisfactory. Fur
thermore, since its inception in 1979 as well as in its evolution, the Com
mittee on Disarmament had displayed certain constants that did not 
create optimism. First of all, no definite advances had been made in the 
items already on the agenda, nor had the new items been brought to 
operationally effective levels; moreover, an unsatisfactory state of affairs 
was evident with regard to certain of the Working Groups. However, the 
Chairman added, the lack of advance should not be regarded as a step 
backwards or, even less, as frustration of the Committee’s task, but 
rather an indication that the time had arrived for crucial decisions aimed 
at moving ahead efficiently and making sustained achievements. That 
would require a convergence of wills, a spirit of conciliation and joint 
effort.

ConsideraUon by the General Assembly, 1983

Two collective items dealing with the overall question of follow-up of its 
special sessions on disarmament were placed on the agenda of the Gen
eral Assembly in 1983, at its thirty-eighth regular session. The first, 
which has appeared on the agenda since 1978, was entitled “Review <>f 
the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted by 
the General Assembly at its tenth special session”; the second, which was 
added in 1982, was entitled “Review and implementation of the Con
cluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assem
bly”. Member States used the two items to cover many and varied propo
sals related to matters which had been initiated at one or the other of the 
special sessions and submitted a large number of documents and draft
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resolutions in that context; this led to the adoption by the Assembly of 
26 resolutions out of the overall total of 62 disarmament resolutions 
adopted at its thirty-eighth session.

Apart from their consideration of the relevant individual questions 
put forward under the items, a number of participants in the general 
debates in both plenary and First Committee meetings^  ̂ made observa
tions about the importance of follow-up of the General Assembly’s 
recommendations and the urgent need to build upon the expectations 
which evolved from the agreement reached at the first special session on 
disarmament and reaffirmed at the second, in 1982.

For example, the President of the General Assembly, Mr. Jorge 
Illueca of Panama, stressed in his opening address at the first plenary 
meeting that, in the light of the costs of the arms race, it was not mere 
rhetoric to attach importance to the real implementation of the resolu
tions on disarmament identified under the item on the recommendations 
made by the General Assembly at its first special session. Later in the 
plenary debate. Democratic Yemen explicitly called for the implementa
tion of the documents which had evolved from the two special sessions 
devoted to disarmament because of its conviction that there was a need 
for a continuous struggle for peace and economic development. The Lib
yan Arab Jamahiriya observed that none of the measures set out in the 
1978 Final Document had been implemented, and attributed that to the 
lack of political will among the large Powers, which were continuing 
their arms race.

In the First Committee, Kuwait, Nigeria, Sri Lanka and Tunisia 
contrasted the hope and optimism which had emerged from the 1978 
special session with their disappointment and concern at the subsequent 
lack of progress and the failure of the Assembly’s 1982 special session. 
Similarly, the representative of the Syrian Arab Repubilic, speaking on 
behalf of the Asian Group of States on the occasion of Disarmament 
Week, noted that the international community, with regret and bitter
ness, saw that no progress had been achieved nor any worthwhile mea
sures taken since the tenth special session, although at the twelfth special 
session, itself a failure, the Assembly had stressed anew the continuing 
importance of the subject in a worsening international situation.

Portugal, for its part, pointed out that despite the eflforts to create 
conditions conducive to disarmament — notably the two special sessions 
of the General Assembly and the creation or improvement of the relevant 
bodies—the goals were no closer than they had been five years earlier. 
That was because of heightened confrontation between divergent politi
cal interests, more numerous acts of military aggression, interventions in 
the internal affairs of States and human rights violations. Such acts, Por
tugal added, had led to recourse to the threat or use of force in violation 
of the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and that, in turn,

23 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 
5th to 33rd and 97th and 103rd meetings; ibid.. First Committee, 3rd to 41st and 46th 
meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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to the intensification of the arms race. In its view, only the raising of the 
level of confidence among States could provide hope of achieving disar
mament objectives. Cyprus commented on the discrepancy between the 
Charter and the absence of enforcement ability in the Security Council. 
In that context it noted the emphasis in the documents of both of the As
sembly’s special sessions on the “central role” and “primary responsibil
ity*' of the United Nations in disarmament, and saw no validity in those 
notions if the decisions of the Security Council were repeatedly ignored. 
In its view, the Secretary-General had initiated a significant move by 
placing the matter before the Council, but up to that time there had been 
no concrete results.

Cuba and Mongolia, among others, pointed to the priority accorded 
in the 1978 Final Document to nuclear disarmament and the prevention 
of nuclear war, subjects whose importance had been repeatedly stressed 
since that time in various forums, notably those of the non-aligned coun
tries. Their priority was again reaffirmed by the Assembly in the Con
cluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session, where it specifically 
recognized prevention of nuclear war as the most urgent and immediate 
task.

The proposals leading to the adoption of the large number and 
variety of Assembly resolutions mentioned above were submitted in the 
First Committee by various sponsors and introduced on their behalf by a 
representative of one of the States in each case of multiple sponsorship. 
Under the agenda item pertaining to the Assembly’s tenth special session, 
18 draft resolutions were introduced, of which 16 were adopted, as reso
lutions 38/183 A to 38/183 P; and under the item concerning the twelfth 
special session, a further 11 were presented, of which 10 were adopted, as 
resolutions 38/73 A to 38/73 J. In both cases, those not adopted were 
withdrawn before being put to a final vote. Of the 26 resolutions adopted 
under the two items, 8 are discussed in this chapter, and 18 are dealt with 
in later subject chapters, as follows:

(a) In this chapter, beginning on the page shown-
(i) 38/183 E (Report of the Disarmament Commission), page 22;
(ii) 38/183 F (International co-operation for disarmament), page 23;
(iii) 38/183 H (Implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the 

tenth special session), page 26;
(iv) 38/183 I (Report of the Committee on Disarmament), page 29;
(v) 38/73 A (Confidence-building measures), page 32;
(vi) 38/73 C (United Nations programme of fellowships on disarmament), 

page 34;
(vii) 38/73 H (Disarmament and international security), page 36;
(viii) 38/73 1 (Convening of the third special session of the General Assembly 

devoted to disarmament), page 38; and
(b) Jn later chapters (chapter number shown)—

(i) 38/183 A (Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations), chapter V;
(ii) 38/183 B (Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war), 

chapter VI;
(iii) 38/183 C (Prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon), chapter V;
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(iv) 38/183 D (Nuclear weapons in all aspects), chapter V;
(v) 38/183 G (Prevention of nuclear war), chapter VI;
(vi) 38/183 J (Unilateral nuclear disarmament measures), chapter XXIII;

(vii) 38/183 K (Comprehensive programme of disarmament), chapter III;
(viii) 38/183 L (Disarmament Week), chapter XXI;

(ix) 38/183 M (Implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the 
tenth special session (reports by nuclear-weapon States on measures 
taken)), chapter V;

(x) 38/183 N (Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations), chapter V;
(xi) 38/183 O (Advisory Board on disarmament studies), chapter XXII;
(xii) 38/183 P (Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations), chapter V;

(xiii) 38/73 B (Freeze on nuclear weapons), chapter VII;
(xiv) 38/73 D (World Disarmament Campaign), chapter XXI;
(xv) 38/73 E (Nuclear-arms freeze), chapter VII;

(xvi) 38/73 F (World Disarmament Campaign: actions and activities), chap
ter XXI;

(xvii) 38/73 G (Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons), 
chapter VI;

(xviii) 38/73 J (Regional disarmament), chapter XVII.

Additionally, one of the three draft resolutions which were with
drawn—which dealt with the obligation of States in negotiations — is 
discussed briefly in this chapter (page 26), and the others —on bilateral 
nuclear arms negotiations and on peace and disarmament movements — 
are covered in chapters V and XXI respectively.

The draft resolution entitled “Report of the Disarmament Commis
sion” was submitted in the First Committee on 8 November by Bangla
desh, Brazil, Czechoslovakia, the Federal Republic of Germany, Roma
nia, Sierra Leone, Sweden, the Syrian Arab Republic and Tunisia, and 
was introduced by the representative of Brazil on 9 November in his ca
pacity as Chairman of the Commission. In the introduction, he recalled 
resolution 37/78 H by which the General Assembly had requested the 
Commission to direct its attention to specific subjects and to make con
crete recommendations on them, a request that was, moreover, in ac
cordance with paragraph 118 of the Final Document. In also introducing 
the report of the Commission, discussed above, he stated that in 1983 it 
had fulfilled the Assembly’s guidelines, devoting most of its time to sub
stantive deUberations. The specific recommendations contained in the 
report, which were those of the four Working Groups and the Contact 
Group which had handled the substantive items, had been adopted by 
consensus. During the past five years, the Chairman added, the Commis
sion had performed invaluable service, particularly when it had dealt 
with specific questions, among them the guidelines for a comprehensive 
programme of disarmament. Efforts to improve its capacity could be fur
ther pursued so that it might become an increasingly eflFective body. It 
was with that in mind that his delegation had consulted with others in 
submitting the draft resolution. On behalf of the members of the Bureau 
of the Disarmament Commission, acting as co-sponsors, the Chairman
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expressed the hope that the First Committee would approve the text by 
consensus.

Earlier in the debate, Greece, speaking on behalf of the ten member 
States of the European Community, observed that even though the Dis
armament Commission had not been able to reach conclusions on certain 
of its agenda items, there should not be undue pessimism because its 
work had reached a level which held promise for future discussions and 
which could lead, the Ten hoped, to the submission of concrete recom
mendations on a limited number of important, specific subjects each 
year.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 21 November 
without a vote, and the General Assembly adopted it on 20 December, 
also without a vote, as resolution 38/183 E. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Disarmament Commission,
Emphasizing again the importance of an effective follow-up to the relevant recommen

dations and decisions contained in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament,

Taking into account the relevant sections of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth 
Special Session of the General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarma
ment.

Considering the important role that the Disarmament Commission has played and the 
significant contribution that it has made in examining and submitting recommendations on 
various problems in the field of disarmament and in the promotion of the implementation 
of the relevant decisions of the tenth special session,

Desirous of strengthening the effectiveness of the Disarmament Commission as the 
deliberative body in the field of disarmament.

Recalling its resolutions 33/71 H of 14 December 1978, 34/83 H of 11 December 1979, 
35/152 F of 12 December 1980, 36/92 B of 9 December 1981 and 37/78 H of 9 December 
1982,

1. Takes note of the report of the Disarmament Commission;
2. Notes that the Disarmament Commission has yet to conclude its consideration of 

some items on its agenda;
3. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its work in accordance with 

its mandate, as set forth in paragraph 118 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly, and with paragraph 3 of resolution 37/78 H, and to that end 
to make every effort to achieve specific recommendations, at its 1984 substantive session, on 
the outstanding items on its agenda, taking into account the relevant resolutions of the 
General Assembly as well as the results of its 1983 substantive session;

4. Requests the Disarmament Commission to meet for a period not exceeding four 
weeks during 1984 and to submit a substantive report, containing specific recommendations 
on the items inscribed on its agenda, to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Disarmament Commission the 
report of the Committee on Disarmament on the work of its 1983 session, together with all 
the official records of the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly relating to disarma
ment matters, and to render all assistance that the Commission may require for implement
ing the present resolution;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Report of the Disarmament Commission”.

The draft resolution entitled “International co-operation for disar
mament” was submitted on 11 November by 22 States: Afghanistan,
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Angola, Benin, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, In
donesia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Mongolia, 
Mozambique, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam 
and Yemen. It was introduced in the First Committee on the same date 
by the representative of Czechoslovakia, who emphasized the sponsors’ 
aim of lending new impetus to disarmament negotiations in the light of 
the heightened danger of nuclear war and the worsening international at
mosphere.

He referred to the Assembly’s 1979 Declaration on International Co
operation for Disarmament,^^ embodied in resolution 34/88, which had 
been adopted on the basis of a Czechoslovakian initiative, recalling that 
its basic purpose was to promote the implementation of the decisions of 
the Assembly’s first special session devoted to disarmament. The current 
initiative was intended to update and further develop the ideas contained 
in the Declaration. After highlighting the substance of the resolution, 
both its preambular and operative parts, the representative emphasized 
that his delegation was convinced that concrete results could be achieved 
only through constructive negotiations which recognized the principles 
of equality and equal security; such results could prevent the outbreak of 
military conflict. Accordingly, Czechoslovakia hoped that the over
whelming majority of Member States would again support the idea of co
operation for disarmament.

On 25 November, before the First Committee proceeded to vote on 
the draft resolution, Czechoslovakia, on behalf of the sponsors, an
nounced a minor amendment to the text whereby the words “or political” 
would be deleted from the first line of its operative paragraph 5, thus 
leaving the words “members of military groupings” (see below). The 
Committee then approved the draft resolution as orally amended by a 
recorded vote of 84 to 15 (Western countries, Australia, Japan and New 
Zealand), with 18 abstentions. On 20 December, the General Assembly 
adopted it as resolution 38/183 F by a recorded vote of 109 to 15, with 
15 abstentions; it reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Stressing again the urgent need for an active and sustained effort to intensify the imple

mentation of the recommendations and decisions unanimously adopted at its tenth special 
session, the first special session devoted to disarmament, as contained in the Final Docu
ment of that session and confirmed in the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament.

Recalling the Declaration on International Co-operation for Disarmament of 11 De
cember 1979 and General Assembly resolutions 36/92 D of 9 December 1981 and 37/78 B 
of 9 December 1982,

Deeply concerned over the growing danger of nuclear war, the continued arms race 
and the danger of a further, qualitatively new round of the arms race, all of which will have 
a very negative impact on the international situation.

Stressing the vital importance of eliminating the danger of nuclear war, halting the

24 See The Yearbook, vol. 4: 1979, chap. IV.
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nuclear-arms race and attaining disarmament, particularly in the nuclear field, for the pres
ervation of peace and the strengthening of international security,

Bearing in mind the vital interest of all nations in the attainment of effective disarma
ment measures, which would release considerable financial and material resources to be 
used for the economic and social development of all States, in particular developing coun
tries.

Considering the increased activity of peace and anti-war movements against the arms 
race and the escalation of the danger of nuclear war,

Convinced of the need to strengthen constructive international co-operation based on 
the political goodwill of States for successful negotiations on disarmament, in accordance 
with the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,

Emphasizing the duty of States to co-operate for the preservation of international 
peace and security, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, as confirmed in 
the Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co
operation among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, of 24 Oc
tober 1970, the obligation to co-operate actively and constructively for the attainment of 
the aims of disarmament being an indispensable part of that duty.

Expressing the conviction that concrete manifestations of political goodwill, including 
unilateral measures, such as an obligation not to make first use of nuclear weapons, im
prove conditions for resolving disarmament issues in a spirit of co-operation among States,

Stressing that proposals, relatively simple in their execution and at the same time effec
tive, such as the proposals aimed at eliminating the use of force, be it on a world-wide or 
regional scale, contribute considerably to that end.

Bearing in mind that the United Nations bears primary responsibility and plays a cen
tral role in unifying efforts to maintain and to develop active co-operation among States in 
order to resolve the issues of disarmament,

1. Calls upon all States, in implementing the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, to make active use of the principles and ideas contained 
in the Declaration on International Co-operation for Disarmament by actively participating 
in disarmament negotiations, with a view to achieving concrete results, and by conducting 
them on the basis of equality and undiminished security and the non-use of force in interna
tional relations, and to refrain at the same time from developing new directions and chan
nels of the arms race;

2. Stresses the importance of strengthening the effectiveness of the United Nations in 
fulfilling its responsibility for maintaining international peace and security in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations;

3. Declares in this context that the elaboration and dissemination of any doctrines 
and concepts justifying the unleashing of nuclear war endanger world peace, lead to deteri
oration of the international situation and further intensification of the arms race and are 
detrimental to the generally recognized necessity of international co-operation for disarma
ment;

4. Declares that the use of force in international relations as well as in attempts to 
prevent the full implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples is a phenomenon incompatible with the ideas of interna
tional co-operation for disarmament;

5. Appeals to States which are members of military groupings to promote, on the 
basis of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, in the spirit of international co
operation for disarmament, the gradual mutual limitation of military activities of these 
groupings, thus creating conditions for their dissolution;

6. Calls upon all Member States to cultivate and disseminate, particularly in connec
tion with the World Disarmament Campaign launched by the General Assembly at its 
twelfth special session, the ideas of international co-operation for disarmament, inter alia, 
through their educational systems, mass media and cultural policies;

7. Calls upon the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
to continue to consider, in order further to mobilize world public opinion on behalf of
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disarmament, measures aimed at strengthening the ideas of international co-operation for 
disarmament through research, education, information, communication and culture;

8. Calls upon the Governments of all States to contribute substantially, while observ
ing the principle of undiminished security, to halting and reversing the arms race, par
ticularly in the nuclear field, and thus to reducing the danger of nuclear war.

On 11 November, 24 Member States, joined, following its revision, 
by 6 additional States,submitted the draft resolution entitled “Review 
of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted by 
the General Assembly at its tenth special session”, and the representative 
of Yugoslavia introduced it in the First Committee on 15 November. In 
that initial introduction, Yugoslavia emphasized that in the five years 
since the tenth special session, numerous substantial disarmament 
measures could have been initiated. There had been no lack of guidelines 
or machinery, since they had been clearly delineated in the Final Docu
ment. What had been lacking was the political will and resolve of the 
countries with the most significant nuclear arsenals to halt the arms race, 
particularly the nuclear arms race. Moreover, since 1978, resources con
tinued to be exhausted in a direction contrary to that agreed upon and 
adopted as the international community’s general disarmament strategy, 
numerous alarming aspects of the international situation had been re
ferred to in the First Committee, the threat or use of force had become 
more frequent and, finally, the negotiations on disarmament had yielded 
no tangible results and those on some major, priority issues had not even 
begun. It was, however, encouraging that the majority strongly rejected 
options which were not complementary to the principles and goals of the 
Final Document, whose value had been unequivocally reaffirmed in 1982 
at the Assembly’s twelfth special session. The sponsors of the draft stead
fastly believed that the greatest effort should be made to implement the 
decisions of the tenth special session, and hoped that their proposal 
would stimulate that eff’ort, especially on the part of countries with par
ticular responsibilities and more significant military potentials, and that 
it would meet with wide support.

Under the title “Obligation of States to contribute to effective disar
mament negotiations”, the German Democratic Republic, on 10 Novem
ber, submitted a draft resolution, which it introduced in the First Com
mittee on 15 November. By that proposal, the General Assembly, inter 
alia: would express the conviction that it was the foremost obligation
of all States, particularly the nuclear-weapon and other militarily signifi
cant States, to live up to their commitments, including the recommenda
tions and decisions of the General Assembly at its tenth special session, 
and thus to conduct disarmament negotiations in good faith; would urge 
States to intensify their existing negotiations in accordance with the pri-

25 Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Burma, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, 
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic oO, Madagascar, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia 
and Zaire.

26 For the complete text, see A/38/628, para. 19.
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orities established in the Final Document; would invite States engaged in 
negotiations outside the United Nations framework to keep the United 
Nations informed thereon; and would recommend that the Assembly at
tach special attention to the continuous review of the status of disarma
ment negotiations.

Yugoslavia, on 17 November, announced that as a result of consul
tations between the sponsors of the proposal it had introduced and the 
German Democratic Republic, agreement had been reached on revision 
of the initial 24-State text so that one draft resolution could be adopted. 
It then introduced and elaborated upon the revisions of the original text 
(incorporated as the resolution appears below), and expressed its grati
tude to the sponsors of both proposals, especially the German Democra
tic Republic. The latter, for its part, expressed satisfaction at the merging 
of the two proposals, noting that they had the common aim of directing 
the attention of States to the urgent need to negotiate and conclude 
agreements ending and reversing the arms race, and that adoption of the 
revised, jointly sponsored draft resolution would make it unnecessary to 
bring its proposal to the vote.

The First Committee approved the revised draft resolution on 25 No
vember by a recorded vote of 107 to 11 (Western States), with 7 absten
tions.

In connection with the vote, the United Kingdom, voting nega
tively, stressed its regret that the sponsors had not negotiated on the lan
guage in the draft to arrive at a more generally acceptable formulation; 
rather than a consensus view, they had, even more than in the past, ex
pressed their own partisan opinions. Australia, which abstained in the 
voting, explained its position on the grounds that the text called for a 
nuclear-weapon test ban, which was a concept far more limited in scope 
than it favoured.

The General Assembly adopted the draft resolution on 20 December 
by a recorded vote of 132 to 9, with 8 abstentions, as resolution 38/183 
H, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Having reviewed the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted 

by the General Assembly at its tenth special session, the first special session devoted to 
disarmament, as well as the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament,

Recalling its resolutions S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, 34/83 C of 11 December 1979, 35/46 
of 3 December 1980, 35/152 E of 12 December 1980, 36/92 M of 9 December 1981 and 37/ 
78 F of 9 December 1982 and its decision S-12/24 of 10 July 1982,

Deeply concerned that no concrete results regarding the implementation of the recom
mendations and decisions of the tenth special session have been realized in the course of 
more than five years since that session, that in the meantime the arms race, particularly in 
its nuclear aspect, has gained in intensity, that urgent measures to prevent nuclear war and 
for disarmament have not been adopted and that continued colonial domination and for
eign occupation, open threats, pressures and military intervention against independent 
States and violation of the fundamental principles of the Charter of the United Nations 
have taken place, posing the most serious threat to international peace and security,

Convinced that the renewed escalation of the nuclear-arms race, in both the quan
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titative and the qualitative dimensions, as well as reliance on doctrines of nuclear deterrence 
and of use of nuclear weapons, has heightened the risk of the outbreak of nuclear war and 
led to greater insecurity and instability in international relations.

Further convinced that international peace and security can only be ensured through 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control and that one of the 
most urgent tasks is to halt and reverse the arms race and to undertake concrete measures of 
disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, and that, in this respect, the nuclear- 
weapon States and other militarily significant States have the primary responsibility,

Noting with great concern that no real progress in disarmament negotiations has been 
achieved for several years, which has rendered the current international situation even more 
dangerous and insecure, and that negotiations on disarmament issues are lagging far behind 
the rapid technological development in the field of armaments and the relentless growth of 
military arsenals, particularly nuclear arsenals.

Recalling the commitment of States undertaken in various international agreements to 
negotiate on disarmament measures, in particular on nuclear disarmament.

Considering that it is more than ever imperative in the present circumstances to give a 
new impetus to negotiations in good faith on disarmament, in particular nuclear disarma
ment, at all levels and to achieve genuine progress in the immediate future.

Convinced that the success of disarmament negotiations, in which all the people of the 
world have a vital interest, can be achieved through the active participation of Member 
States in such negotiations, contributing thereby to the maintenance of international peace 
and security,

Reaffirming that the United Nations has a central role and primary responsibility in the 
sphere of disarmament.

Stressing that the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, which was unanimously and categorically reaffirmed by all Member States at the 
twelfth special session as the comprehensive basis for efforts towards halting and reversing 
the arms race, has retained all its validity and that the objectives and measures contained 
therein still represent one of the most important and urgent goals to be achieved,

1. Expresses its grave concern over the acceleration and intensification of the arms 
race, particularly the nuclear-arms race, as well as the new, very serious deterioration of 
relations in the world, and the intensification of focal points of aggression and hotbeds of 
tension in different regions of the world, which threaten international peace and security 
and increase the danger of outbreak of nuclear war;

2. Calls upon all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States and other militarily 
significant States, to take urgent measures in order to put an end to the serious aggravation 
of the international situation, to promote international security on the basis of disarma
ment, to halt and reverse the arms race and to launch a process of genuine disarmament;

3. Invites all Stales, particularly nuclear-weapon States and especially those among 
them which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, to take urgent measures with a 
view to implementing the recommendations and decisions contained in the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, as well as to fulfilling the priority 
tasks set forth in the Programme of Action contained in section III of the Final Document;

4. Calls upon all States to refrain from any actions which have or may have negative 
effects on the outcome of disarmament negotiations;

5. Once again calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to concentrate its work on 
the substantive and priority items on its agenda, to proceed to negotiations on nuclear dis
armament and on the prevention of nuclear war without further delay and to elaborate 
drafts of treaties on a nuclear-weapon test ban and on a complete and effective prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their de
struction;

6. Calls upon the Disarmament Commission to-intensify its work in accordance with 
its mandate and to continue improving its work with a view to making concrete recommen
dations on specific items on its agenda;

7. Calls upon nuclear-weapon States engaged in separate negotiations on issues of 
nuclear disarmament to exert the utmost effort with a view to achieving concrete results in
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those negotiations and thus contribute to the success of multilateral negotiations on nuclear 
disarmament;

8. Invites all States engaged in disarmament and arms limitation negotiations outside 
the framework of the United Nations to keep the General Assembly and the Conference on 
Disarmament informed on the status or results of such negotiations, in conformity with the 
relevant provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Implementation of the recommendations and decisions of the tenth special session”.

The 1983 draft resolution entitled “Report of the Committee on Dis
armament” was sponsored by 27 Member States.^’ It was submitted on 
11 November and introduced in the First Committee on 15 November by 
Yugoslavia, which observed that the past year had seen a further dan
gerous deterioration in international relations and the unabated continu
ation of the arms race in all its aspects. Never had concern over such 
developments been greater, since in the course of the past year mankind 
had become more aware of the danger of the outbreak and devastating 
consequences of nuclear war. Once again, neither the negotiations be
tween the leading nuclear Powers nor those in the Committee on Disar
mament had brought any improvement. The report of the Committee 
(discussed above) again showed that that body had been unable to launch 
negotiations on some substantive issues which had been given priority at 
the Assembly’s first special session on disarmament—first of all, halting 
the nuclear arms race and proceeding to nuclear disarmament and, sec
ondly, the prevention of nuclear war. Accordingly, Yugoslavia had to 
state that some members of the Committee, among them some nuclear 
Powers, continued to oppose the Committee’s negotiating on those 
issues. The sponsors of the draft resolution, deeply convinced of the need 
for such negotiations to begin without delay, wished to point to the ab
solute unacceptability of that opposition, which was preventing the 
Committee on Disarmament from conducting them. At the same time, 
they were convinced of the Committee’s ability and competence to be the 
multilateral negotiating body and, in submitting the draft resolution, 
they had been guided by the wish to render to it their greatest support 
and to help it most effectively to fulfil its mandate.

On 25 November, before the First Committee proceeded to vote on 
the draft resolution, the United Kingdom and the United States explained 
their intention to vote against it. The United Kingdom, mentioning that 
it had long regretted being unable to support such draft resolutions and 
had abstained on the corresponding one the previous year, expressed par
ticular regret that the sponsors had made no attempt to negotiate on the 
language, which it regarded as highly partisan, more extreme and even 
more objectionable than in the past. Thus its negative vote would be for 
the same reasons that it had voted against the draft leading to resolution 
38/183 H (see above). It hoped that in future years early consultations

27 Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Burma, Congo, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Ghana, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Madagascar, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia and Zaire.

29



could be held —particularly with regard to the proposal dealing with the 
report of the negotiating body —to find a more generally acceptable for
mulation. The United States felt that the draft resolution, instead of re
flecting the consensus on the report within the Committee on Disarma
ment, attempted to rewrite it, thus distorting the true picture of the work 
of the Committee in a manner which it had difficulty imagining any Com
mittee member could accept. It noted that the Committee, by para
graph 120 of the Final Document, was mandated to conduct its work by 
consensus —the only basis which could lead to disarmament measures 
which would ensure undiminished security for all States. While reaching 
a consensus on the report had been difficult in 1983, it had been achieved. 
The United States expressed grave concern at the move away from the 
search for consensus in the First Committee, resuhing in a draft resolu
tion which should be non-controversial becoming contentious and poten
tially counter-productive. It hoped the sponsors would, in the future, 
employ a more constructive approach to what should be one of the more 
important draft resolutions placed annually before it.

Australia, Belgium and the Netherlands, which would abstain, 
expressed similar objections. Australia, regretting its abstention, specifi
cally urged that the sponsors the following year consider using the termi
nology of the Committee on Disarmament itself regarding the prohibi
tion of nuclear testing. The Netherlands held that whenever the General 
Assembly dealt with the work of the Committee on Disarmament, it 
must do so in terms acceptable to all members of that Committee —a re
quirement which the draft resolution failed to meet, for example, by us
ing the words “nuclear-weapon test ban” instead of “nuclear-test ban”. 
Belgium associated itself with the observations made by the Netherlands, 
the United Kingdom and the United States regarding the breakdown of 
the consensus that the Committee on Disarmament had achieved in its 
report, and felt that the draft resolution conveyed the impression that the 
Assembly need only give majority instructions to such a Committee in 
order to produce results.

Following the explanations, the First Committee approved the draft 
resolution by a recorded vote of 104 to 2, with 19 abstentions. On 20 De
cember, the General Assembly adopted it by a recorded vote of 129 to 2, 
with 18 abstentions, as resolution 38/183 I; it reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 34/83 B of 11 December 1979, 35/152 J of 12 December 1980, 

36/92 F of 9 December 1981 and 37/78 G of 9 December 1982,
Recalling also the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 

Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, and the Concluding Document 
of the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly, the second special session devoted 
to disarmament,

Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament,
Convinced that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multilateral negotiating 

body on disarmament, should play the central role in substantive negotiations on priority 
questions of disarmament and on the implementation of the Programme of Action set forth 
in section III of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,
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Reaffirming that the establishment of ad hoc working groups offers the best available 
machinery for the conduct of multilateral negotiations on items on the agenda of the Con
ference on Disarmament and contributes to the strengthening of the negotiating role of the 
Conference,

Deploring the fact that, despite repeated requests by the General Assembly and the ex
press wish of the great majority of members of the Committee on Disarmament, the estab
lishment of an ad hoc working group to undertake multilateral negotiations on the cessa
tion of the nuclear-arms race and on nuclear disarmament was once again prevented during 
the session of the Committee in 1983,

Regretting that the Committee on Disarmament has also not been enabled to set up ad 
hoc working groups for negotiations on the prevention of nuclear war and on the preven
tion of the arms race in outer space, nor to entrust its A d Hoc Working Group under item 1 
of its agenda, entitled “Nuclear-test ban”, with a new mandate enabling it to undertake sub
stantive negotiations on this question as soon as possible.

Stressing that negotiations on specific disarmament issues conducted outside the Con
ference on Disarmament should in no way serve as a pretext for preventing the conduct of 
multilateral negotiations on such questions in the Conference,

1. Expresses its deep concern and disappointment that the Committee on Disarma
ment has not been enabled, this year either, to reach concrete agreements on disarmament 
issues to which the United Nations has assigned greatest priority and urgency and which 
have been under consideration for a number of years;

2. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its work, so as to make the 
utmost effort to achieve concrete results in the shortest possible period of time on the 
specific priority issues of disarmament on its agenda;

3. Once again urges the Conference on Disarmament to continue or to undertake, 
during its session to be held in 1984, substantive negotiations on the priority questions of 
disarmament on its agenda, in accordance with the provisions of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and other relevant resolutions of the 
Assembly on those questions, and, in order to reach that goal, to provide the existing ad 
hoc working groups with appropriate negotiating mandates and to establish, as a matter of 
urgency, the ad hoc working groups on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear 
disarmament, on the prevention of nuclear war and on the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space;

4. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to undertake, without further delay, the 
elaboration of a draft international treaty on a nuclear-weapon test ban and to submit a 
progress report to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

5. Also urges the Conference on Disarmament to accelerate its work on the elabora
tion of a draft international convention on the complete and effective prohibition of all 
chemical weapons and on their destruction and to submit the preliminary draft of such a 
convention to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

6. Calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to organize its work in such a way as 
to concentrate most of its attention and time on substantive negotiations on priority issues 
of disarmament;

7. Calls upon the members of the Conference on Disarmament that have opposed the 
negotiation on some substantive issues of disarmament to enable the Conference, by adopt
ing a positive stand, to fulfil effectively the mandate that the international community has 
entrusted to it in the field of negotiations on disarmament;

8. Invites the members of the Conference on Disarmament involved in separate nego
tiations on specific priority questions of disarmament to intensify their efforts in order to 
achieve a positive conclusion of those negotiations without further delay and to submit to 
the Conference a full report on their separate negotiations and the results achieved in order 
to contribute most directly to the negotiations in the Conference, in accordance with 
paragraph 3 above;

9. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit a report on its work to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;
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10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item 
entitled “Report of the Conference on Disarmament”.

Forty-two States^* sponsored the draft resolution entitled “Confi- 
dence-building measures”, which was both submitted and introduced in 
the First Committee on 3 November. In the introduction, the represen
tative of the Federal Republic of Germany expressed his delegation’s 
gratitude to the large number of sponsors and their positive response to 
the text as presented, and hoped that it would, accordingly, be adopted 
by consensus.

Referring to the high-quality, substantive discussion in the Disarma
ment Commission on guidelines for confidence-building measures, he 
observed that there had been complete and widespread agreement on 
their growing importance in the current international situation, the posi
tive potential of confidence-building for creating favourable conditions 
for agreement on disarmament measures and the contribution which 
confidence-building measures could make to the reduction of fear and 
mistrust and thereby to the prevention of war. There had emerged a feel
ing that the Commission, having laid a solid groundwork for the elabor
ation of the guidelines being sought, could complete its work on resolu
tion 37/100 D in 1984, as had been mandated and as was indicated in its 
report (see page 12 above). Accordingly, by the central operative para
graph of the draft resolution, the Assembly would request the Disarma
ment Commission to continue and conclude its consideration of the item 
at its 1984 session. Otherwise, the text mainly reaffirmed and consoli
dated that resolution, adopted by consensus in 1982, but additionally 
made note, in positive terms, of the convening in Stockholm of the Con
ference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarma
ment in Europe.

In connection with the First Committee’s action on the proposal, a 
number of States explained their positions. The Soviet Union, while not 
objecting to the adoption of the draft resolution without a vote or to the 
continued consideration of the question in the Disarmament Commis
sion, expressed disquiet that recent talks on confidence-building were be
ing used to create the illusion that such measures could be achieved at the 
same time as an arms buildup, provided they were accompanied by, 
among other things, measures to establish transparency and predictabil
ity. Currently, however, confidence-building measures had to be estab
lished along with concrete measures for military detente, arms limitation 
and disarmament, rather than in isolation from them. That requirement, 
which was not reflected adequately in the text, must be taken into ac
count in the future work of the Disarmament Commission, it concluded.

28 Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Congo, 
Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Ghana, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mali, Mauritania, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Samoa, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, 
Turkey, United Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Yemen 
and Zaire.
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The Philippines, referring to its sponsorship of the proposal, drew 
attention to the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) as a 
group that encompassed a region which was not a stranger to inter-State 
rivalries, but that was currently regarded as one of the more successful 
regional organizations, one which had shown the way—through a series 
of confidence-building steps —by which regional stability and security 
might be achieved. That had been effected by recognition of shared cul
tural and economic interests, constant communication, creation of re
gional understanding and conclusion of agreements on regional co
operation. Nigeria pointed to its general belief that confidence-building 
could provide a climate of trust in inter-State relations and facilitate 
disarmament, but observed that if there had been a separate vote on 
paragraph 5 (see below), it would have found it necessary to abstain, in 
that the inclusion of a reference to confidence-building measures in joint 
statements or declarations would raise their status to that of an article of 
faith. Mexico, for its part, similarly regarded the wording of paragraph 5 
to be very broad, probably beyond what the sponsors intended, and felt 
that such a paragraph, should a corresponding draft resolution be tabled 
in the future, would warrant careful drafting. Albania, too, wished to 
record that it had difficulty with that paragraph, and also with the final 
preambular paragraph.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 21 November 
without a vote and the General Assembly adopted it, also without a vote, 
on 15 December, as resolution 38/73 A. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 37/100 D of 13 December 1982, in which it requested the Disar

mament Commission to consider the elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types of con
fidence-building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a global or re
gional level and to submit a progress report on its deliberations on this item to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-eighth session,

Having considered the report of the Disarmament Commission on the work accom
plished during its session in 1983 on the item “Elaboration of guidelines for appropriate 
types of confidence-building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a 
global or regional level”.

Expressing its concern about the deterioration of the international situation and the 
further escalation of the arms race, which both reflect and aggravate the unsatisfactory in
ternational political climate, tension and mistrust.

Desirous of strengthening international peace and security and, at the same time, 
creating and improving conditions conducive to further measures of disarmament.

Noting again the findings of the Comprehensive Study on Confidence-building Mea
sures and in particular the important role that confidence-building measures can play with 
regard to regional and world-wide stability as well as to progress in disarmament,

Mindful of the fact that, while confidence-building measures cannot serve as a substi
tute for concrete disarmament measures, they play a very significant role in achieving disar
mament, whether they are taken unilaterally, bilaterally or multilaterally.

Convinced of the usefulness of confidence-building measures freely arrived at by the 
States concerned and agreed upon, taking into account the particular conditions and re
quirements of the regions concerned,

Convinced of the need to reduce mistrust and fear among States through the realiza
tion of confidence-building measures, such as those recommended by consensus in the
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Comprehensive Study on Confidence-building Measures, including pertinent and timely 
information on military activities and other matters pertaining to mutual security, and mea- 

^sures concerning the peacetime military conduct of States, as well as through progress on 
concrete measures of disarmament,

Recalling that confidence reflects a set of interrelated factors of a military as well as of 
a non-military character and that plurality of approaches is needed to overcome fear, ap
prehension and mistrust between States and to replace them by confidence,

Welcoming the convening at Stockholm on 17 January 1984 of the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, of which the first 
stage will be devoted to the negotiation and adoption of a set of mutually complementary 
confidence- and security-building measures designed to reduce the risk of military confron
tation in Europe as characterized in the Concluding Document of the Madrid meeting of 
representatives of the participating States of the Conference on Security and Co-operation 
in Europe, held from 11 November 1980 to 9 September 1983,

1. Urges all States to encourage and assist all efforts designed to explore further the 
ways in which confidence-building measures can strengthen international peace and secur
ity;

2. Invites all States to consider the possible introduction unilaterally, bilaterally or 
multilaterally of confidence-building measures in their particular regions and, where possi
ble, to negotiate on them in keeping with the conditions and requirements prevailing in 
their respective regions;

3. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue and conclude at its 1984 ses
sion the consideration of the item entitled “Elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types 
of confidence-building measures and for the implementation of such measures on a global 
or regional level”;

4. Further requests the Disarmament Commission to subnYit a report on its delibera
tions on this item, containing such guidelines, to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth 
session;

5. Recommends that all States consider the inclusion of a reference to, or an agree
ment on, confidence-building measures, as appropriate, in any joint statements or declara
tions of a political nature;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Consideration of guidelines for confidence-building measures”

On 11 November, the draft resolution entitled “United Nations pro
gramme of fellowships on disarmament” (sponsored originally by 19 
States and subsequently by an additional ly^ was submitted in the First 
Committee, and Nigeria introduced it on 15 November. Also in connec
tion with the sub-item, the Assembly had before it the report of the 
Secretary-General on the implementation of the programme in 1983. °̂

In the report, the Secretary-General referred to resolution 37/100 G 
of 13 December 1982, by which the General Assembly recalled its deci
sion, taken at its twelfth special session, to increase the number of fel
lowships awarded from 20, as it had been from the programme’s incep
tion in 1979, to 25 as from 1 9 8 3 . The report also reiterated that its

29 Algeria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, France, Greece, 
Indonesia, Kenya, Liberia, Mali, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Sweden, Tunisia, Uganda, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zambia.

30 A/38/533.
3* The 25 fellows in 1983 came from: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Burma, Central 

African Republic, Cuba, Ethiopia, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Madagascar, Mexico, Poland, Spain, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Tunisa, Uganda, Yemen and Zambia.
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primary objective was to promote expertise on disarmament, and that it 
was particularly for candidates who were involved in or earmarked for 
work on disarmament and related matters.

The report went on to review the content of the 1983 programme, 
noting that it took place from 29 June to 30 November 1983 and in
cluded, apart from following the proceedings of relevant United Nations 
disarmament bodies, lectures, seminars, study visits to the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Japan, Sweden, the USSR, the United States and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna, and research 
projects. The report noted that during its first five years, the programme 
had trained 104 public officials from 67 countries.

In introducing the draft resolution, the representative of Nigeria 
mentioned, in addition, that highly placed personalities in Government 
and industry had addressed the participants. He also welcomed the deci
sion to centre the future operation of the programme in Geneva. Further
more, he suggested that consideration be given to the inclusion of some 
of the fellows’ papers in the periodical Disarmament, which is published 
by the Department for Disarmament Affairs. In conclusion, he expressed 
appreciation to the Governments which had invited the participants for 
study visits and looked forward to a continued productive programme in 
the future. In the debate, two additional African States, Sierra Leone 
and Uganda, referred favourably to the programme, both stressing that 
they had benefited from it.

On 21 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
without a vote, and the General Assembly adopted it on 15 December, 
also without a vote, as resolution 38/73 C, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly^
Recalling its decision, contained in paragraph 108 of the Final Document of the Tenth 

Special Session of the General Assembly, to establish a programme of fellowships on disar
mament, as well as its decisions contained in annex IV to the Concluding Document of the 
Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly, in which it, inter aliay decided to continue 
the programme and to increase the number of fellowships from twenty to twenty-five as 
from 1983,

Noting with satisfaction that the programme has already trained one hundred and four 
public officials from sixty-seven countries, most of whom are now in positions of respon
sibility in the field of disarmament affairs within their Governments or Permanent Missions 
to the United Nations, or representing their Governments at international disarmament 
meetings.

Bearing in mind the growing interest which continues to be manifested in the pro
gramme by an ever-increasing number of States,

Recognizing the fact that the programme of studies and activities as outlined in the 
report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations programme of fellowships on disar
mament has continued to expand,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General,
1. Decides to continue the United Nations programme of fellowships on disarma

ment;
2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to apply the same criteria of objectiv

ity and balance in drawing up the future programme of activities as he has done so far, in 
accordance with the guidelines established by the General Assembly at its thirty-third ses
sion;

35



3. Expresses its appreciation to the Governments of Germany, the Federal Republic 
of, Japan, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America for inviting the fellows to their countries in 1983 to study selected activities in the 
field of disarmament, thereby contributing to the fulfilment of the overall objectives of the 
programme, as well as providing additional information sources and practical knowledge 
for the fellows, and, in this connection, expresses the hope that other Member States will 
extend similar support to the programme;

4. Takes note of the decision of the Secretary-General to relocate the fellowship pro
gramme and its staff at Geneva as from 1 May 1983;

5. Notes that the expansion of the programme has led to an increase in the level of its 
activities;

6. Commends the Secretary-General for the diligence with which the programme has 
continued to be carried out;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrangements for the imple
mentation of the programme for 1984, in accordance with the guidelines established for it;

8. Also requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
ninth session on the implementation of the provisions of the present resolution.

The Bahamas, Cyprus, Egypt and Malta submitted the initial draft 
resolution entitled “Disarmament and International Security”^̂ on 
11 November, and the same four States, joined at the time by Ecuador, 
Sri Lanka, the Sudan and Yugoslavia, and subsequently also by Colom
bia, Costa Rica, Greece and Panama, submitted a revised version of the 
draft on 18 November. The main change was to operative paragraph 1 
(see resolution below) which, in the initial version, had read:

1. Requests the Security Council to expedite the conclusion of the agreements for a 
United Nations force, as is required by the Charter, to render operative the collective secur
ity system provided for in the Charter, and thereby facilitate productive negotiations for 
the cessation of the arms race, particularly the nuclear-arms race, and for progress in disar
mament.

The representative of Cyprus, in addressing the question, stressed that an 
interdependent world composed of many sovereign States could not 
function towards peace without an effectively functioning organization. 
Therefore the United Nations must be effective, as required by its Char
ter, and, accordingly, the First Committee’s efforts should centre on the 
functioning of the security system provided for in the Charter, along 
with disarmament efforts. He then cited from the Charter to underline 
that it called for the peaceful settlement of disputes through collective 
measures. In that context he felt that the main disarmament problems of 
the United Nations were, in the last analysis, the consequence of the in
effectiveness of Security Council decisions. Subsequently, he observed 
that paragraph 13 of the Final Document of 1978, too, had stated that 
“Genuine and lasting peace can only be created through the implementa
tion of the security system provided for in the Charter of the United Na
tions” and pointed out that that consideration had been overlooked in 
the work done on the question of a comprehensive programme of disar
mament based on that Document. In concluding, he claimed that the 
concept of conducting the search for security through disarmament

32*See A/38/641, para. 19.
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reflected a misunderstanding; rather, the reverse was true: it was secur
ity-effective, collective security in accordance with the Charter — 
that would make disarmament possible. To halt the arms race required 
co-operation in international security and the non-use of force in accord
ance with Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter. In the existing situation, 
only parity was preventing the use of force, but real parity could never be 
achieved because each side must protect itself from the other’s acquiring 
superiority, and the arms race would go on. The world had seen that ne
gotiations for direct disarmament measures were futile without concur
rent efforts to create international security.

Later, Malta, in referring to the revised draft text, noted certain al
ternative wordings which it would have preferred in the preamble, but at 
the same time stated that its suggestions were only minor in view of the 
tremendous importance of the draft resolution.

On 25 November the First Committee approved the revised draft 
resolution by a recorded vote of 109 to none, with 14 abstentions (West
ern countries, Israel and New Zealand). The General Assembly adopted 
it on 15 December by a recorded vote of 133 to none, with 13 absten
tions. The resolution, 38/73 H, reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 34/83 A of 11 December 1979, 35/156 J of 12 December 1980, 

36/97 K of 9 December 1981 and 37/100 E of 13 December 1982,
Deeply concerned over the continuing stagnation in the disarmament negotiating 

efforts and the ever-escalating arms race, particularly the nuclear-arms race, which make 
the survival of mankind extremely precarious,

Gravely concerned over the present state of international affairs characterized by the 
continued resort to violence and the use of force, in violation of the Charter of the United 
Nations,

Firmly convinced that a closely interdependent world composed of many sovereign na
tions cannot possibly function towards peace, security and survival in a nuclear and space 
age without an effectively functioning organization.

Noting that the fundamental function of the United Nations in its primary purpose is 
the security system provided for in the Charter and that the principles of disarmament em
bodied in Article 11 of the Charter and flowing from it are an integral part of the system of 
security.

Convinced that restoring to the United Nations its essential function in accordance 
with the provisions of the Charter would be a significant factor in creating the conditions 
conducive to the cessation of the arms race, particularly the nuclear-arms race, and for pro
ductive negotiations on disarmament measures.

Bearing in mind that recent events have brought into sharp focus the reality that con
secutive decisions of the Security Council, adopted unanimously, were ignored and by
passed by those required to comply with them and in consequence the chain of events that 
followed further aggravated the situation.

Determined to avert the danger of an approaching nuclear war in a world of insecurity 
and anarchy in which the continuing lack of collective security through the United Nations 
is an essential factor.

Having regard to the warning in the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the 
Organization, submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session, that “it was 
the lack of an effective system of collective security through the League of Nations tha t. . . 
led to the Second World War”,

1. Requests the Security Council to expedite the conclusion of the agreements mak
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ing armed forces available to the Security Council, as required by the Charter of the United 
Nations, to render operative the collective security system provided for in the Charter and 
thereby facilitate productive negotiations for the cessation of the arms race, particularly the 
nuclear-arms race, and for progress on disarmament;

2. Further requests the Security Council to submit a report, through the Secretary- 
General, to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session.

Twenty-live Member States” became sponsors of the draft resolu
tion entitled “Convening of the third special session of the General As
sembly devoted to disarmament”, which was submitted on 11 November 
and introduced in the First Committee by Yugoslavia on 17 November. 
The representative of Yugoslavia stated that the sponsors attached par
ticular importance to the preparations for and holding of special sessions 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Those held so far had 
shown that the United Nations was an irreplaceable forum and that the 
sessions provided a unique opportunity for the Member States to par
ticipate most directly in the efforts aimed towards the achievement of the 
proclaimed goal of general and complete disarmament. Such gatherings, 
Yugoslavia added, were important for the analysis of the implementation 
of previously adopted recommendations and decisions and to determine 
the guidelines for future efforts of the international community. Accord
ingly, the sponsors were proposing that a third special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament be convened not later than 
1988, and that the date of its convening be determined not later than at 
the fortieth regular session of the Assembly. They hoped that the pro
posal would be adopted by consensus.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 21 November 
without a vote and the General Assembly adopted it on 15 December, 
also without a vote. Resolution 38/73 I reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the decision adopted at its twelfth special session to set, during its 

thirty-eighth session, the date of the third special session devoted to disarmament.
Desiring to contribute to the furthering and broadening of positive processes initiated 

through the laying down of the foundations of an international disarmament strategy at its 
tenth special session,

1. Decides that the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarma
ment should be held not later than 1988;

2. Decides also to set, not later than at its fortieth session, the date of the third 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and to make appropriate 
arrangements concerning the establishment of a preparatory committee for that third spe
cial session.

Under the two collective items on follow-up of the special sessions 
devoted to disarmament, the First Committee had before it a large 
number of documents relating to the various sub-items they covered or to 
conferences, administrative requirements or ideas for action in the in
terest of disarmament. Some were circulated under both of the items and

33 Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Colombia, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Romania, Singa
pore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Tunisia, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zaire.
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also under the collective item entitled “General and complete disarma
ment”, which is the subject of chapter II below, as well as under some of 
the specific items dealt with in later chapters. The following have not 
been referred to in this chapter:

(a) Report of the Secretary-General on the proposal for the establishment of an inter
national satellite monitoring agency; "̂*

(b) Report of the Secretary-General on the Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies;^ ̂

(c) Report of the Secretary-General on the status of multilateral disarmament agree
ments;^

(d) Note by the Secretary-General containing a communication from the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics dated 26 October 1983 on disarmament negotiations outside the 
framework of the United Nations;^’

(e) Letter dated 30 March 1983 from the Permanent Representative of India to the 
United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the Final Documents of 
the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held 
at New Delhi from 7 to 12 March 1983;̂ ®

(/) Report of the Secretary-General on Disarmament Week;^^
(g) Letter dated 31 August 1983 from the Charge d*Affaires a.i. of the Permanent 

Mission of Romania to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, conveying 
messages from President Ceausescu to the USSR and the United States on the bilateral ne
gotiations on intermediate-range nuclear weapons;"*°

(h) Letter dated 14 September 1983 from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Ger
man Democratic Republic to the Secretary-General, conveying a statement on its 10-year 
record of membership in the United Nations;"* ‘

(0 Letter dated 10 October 1983 from the Permanent Representative of India to the 
United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the Communique adopted 
by the Meeting of Ministers and Heads of Delegations of the Non-Aligned Countries to the 
thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, held in New York from 4 to 7 October 
1983;"'

(/) Letter dated 24 October 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Sudan to 
the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the resolutions 
adopted by the Seventieth Inter-Parliamentary Conference, held at Seoul on 12 October 
1983;"^

(k) Letter dated 28 October 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Austria to 
the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, conveying its Government’s appeal 
to the parties to the negotiations in Geneva;"*"*

(/) Three letters dated 22 and 29 November and 5 December 1983 from the Perma
nent Representative of Romania to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, 
two of them dealing with the situation and bilateral negotiations in Europe and the third 
conveying a letter to the Secretary-General from a meeting of Romanian young people;"*̂

34 A/38/404.
35 A/38/467.
36 A/38/524.
37 A/38/562.
38 A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
39 A/38/144.
40 A/38/375.
41 A/38/425.
42 A/38/495-S/16035.
43 A/38/529.
44 A/C. 1/38/7.
45 A/C.1/38/12, A/C.1/38/14 and A/C.1/38/15.
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(m) Letter dated 28 November 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Bulgaria
to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, conveying a declaration of its 
Government on the situation in Europe;'*^

(n) Report of the Secretary-General on the World Disarmament Campaign;**^
(o) Report of the Secretary-General on regional disarmament;"*®
ip) Letter dated 6 June 1983 from the Acting Permanent Representative of China to

the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, conveying a reply sent to Mexico on 
the Chinese position on disarmament and co-operation;"*’

(g) Letter dated 3 November 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Argentina 
to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General on the Falkland Islands (Malvi
nas);̂ ®

(/•) Letter dated 14 October 1983 from the Charge d’Aflfaires a.i. of the Permanent 
Mission of Czechoslovakia to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, con
veying the appeal of the World Assembly For Peace and Life, against Nuclear War.^ ‘

Conclusion

It is obvious that the effective implementation of measures recognized as 
necessary at special sessions of the General Assembly devoted to disar
mament would mean that important steps to curb, halt and reverse the 
arms race on a comprehensive basis were being achieved in accordance 
with the expressed desire of the vast majority of Member States. Never
theless, no more during 1983 than during any other year since 1978, when 
the first such special session was held, was any significant beginning made 
towards such a process.

In fact, even more than in other years, the generally expressed desire 
for reduced tensions, peace and disarmament seemed to be accompanied, 
paradoxically, by an increasingly grave international situation, contin
ued military confrontation and intervention, an absence of tangible 
progress in any of the disarmament forums and the breakdown of some 
of them.

As to items directly related to follow-up, except for some progress 
on the question of guidelines for confidence-building which was achieved 
by the Disarmament Commission, any other positive signs were reflected 
mainly in the administrative and procedural areas, for instance: the con
solidation of the Department for Disarmament Affairs, which came into 
being at the beginning of the year; the completion of the Committee on 
Disarmament’s first review of its membership, resulting in its agreement 
to a limited expansion and its redesignation as the Conference on Disar
mament; and the decision by the General Assembly to set a date at its 
fortieth regular session, in 1985, for the convening of its third special ses
sion on disarmament. Otherwise, only the ever-increasing intensity of ex-

46 A/C. 1/38/13.
47 A/38/349.
48 A/38/376 and Add.l and 2.
49 A/38/261.
50 A/38/567-S/16125.
51 A/C. 1/38/5.
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pressions of concern about the continuing grave international situation 
and the danger of war, particularly nuclear war, and the consequent in
creased activity in all aspects of the field of disarmament might be con
strued as positive.

Whether such a bleak situation will prevail in the future will depend 
on the effects of this growing concern and expansion of activity on the ac
tions of Governments and on their will to find solutions to international 
problems in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations.

41



C H A P T E R  I I

The question of general and complete disarmament 

Introduction

T h e  q u e s t io n  o f  g e n e r a l  a n d  c o m p l e t e  d is a r m a m e n t  has been on the 
agenda of international deliberative and negotiating bodies within or 
outside the United Nations almost since the end of the Second World 
War. Although the provisions of the United Nations Charter dealing 
with disarmament and the regulation of armaments are not elaborated in 
detail and do not refer to nuclear weapons — which the Charter pre
dated—the first resolution adopted by the General Assembly, resolu
tion 1 (I) of 24 January 1946, established the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and stated, in the Commission’s terms of reference, inter alia, that it 
“shall make specific proposals for the elimination from national ar
maments of atomic weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable 
to mass destruction”. A year later, on 13 February 1947, the Security 
Council established a second body, the Commission for Conventional 
Armaments.

At the outset, the scope of disarmament negotiations was very 
broad. The terms of reference of the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Commission for Conventional Armaments taken together called for 
immediate plans to ensure that atomic energy would be used only for 
peaceful purposes, and that armaments and armed forces would be gen
erally regulated and reduced under an international system of control 
and inspection.

During the subsequent 25 or more years, the emphasis in disarma
ment negotiations may be regarded as shifting between long- and short
term objectives and between comprehensive and partial measures for 
achieving the ultimate goal of general disarmament, or at least the reduc
tion of armaments to the lowest levels possible to maintain international 
peace and security. ‘

Until 1950, separate negotiations were held in the Atomic Energy 
Commission and in the Commission for Conventional Armaments. 
Between 1951 and the mid-1960s the shifting in emphasis became appar
ent. During the 1951-1959 period, the basic objective was the regulation,

1 See The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, 
Sales No. 70.IX.1), chaps. 3-6, and The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 
(United Nations publication. Sales No. E.76.IX.1), chap. I.
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limitation and balanced reduction of all armaments, by stages, in a co
ordinated, comprehensive programme. Beginning as early as 1955, how
ever, contradictions developed between that long-range objective and 
proposals that were put forward for immediate, partial measures to be 
implemented without agreement on a comprehensive plan. The partial 
approach was commended to the negotiators by the General Assembly in 
the hope that some limited first steps would increase confidence and 
thereby create a more favourable atmosphere for comprehensive 
agreements.

In 1959, with the General Assembly’s adoption of resolution 1378 
(XIV), “General and complete disarmament under effective international 
control” became a goal to be actually sought. An international instru
ment leading to that goal was to be worked out and agreed upon in the 
shortest possible time —which again broadened the scope of the negotia
tions. However, work towards agreement on partial disarmament or col
lateral measures continued to be pursued concurrently with the elabora
tion of plans for general and complete disarmament, since it was soon 
sensed that devoting parallel and, at times, even primary attention to 
measures designed to reduce tension and build confidence through posi
tive achievements in the near-term might actually facilitate and hasten 
the complex task of achieving general and complete disarmament.

Further impetus was given to the comprehensive approach, how
ever, when the General Assembly endorsed, by resolution 1722 (XVI) of 
20 December 1961, the joint statement of agreed principles for disarma
ment negotiations worked out and issued earlier in the year by the Soviet 
Union and the United States, and recommended that negotiations on 
general and complete disarmament be based upon those principles.^

The most elaborate proposals based on that approach were the 
Soviet “Draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control”  ̂ and the American “Outline of basic provisions of 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world”,'* 
which were submitted to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment (ENDC) in 1962, on 15 March and 18 April respectively. Those 
proposals and revisions to them were discussed during the following few 
years, but no agreement was reached due to various differences which 
arose between the two groups of States most centrally concerned, par
ticularly in the area of stages of implementation, nuclear issues and con
trol.

By 1965 it became clear that, because of the difficuh political cli
mate, the goal of general and complete disarmament was unattainable in 
the near future. Thereafter, attention became increasingly directed 
towards reaching agreement on partial measures, some of which were: a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty, the non-proliferation of nuclear weap-

2 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Sixteenth Session, Annexes, agenda item 
19, document A/4879.

3 Official Records o f the Disarmament Commission, Supplement fo r January 1961 to 
December 1962, document DC/203, annex 1, sect. C (ENDC/2).

 ̂ Ibid., sect. F (ENDC/30 and Corr.l).
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ons, the prohibition of chemical and biological weapons and the preven
tion of an arms race on the sea-bed.

Meagre results and continuing difficulties in ongoing disarmament 
negotiations, among other things, led in 1969 to the General Assembly’s 
adoption of resolution 2602 E (XXIV), by which it declared the 1970s as 
a Disarmament Decade. By that resolution, the Assembly requested the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), as the negotiat
ing body was then known, while continuing its negotiations on collateral 
measures, to work out at the same time a comprehensive programme 
dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms race 
and general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol, in order to provide a guideline for the CCD’s further work.

In subsequent years, the question of a comprehensive programme 
was considered in the CCD and, more recently, the Disarmament Com
mission and the Committee on Disarmament, as well as in the General 
Assembly, and several resolutions have been adopted and numerous pro
posals have been considered in the various bodies on that question. It 
received further impetus at the first and second special sessions of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. Although the Disarmament 
Commission achieved consensus on the “elements” of such a programme 
in 1979, agreement on a draft programme itself had not been possible by 
the end of 1983. The subject is considered separately in chapter III 
below.

No substantive or tangible progress towards general and complete 
disarmament perse was in fact made during the period between 1969 and 
1983, and prospects for the achievement of that goal in any foreseeable 
future became widely considered as bleak. Although the term has con
tinued to be heard constantly en passant in the statements of members in 
United Nations bodies and in other conferences and negotiating forums, 
it is widely considered to have little real substance that could be trans
lated into action. General and complete disarmament has also been 
reaffirmed as an ultimate goal in numerous resolutions adopted by the 
General Assembly at successive sessions, but again without real analysis 
in recent years as to how it might be attained. On the other hand, the 
term itself provides the Assembly with a very useful agenda item under 
which a variety of matters —often proposals which are new or do not fit 
elsewhere—may appropriately be considered, such as initiatives con
cerning nuclear weapons, studies on various subjects and proposals con
cerning international conferences or the international machinery for 
disarmament. Due to a rather pervasive unfavourable political atmos
phere and deteriorating international relations, there is no doubt that the 
United Nations has a long way to go to achieve its ultimate objective of 
general and complete disarmament.
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Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The Disarmament Commission met at United Nations Headquarters 
from 9 May to 3 June 1983 under the chairmanship of Mr. Celso 
Antonio de Souza e Silva of Brazil.

Three of the items on the agenda were substantively identical with 
items on the agenda of the 1982 session, namely, items 4, 5 and 6. They 
dealt respectively with various aspects of the arms race, particularly the 
nuclear arms race, in order to expedite negotiations aimed at the elimina
tion of the danger of nuclear war and the elaboration of a general 
approach to disarmament negotiations; the reduction of military bud
gets; and the question of South Africa’s nuclear capability. The Commis
sion also considered two new items. Nos. 7 and 8, concerning, first, the 
report of ICDSI entitled “Common Security”, which was distributed as a 
document of the Disarmament Commission,’ in order to suggest to the 
General Assembly how best to ensure an effective follow-up thereto and 
secondly, the elaboration of guidelines for appropriate types of con- 
fidence-building measures and their implementation. The above- 
mentioned agenda items are set out in extenso in chapter I, on pages 9 
and 10 of this volume.

The Commission established a number of subsidiary bodies to facili
tate its programme of work. It set up a committee of the whole to con
sider the agenda item on the arms race, particularly its nuclear aspects, 
and a general approach to negotiations —the Committee later established 
a contact group to deal with the item and report back to it, and four 
working groups: Working Group I on the reduction of military budgets. 
Working Group II on South Africa’s nuclear capability. Working 
Group III on the report of the Independent Commission and Working 
Group IV on confidence-building measures. All the Working Groups 
were informal and open-ended.

As at previous sessions, the question of general and complete disar
mament was not considered as a separate item by the Commission in 
1983. Moreover, few references were made on the subject during the gen
eral exchange of views on all agenda items or in the concluding com
ments of the members of the Commission.® As in the preceding few 
years, member States were clearly more concerned about the growing 
danger of nuclear war and how to prevent it than with the vague and dis
tant goal of general and complete disarmament. However, a few delega
tions mentioned it in their statements.

The representative of Cuba referred to general and complete disar
mament in connection with the reduction of military budgets, stressing 
that that subject could not be separated from the arms race and general 
and complete disarmament. Similarly, India stressed that the adoption of 
measures for the freezing and reduction of military expenditures must be 
interrelated with other measures of disarmament within the context of

5 A/CN. 10/38.
 ̂A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
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progress towards general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control. Egypt referred to the question in the broader con
text of security for all as well as in that of South Africa’s nuclear capabil
ity; at the same time Egypt stressed what it saw as a linkage between such 
matters as regional security, confidence-building measures and the reduc
tion of military budgets on the one hand, and general and complete dis
armament on the other. Japan, later in the session, expressed its willing
ness to work towards the ideal world of general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control, but cautioned that the road to 
such an ideal state was to be found only through gradual and steady 
improvement.

The results of the deliberations of the Contact Group and the four 
Working Groups were included in the “Conclusions and recommenda
tions’' of the Commission’s report to the General Assembly.^

The Contact Group, dealing with item 4 of the agenda, was unable 
to achieve consensus on a set of recommendations for submission to the 
Committee of the Whole, but suggested that the Committee include in its 
report to the Commission an annex entitled “Compilation of proposals 
for recommendations on agenda item 4”; the Committee and, subse
quently, the Commission agreed to that suggestion. The compilation 
contained two recommendations which referred explicitly to general and 
complete disarmament.® Its recommendation 2, concerning conventional 
weapons and the arms race, stipulated that “conventional disarmament 
should be resolutely pursued within the framework of progress towards 
general and complete disarmament”. Its recommendation 6, concerning 
the World Disarmament Campaign, contained two alternative texts, the 
first of which stressed that the Campaign should promote public interest 
and support for “the reaching of agreements on measures of arms limita
tion and disarmament with a view to achieving the goal of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control”, while the 
second stated:

Member States should be encouraged to ensure a better flow of information with 
regard to the various aspects of disarmament to avoid dissemination of false and tenden
tious information concerning armaments, and to concentrate on the danger of escalation of 
the armaments race and on the need for general and complete disarmament under eff’ective 
international control.

Working Group I, dealing with the reduction of military budgets, 
did not reach a consensus on a set of recommendations. In two working 
papers submitted to it, however, the question of general and complete 
disarmament was mentioned. In that which India presented,’ it stressed 
that “the freezing and reduction of military expenditures must be con
ceived in the context of a global approach to disarmament” and “the 
adoption of measures for the freezing and reduction of military expendi-

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42); sect. IV sets out the reports of the Groups.

® Ibid., annex VIII, sect. II.
9 Ibid., annex XII (originally distributed on 20 May 1982 as document A/CN. 10/35).
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tures must be interrelated with other measures of disarmament within the 
context of progress towards general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control”. The Chairman’s working p a p e rc o n 
cerning principles and ideas which should govern further actions of 
States in the field of the freezing and reduction of military expenditures 
also noted the interrelationship of agreements on the subject and pro
gress towards general disarmament.

In the absence of an agreed text or recommendation in Working 
Group II regarding the nuclear capability of South Africa, the Commis
sion recommended further discussion at its next session on the basis of 
two working papers, one of which was later revised, which were annexed 
to the report of the Group. “

With regard to agenda item 7, Working Group III in its report 
briefly described the report of ICDSI and its consideration of the report 
during 11 meetings and a number of informal consultations with the 
Chairman. In 1983, only Working Group III, whose aim, as stated in the 
agenda item, was to suggest how best to ensure an effective follow-up of 
the report, was able to achieve conclusive results. While its discussions 
were not without controversy—particularly with regard to the Indepen
dent Commission’s recommendation for the establishment of a tactical 
or battlefield nuclear-weapon-free zone in Europe —the Disarmament 
Commission found the report to be noteworthy in that it reflected agree
ment among prominent personalities of different political convictions on 
a concrete programme aimed at halting the arms race and creating a 
downward spiral in armaments. The Commission also regarded the 
report as a timely and constructive contribution to international efforts 
to strengthen peace and security, and set out the following paragraph as 
its recommendation:

13. The Disarmament Commission noted that in many cases the proposals of ICDSI 
dealt with ongoing efforts, inter aliOy in the Commission itself, whereas in other cases new 
measures were proposed. The Commission recommended that the report of ICDSI be duly 
taken into account in ongoing and future disarmament efforts.'*

Working Group IV, which considered the item entitled “Elaboration 
of guidelines for appropriate types of confidence-building measures and 
for the implementation of such measures on a global or regional level”, 
understood that its task, assigned to the Disarmament Commission by 
resolution 37/100 D, envisaged a two-year exercise, and therefore con
centrated in 1983 on an exchange of views and the question of guidelines 
for confidence-building measures (its report is considered in chapter I 
above). During its discussions, all delegations stressed the overriding 
importance, in a world characterized by political tensions and the escala
tion of the arms race, of strict adherence to the Charter of the United 
Nations and to the provisions set out in the Final Document of the Tenth

10 Ibid., annex Xlll.
** Ibid., para. 24 and annexes XIV-XVI. 
•2 Ibid., para. 25.
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Special Session of the General Assembly'^ for the preservation of peace 
and the eventual realization of general and complete disarmament. 
Further, in a working paper submitted by the Federal Republic of Ger
many,'* under the subheading “Objectives and purposes of confidence- 
building measures”, a number of possibilities were put forward. Among 
them, in the context of the importance of enhancing communication and 
information in order to achieve better understanding of mutual con
cerns, the following point was made;

Confidence-building measures can thus help to create a political and psychological cli
mate in which the tendency towards a competitive arms buildup will be reduced and the 
importance of the military element will gradually diminish. This can greatly facilitate genu
ine progress in arms control and disarmament negotiations ultimately aimed at general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control.

At the last two plenary meetings of the Commission, a number of 
delegations, in their concluding statements, expressed opinions on the 
usefulness of the Commission and generally reaffirmed their faith in it as 
an authoritative, multilateral, deliberative forum for recommending dis
armament measures to the General Assembly. However, India, in evalu
ating the Commission’s work on behalf of the non-aligned countries, 
voiced their disappointment at the paucity of results due, among other 
things, to a lack of political will. To their regret, that had been the prob
lem particularly during the consideration of the question of the preven
tion of nuclear war. They had presented a working paper on that issue 
which contained concrete proposals;'^ however, some of the nuclear- 
weapon Powers and their allies had shown a total lack of interest in 
reaching agreement on that basis. Further, the non-aligned countries 
were greatly disappointed at the lack of consensus on the item dealing 
with the nuclear capability of South Africa, which, they held, had been 
due to the obstructionist attitude of some countries.

Speaking on behalf of the members of the European Community, 
the Federal Republic of Germany stressed that the Disarmament Com
mission had only partially fulfilled the hope that at its 1983 session it 
would be able to move closer to the model of a deliberative body which, 
in substantive support of the General Assembly itself, would contribute 
concrete and operational recommendations each year on a limited num
ber of important and topical disarmament items. In the view of the Ten, 
the work of the Commission could be substantially facilitated if delega
tions would seek to promote a spirit of mutual understanding, develop 
areas of agreement and strive for common positions. They also empha
sized the importance of an appropriately balanced approach towards 
nuclear and conventional disarmament, and regretted the lack of consen
sus on that question. Concerned about the arms race and the growth of 
military expenditures, the Ten reiterated the urgent need for all States to 
continue consideration of those items. They also expressed their dis

•3 Ibid., Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. III.
Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/38/42), annex XVII.

*5 Ibid., annex V.
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appointment that Working Groiip II did not succeed in reaching consen
sus formulations on South Africa’s nuclear capability in spite of a com
mon rejection of racism, colonialism and apartheid. Finally, they 
expressed their satisfaction that it had been possible to arrive at a shared 
view on the significance of the report of ICDSI and welcomed the interim 
results regarding confidence-building measures.

China regretted that no progress had been made on substantive 
issues during the session. Stressing the special responsibility of the two 
major nuclear Powers, it referred to the justified expectations of other 
countries that those Powers should take the first steps towards nuclear 
disarmament, although without neglecting the conventional component. 
Deploring the lack of agreement on a text regarding South Africa’s 
nuclear capability, China expressed its firm support of African States in 
their just struggle to oppose the racist regime’s acquisition of nuclear 
weapons. With regard to the reduction of military budgets, it considered 
that it was fundamental that the super-Powers take the lead in making 
drastic cuts. It observed that meaningful deliberations had been con
ducted on confidence-building measures, and that both convergent and 
divergent views had emerged. In its opinion, a major requirement was 
the resolution of differences on certain matters of principle, such as 
respect for the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of 
States, non-interference by States in the internal affairs of other countries 
and respect of the principle of non-intervention.

A number of Eastern European States expressed regret that it had 
not been possible for the Commission to conclude its work with substan
tive progress. The Soviet Union stressed that the political will of States 
was the essential prerequisite for progress in any of the international 
forums dealing with arms limitation, including the Disarmament Com
mission, and stated further that some countries had obstructed the nego
tiations on many issues, particularly on the most important ones, such as 
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war. In Bulgaria’s 
view, the lack of agreement on recommendations on most of the issues 
had been due to confrontation between two completely opposite tenden
cies: on the one hand, the desire of the vast majority of the Commission’s 
members to formulate genuine measures for halting the arms race and 
for disarmament and, on the other, a policy of outright rejection of such 
measures and renunciation of the very need for disarmament. Romania, 
for its part, considered that the Commission’s contribution towards 
establishing the climate necessary for genuine disarmament measures had 
been modest.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The Committee on Disarmament, the multilateral negotiating body, in
1983 followed its established practices, in accordance with its rules of 
procedure, of rotating its chairmanship alphabetically on a monthly 
basis and holding its session in two parts, from 1 February to 29 April
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and from 14 June to 30 August.'® During that period, it held 50 formal 
plenary meetings and 27 informal meetings on its agenda for the session, 
its programme of work, organization and procedures and other matters, 
as well as on the substantive items of the agenda adopted. Also in confor
mity with the rules of procedure, a number of States not members of the 
Committee attended plenary meetings and several of them, upon request, 
were invited to participate in discussion on various agenda items and in 
the meetings of ihtAdH oc  Working Groups dealing with items of parti
cular concern to them. For details on this aspect of its work, see chap
ter I. As in previous years, communications received from non-govern
mental organizations and individuals were circulated to the Committee 
under the relevant rules.

In adopting the agenda and programme of work for the session, the 
Committee reiterated its previous statement: "The Committee on Disar
mament, as the multilateral negotiating forum, shall promote the attain
ment of general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control”. However, the question of general and complete disarmament 
was not dealt with as a separate item at the Committee’s 1983 session. 
References to it were made mainly in statements in plenary meetings,*’ 
especially in those concerning two of its agenda items: “Cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament; prevention of nuclear war, 
including all related matters” and “Comprehensive programme of disar
mament”.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Javier Perez de 
Cuellar, in his personal address to the Committee on 15 February, drew 
the attention of the members to the crucial stage reached in the history of 
mankind’s efforts at disarmament in which the preservation of human 
life and values had become of supreme importance. Stressing the great 
responsibility conferred on the Committee as the world’s sole multilateral 
body for negotiations on disarmament, the Secretary-General pleaded 
for greater vigour and determination in reaching agreement on effective 
measures. He further urged the Committee to make every effort to 
achieve consensus on some key questions, such as a nuclear-test ban and 
nuclear disarmament. After touching upon some of the issues on its 
agenda, such as the nuclear arms race, conventional disarmament, the 
relationship between disarmament and security and the question of veri
fication, the Secretary-General concluded his statement by stressing the 
exceptional possibilities lying before the Committee and the fact that it 
was, as a multilateral organ, uniquely qualified to forge a consensus on 
such important disarmament issues; that, however, would require politi
cal courage and vision. Moreover, in his view, progress in the negotia
tions in the Committee could have a significance that would go beyond 
the confines of its own agenda and encourage Governments to tackle 
other aspects of disarmament with greater confidence and determination.

Other statements in the Committee which referred to the question of

See ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 2-22, for details. 
‘7 Ibid.. appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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general and complete disarmament reflected a spectrum of opinions 
regarding the causes of the arms race, the danger of nuclear war, the con
cepts of security and confidence-building measures and further concerns 
of importance from the standpoint of the country being represented.

China’s representative stated that the people of the world had long 
hoped that the work of the Committee would promote the cause of disar
mament and help maintain world peace and security. However, much to 
their disappointment, no substantive progress had been achieved on any 
of the important disarmament items before it and a genuine reduction of 
armaments remained a distant objective. China reiterated its consistent 
view that the rivalry between the super-Powers constituted the root cause 
of the tense and turbulent international situation and the absence of 
progress in disarmament. The grave military confrontation in Europe, 
the continued occupation of Afghanistan and Kampuchea, both non- 
aligned Asian countries, the turmoil and conflicts in the Middle East and 
the stormy situation in Africa were all related, directly or indirectly, to 
super-Power rivalry for world domination. After referring to some of the 
issues on the agenda, China expressed the hope that the Committee 
would live up to the aspirations of people everywhere and try to over
come various difficulties and obstacles in the way of genuine disarma
ment, thereby contributing to the maintenance of world peace.

Among the group of 21, a number of States referred to the question 
of general and complete disarmament in the context of nuclear disarma
ment and the prevention of nuclear war. Expressing its disappointment 
at the lack of progress in those areas between the super-Powers and 
within the Committee, the representative of Sri Lanka observed that 
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war were not the sole 
responsibihty of nuclear-weapon States, nor were those States the eternal 
trustees of world peace and security merely because they possessed 
nuclear weapons. He thus stressed that the goal of the non-aligned coun
tries was not a series of arms control agreements between the nuclear- 
weapon States or their groups. Arms control measures so far had not 
halted the arms race or reversed trends in the accumulation of nuclear 
weapons and, despite them, both nuclear and conventional weapons had 
been revolutionized by new technology and had acquired unprecedented 
levels of sophistication and destructive capacity. The situation in arma
ments, far from improving, had seriously deteriorated. While recogniz
ing the usefulness of arms control agreements, Sri Lanka pleaded that 
they should not be confused with disarmament or used to postpone or 
avoid genuine disarmament negotiations in the Committee. In its view, 
limited agreements could not become a substitute for general and com
plete disarmament.

The representative of India stressed that mankind was faced with the 
imminent threat of nuclear war primarily because of the excessive accu
mulation of nuclear weapons. Referring to the arguments of the major 
nuclear-weapon Powers and their allies that peace had been maintained 
by the balance of terror, or the deterrent eff“ect of nuclear weapons, and 
nuclear war avoided by the deployment of massive nuclear arsenals.
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India held that such doctrines were not only obsolete and outmoded but 
also dangerous, unacceptable, and precisely what had brought the world 
to the real possibility of a nuclear war. Regarding the relationship 
between disarmament and development, India pointed out that an 
attempt was being made, as in the debate on the need for nuclear disar
mament, to divert attention from the main issues to such side issues of 
the subject as confidence-building measures. Security, in its view, was 
essentially a matter of perception, but could not be seen only in military 
terms. Rather, it also involved political, economic, social, cultural and 
environmental dimensions, and its military aspects could be pursued only 
in contradiction to and at the cost of such dimensions. In the ultimate 
analysis, just as global prosperity could be maintained only on the basis 
of development of all countries, particularly the developing ones, so 
security, India believed, could best be sought in general and complete 
disarmament.

Speaking as Chairman of the Committee for March, the representa
tive of Morocco stated that in spite of the failure of the second special 
session on disarmament, the lack of any substantial results in the Com
mittee and the generally unfavourable political climate and state of inter
national relations, there were some reasons for optimism. Among them, 
he considered that the changes which had taken place in the Committee, 
the fact that no State wished to be held responsible for the lack of results 
or negative results, and the awakening of public opinion to the danger 
posed by the arms race gave cause for satisfaction and were having bene
ficial effects on the atmosphere in which the Committee had to work. 
Morocco felt that the new awareness of the entire international commu
nity meant that any disarmament measure, whatever its extent or the 
nature of the weapons to which it referred, would be significant in so far 
as it contributed to the goal of general and complete disarmament.

Addressing the Committee, the Federal Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs of Yugoslavia stated that the results that the Committee had 
achieved thus far were not proportionate to the challenges posed by the 
arms race and a deteriorating international situation. In his view, a parti
cularly negative characteristic of the current state of international rela
tions was the arms race, and especially the nuclear arms race, whose 
global dimensions and quality threatened the very survival of civiliza
tion. The arms race had called into question the modest results achieved 
in the post-war period in the field of disarmament. Thus, it was high time 
to arrest it and create political conditions that would enable the Com
mittee and the international community to move in the direction of disar
mament. In contrast to the bloc concept of security based on nuclear 
deterrence and balance of power, the non-aligned countries had devel
oped a new concept which fundamentally proceeded from the belief that 
peace was the common heritage of mankind, for which all countries were 
responsible, but that the great Powers had special obligations in that 
respect. That idea implied, inter alia, the elimination of power politics, 
the need to overcome the present bloc division of the world, the pursuit 
of a policy of universal detente and the solution of controversies by
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peaceful means. According to the concept, those objectives could be 
achieved only if there were substantial reductions in armed forces and ar
maments in the world, which was why disarmament constituted one of 
the key elements of the non-aligned countries’ concept of security.

Sweden referred to the strong call for peace and disarmament that 
was being heard as a reflection of the deep concern of many millions of 
people, and was convinced that the peace movement was emerging as an 
important political factor in many countries. While regarding the arms 
race as the result of tensions, suspicion, injustice and the quest for 
power, it also stressed that the arms race was, in turn, a cause of the 
world economic crisis, the widening gap between rich and poor countries 
and the abuse of vast economic and intellectual resources which were 
desperately needed for human development. In advocating a new 
approach, it stressed that disarmament and peace must be seen not only 
in the East-West perspective but also in a North-South dimension, and 
that they were not an exclusive affair for the two super-Powers or mili
tary blocs. Sweden supported the conclusions of ICDSI, reiterating that 
common security sought through disarmament, rather than mutual 
deterrence based on armaments, should be the prime basis for security in 
the world.

The representative of the USSR stated that the consistent policy of 
the Soviet Union aimed at curbing the arms race had been reaffirmed at 
the recently held session of the Supreme Soviet. He pointed out that his 
country had put forward a whole range of proposals in the field of disar
mament, including the most radical proposal—that on complete and gen
eral disarmament combined with complete and general control—and he 
added, as had also been stressed at the Supreme Soviet session, that in 
the current situation it was useless for anyone to count on achieving mili
tary superiority. The USSR had not sought and did not seek it, but nei
ther did it recognize the right of anyone else to military superiority nor 
would it allow that. The representative then cited from a statement of 
Mr. A. Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign Minister, to the effect that the most 
important thing was to conduct honest negotiations, and that agreements 
must be based on the principle of equality and equal security. The Soviet 
Union believed the world was passing through a critical historical phase 
in which the major problem in international politics was, in its view, the 
need to preserve peace and to prevent a nuclear catastrophe; in that 
respect the Committee bore a heavy responsibility.

In holding that prevention of nuclear war and nuclear disarmament 
were matters of utmost priority, the representative of Czechoslovakia 
referred to the Political Declaration which the Warsaw Treaty countries 
had adopted in Prague and to statements made later in Moscow, observ
ing that those documents put forward a number of concrete proposals 
aimed at preventing war, especially nuclear war, and the promotion of 
disarmament. By their proposals, the socialist countries were trying, 
in Czechoslovakia’s view, not only to create the appropriate atmosphere 
for disarmament, but also to achieve the adoption of concrete measures. 
Such a process was in accordance with the will of all peoples, as ex
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pressed in the Final Document of the Assembly’s first special session on 
disarmament, in 1978, and the Declaration on International Co-oper- 
ation for Disarmament adopted, as resolution 34/88, in 1979. Czechoslo
vakia noted that that Declaration, among other things, stated that a 
special responsibility for achieving general and complete disarmament, 
particularly nuclear disarmament, and for averting nuclear war lay with 
the nuclear-weapon and other militarily significant States.

The Vice-President of the United States addressed the Committee 
near the beginning of its 1983 session and elaborated his country’s views 
on the state of its efforts —both bilateral and multilateral—to advance 
the cause of peace through effective arms control measures. He stressed 
that the Reagan Administration believed that arms control measures 
could be a vital part of national security, and that equitable and effective
ly verifiable agreements could increase that security. He restated the gen
eral principles which guided the American arms control efforts, namely: 
substantial reduction of the number and destructive potential of nuclear 
weapons, not just a freeze at high levels; mutual reductions to equal lev
els of both sides’ forces; agreements that would enhance the security of 
the United States and its allies and reduce the risk of war; and carefully 
designed provisions of arms control agreements and insistence on their 
verifiability to ensure compliance by all parties. He concluded his mes
sage by stressing that the achievement of effective arms control agree
ments was a difficult task which required dedication, persistence, toler
ance, a respect for the views of others and, above all, a faith that conflict 
could be prevented and that, no matter how difficult it was, solutions 
could be found.

Some members of the Committee elaborated their arms control and 
disarmament policies in rather more general terms. Thus, France stated 
that it fully recognized the priority attached to the problem of disarma
ment, as well as the responsibilities of the international community in 
that connection. In its view, the questions of disarmament and of devel
opment constituted the two main objectives of co-operation among 
nations. It considered disarmament in itself as one of the most desirable 
goals; it would contribute greatly to the stability of international rela
tions, eliminate formidable destructive capabilities and result in the sav
ing of enormous resources. Its principal merit would be the contribution 
it could make to the two priority needs of security and development. At 
the same time, France stressed, it attached special importance to security 
and considered the relationship between disarmament and security as be
ing at the heart of the entire disarmament endeavour. That had been 
clearly stated in the Final Document: undiminished security at the lowest 
possible level of armaments. However, security was a complex notion, 
France held, and depended in the first instance on the state of interna
tional relations. Thus, disarmament could not be an autonomous process 
independent of tensions, threats and crises. The French representative 
continued by claiming that the problem of nuclear war could not be sepa
rated from the problem of war in general. Moreover, nuclear weapons 
along with conventional weapons constituted the two components of the

54



balance necessary for security in the European region. Thus, in the cur
rent circumstances and for some time to come, the means of stable deter
rence—at the lowest possible level of armaments —were essential for the 
prevention of war, and thus for prevention of nuclear war, in the region 
where France was situated.

The Vice-Chancellor and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, in addressing the Committee, stated that disarma
ment and arms control were integral parts of his country’s security pol
icy. Its aim was stability both in Europe and worldwide at the lowest pos
sible level of armaments, and it considered that arms control and disar
mament were the means of achieving that aim. The prohibition of the 
threat or use of force was the guiding principle of the Federal Republic’s 
foreign policy, he added, and expressed deep concern that, especially in 
the past few years, that principle had been seriously violated. While dis
cussing the significance of the ongoing negotiations between the super
powers and the two military alliances, he also stressed the importance of 
the Committee on Disarmament as a body in which nuclear and non- 
nuclear-weapon States, industrial and developing countries, members of 
the world’s two large military alliances and non-aligned countries were all 
sitting at the same table. In that body they were sharing the joint respon
sibility for averting the danger posed by the arms buildup, for eliminat
ing confrontation and for reconciling opposing interests by showing a 
mutual readiness for compromise in the endeavour to create peace with 
fewer weapons.

Towards the end of the session, the representative of Ethiopia stated 
that the growing public awareness of the danger of nuclear war, together 
with the movement in support of measures to prevent it, curb the arms 
race and bring about disarmament, gave evidence of the enormous con
cern for disarmament throughout the world. The main cause of lack of 
progress, particularly in nuclear disarmament, according to Ethiopia, 
was the militaristic policies of some nuclear-weapon States and their 
unwillingness to muster the necessary political will and the commitment 
to the objectives of disarmament. Thus the basic problem in the field of 
disarmament was much less one of the inadequacy of international 
machinery than one of a lack of political will. There was an increasing 
tendency in international relations to use or threaten to use military 
force. The policy of force, threat and interference in the internal affairs 
of other States would have to be firmly renounced by all States, and every 
effort must be made to counter the notion of force as a means of resolv
ing differences. Ethiopia considered also that it was imperative that effec
tive steps be taken to eliminate oppression and social injustice, without 
which the building and maintaining of peace and progress towards gen
eral and complete disarmament would remain elusive.

In his closing statement, the Chairman for August, who was the rep
resentative of Peru, stated that when a dependable spirit of joint effort 
and conciliation arose within the Committee, it would be possible to have 
simplified procedures. For example, he felt that the general establishment 
of working groups to deal with all the various items assigned to the Com

55



mittee would be a move in the right direction. Noting the proposals 
which were emerging, particularly those made in areas outside European 
forums, the Chairman observed that when the wills of the nuclear-weapon 
and other militarily significant States converged, the mediating role of 
countries which were not significant in military terms grew stronger.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

General and complete disarmament continued to be referred to as the 
ultimate goal of all disarmament eflForts by a number of Member States 
during the General Assembly’s thirty-eighth session, in either plenary or 
First Committee meetings.'* Once again, the agenda item bearing the title 
“General and complete disarmament” encompassed diflFerent subjects, 
such as a review conference concerning the sea-bed Treaty,*’ curbing the 
naval arms race, institutional arrangements for disarmament, prohibi
tion of radiological weapons, prohibition of the production of fission
able material for weapons purposes, and certain disarmament studies. 
References to the concept of general and complete disarmament, how
ever, were made in a wide variety of contexts.

Generally speaking, the views expressed by particular countries or 
groups of countries were similar to those heard in other bodies earlier in 
the year and, compared to previous years, were somewhat more pessimis
tic or critical due to the lack of progress in ongoing disarmament negotia
tions.

A number of countries, among them Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, 
Ecuador, Ethiopia, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Morocco, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Somalia, the United Republic of Cameroon and Zambia, men
tioned general and complete disarmament in the context of statements on 
such items as the comprehensive programme of disarmament, the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, confidence-building mea
sures and other more specific topics.

Many non-aligned countries referred to general and complete disar
mament in their general statements, particularly in the First Committee 
debate. Thus, Egypt recalled that in 1959 the General Assembly had 
declared the question of general and complete disarmament the most 
important question facing the world; it observed that that was also the 
situation at the current time but that the danger was many times clearer 
and more frightening and, as a result, international society could not 
leave its survival or destruction to the mercy or actions and judgement of 
fallible individuals in a small number of countries. In its view, the estab-

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 
5th to 33rd and 103rd meetings; ibid.. First Committee^ 3rd to 41st and 43rd, 47th and 54th 
meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicley corrigendum.

For the text of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weap
ons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in 
the Subsoil Thereof, see resolution 2660 (XXV), annex; the text is also reproduced in Status 
o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 2nd edition: 1982 (United 
Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.5).
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lishment of additional nuclear-weapon-free zones would constitute an 
important contribution to general and complete disarmament. Nigeria, 
in speaking of international peace and security and disarmament and 
development, stressed that the nuclear-weapon States and other milita
rily significant States, which bore special responsibility for the arms race, 
should also accept the primary duty and obligation to achieve substantial 
reductions in their military arsenals as a first step towards general and 
complete disarmament. It expressed the hope that the enhanced status of 
the Committee on Disarmament as the Conference on Disarmament in
1984 would entail a consequent commitment on the part of its members 
to fruitful debate and the preparation of binding instruments leading to 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control. 
The Sudan observed that the accelerated arms race, together with the 
dangers inherent in the deterioration of political relations and the greater 
risk of nuclear or conventional war, had made the world more aware 
than ever before that international peace could be guaranteed only 
through general and complete disarmament, in particular nuclear disar
mament, under effective international control. That could come about 
only through an eflFective international institution in which the political 
will of States could be expressed and whose basis lay in the principle of 
equality among States. At a time when the process of disarmament 
seemed to be halted while the arms race was proceeding, the Sudan 
added, particular attention should be given to confidence-building mea
sures because they could further the cause of general and complete disar
mament.

China, for its part, reiterated its established proposals for disarma
ment and the basic principles underlying them, among which were: disar
mament could not be separated from the struggle to safeguard interna
tional security and oppose hegemonism; the two super-Powers should 
take the lead in disarmament; nuclear disarmament should go hand in 
hand with conventional disarmament; small and medium-size States were 
entitled to maintain their necessary forces for national defence; the disar
mament process should in no way jeopardize the independence, sover
eignty and security of any State; disarmament agreements should include 
strict and effective measures for international verification; and all States 
should participate on an equal footing in the discussion, negotiation and 
supervision of the implementation of disarmament agreements.

The representative of Algeria stated that his country had always 
worked towards the achievement of disarmament through concrete mea
sures implemented within a global framework, in which the United 
Nations would play a central role, in order to attain the major objective 
of general and complete disarmament. Accordingly, expressing certain 
doubts about partial measures, Algeria emphasized the importance of 
the overall approach because it was profoundly convinced that a world
wide threat needed a world-wide response.

In the context of the item concerning the observance of Disarma
ment Week, El Salvador, on behalf of the Latin American Group of 
States, stressed that the world had become more insecure because of the
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arms race. Pleading for detente, El Salvador added that a greater degree 
of co-operation among States could bring about a reduction in arma
ments and thus a situation closer to the concept of general and complete 
disarmament. While agreeing that general and complete disarmament 
must be the final objective, Uruguay stressed that it could not be pursued 
in a vacuum, disregarding tensions and conflicts. The accumulation of 
weapons could not be dissociated from the consideration of political con
ditions even though their accumulation, in turn, aggravated tensions. 
Uruguay therefore felt that progress in the disarmament process was 
dependent upon realistic negotiations conducted in good faith and in 
parallel in various forums, which would complement each other and lead 
finally to the goal of general and complete disarmament. It hoped to see 
that objective achieved or consolidated through the United Nations and 
enshrined in an international instrument. Recognizing the difficulties that 
existed in attaining it, however, Uruguay resolutely supported measures 
leading towards it, even if they were only partial.

Speaking on behalf of the Group of Western European and Other 
States on the occasion of Disarmament Week, France, while recognizing 
the difficulty of the endeavour, reaffirmed the Group’s support for all 
efforts to achieve general and complete disarmament in a more harmoni
ous and united international community. Denmark, for its part, recalled 
that paragraph 8 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
restated that the final goal was general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control. However, the immediate goal was that of 
the elimination of the danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of 
measures to hah and reverse the arms race and clear a path towards last
ing peace. With regard to the conventional arms race, Denmark added 
that paragraph 81 of the Final Document stipulated that, “together with 
negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, the limitation and grad
ual reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons should be reso
lutely pursued within the framework of progress towards general and 
complete disarmament”.

The representative of Bulgaria stated that the Eastern European 
countries had always supported efforts of the international community 
towards the attainment of the ultimate goal of disarmament, namely, 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control. 
It added that it had supported as early as 1962 the initiative of the Soviet 
Union for the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment. The Soviet Union, for its part, stated that while it attached pri
mary importance to urgent measures to avert the danger of nuclear war 
and to halt the arms race, it also persistently advocated preparations for 
and the implementation of decidedly more far-reaching steps in the 
sphere of the limitation of armaments and disarmament, up to and 
including general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control. After reminding the members of the Committee 
that his country had, a quarter of a century earlier, proposed such a 
treaty, the representative of the Soviet Union stated that that proposal 
was still valid.
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A few delegations expressed some scepticism regarding the effective
ness of the work of the First Committee in view of the lack of results in 
the disarmament field. Thus, in the context of the need for a recommit
ment to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, the represen
tative of Belgium observed that the Charter established a universal 
framework within which harmonious international relations were to 
develop, thereby making a high level of armaments unnecessary; how
ever, all knew what had been the result, and that it was not because 
States lacked the means to achieve at least a progressive elimination 
of some kinds of weapons, if not general and complete disarmament, 
but because they were not making good use of the means available. It 
seemed, in Belgium’s view, that the search for what was possible, which 
was the very crux of any negotiations, was increasingly being sacrificed to 
mere rhetoric. The representative of Trinidad and Tobago stressed that 
the world was on the brink of a nuclear holocaust primarily because 
negotiations and discussion on disarmament were characterized by short
sightedness. Within the United Nations, the ultimate goal of general and 
complete disarmament had become obscured by short-term aims and 
objectives and the creation of organs and sub-committees whose tasks 
became ends in themselves, while resolutions adopted were unenforce
able or had little real impact on the fundamental problem. He added that 
it should be patently obvious that what was needed was not a prolifer
ation of resolutions designed primarily to score points over the other 
side, but a consensus on a policy through which to achieve general and 
complete disarmament and establish and maintain international peace 
and security. Similarly, speaking about a steadily growing “avalanche” of 
draft resolutions in the First Committee, Malta expressed its concern that 
the Committee was merely substituting an accumulation of paper for the 
far more elusive and demanding, but much more rewarding, agreement 
necessary for substantive, “implementable” ideas that could truly con
tribute to the cause of disarmament. In its view, the proliferation of draft 
resolutions should be stopped and efforts should be made to select only 
those which were fully responsive to current needs and were designed to 
promote positive areas for concentrated attention.

In 1983, 12 draft resolutions were submitted to the First Committee 
under the agenda item entitled “General and complete disarmament” 
between 28 October and 11 November and introduced in the First Com
mittee at its 21st, 26th, 28th and 33rd meetings, from 2 to 17 November. 
Ten of them were approved by the Committee and recommended for 
adoption by the General Assembly. All of the draft resolutions recom
mended—some following substantive revision —by the First Committee 
were adopted by the General Assembly on 20 December as resolutions 
38/188 A to 38/188 J.

Of the 10 resolutions adopted, 2 are discussed in this chapter and 8 
are dealt with in later subject chapters, as follows:

(a) In this chapter, beginning on the page shown —
(i) 38/188 F (Curbing the naval arms race: limitation and reduction of naval
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armaments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas and 
oceans), page 60;

(ii) 38/188 J (Institutional arrangements relating to the process of disarma
ment), page 62; and

(b) In later chapters (chapter number shown)—
(i) 38/188 A (Study on conventional disarmament), chapter XXIII;
(ii) 38/188 B (Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition 

of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Des
truction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof), 
chapter XX;

(iii) 38/188 C (Measures to provide objective information on military capabili
ties), chapter XXI;

(iv) 38/188 D (Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use 
of radiological weapons), chapter XV;

(v) 38/188 E (Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes), chapter V;

(vi) 38/188 G (Study on the naval arms race), chapter XXIII;
(vii) 38/188 H (Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues 

(Study of concepts of security)), chapter XXIII;
(viii) 38/188 I (Review of and supplement to the Comprehensive study o f the 

question o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects), chapter XXIII.

With regard to the remaining two draft resolutions submitted, the spon
sors of the draft entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space and 
prohibition of anti-satellite systems”—one of three submitted in that 
general subject area —withdrew it and those of the draft concerning the 
statute of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research de
cided not to seek action on it at the current session. Those draft resolu
tions are discussed in chapters XVI and XXII respectively.

The draft resolution entitled “Limitation of naval activities: limita
tion and reduction of naval armaments, extension of confidence-building 
measures to seas and oceans” was submitted in the First Committee on 
11 November by Bulgaria, Democratic Yemen, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Poland and Viet Nam. 
On 23 November, the same sponsors submitted a revised draft resolution 
in which the first part of the title was changed to “Curbing the naval arms 
race:” and a number of textual changes were made placing greater 
emphasis on the nuclear aspects of the naval arms race and the need for 
negotiations to include the nuclear-weapon States but, at the same time, 
deleting a reference in the earlier version to the Indian Ocean and the 
Mediterranean Sea as zones of peace. The revised draft was later also 
sponsored by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and the Syrian Arab Repub
lic. On 17 November, in introducing the initial draft on behalf of the 
sponsors, the representative of Bulgaria stated that they feh that the 
international community could no longer remain indifferent to the seri
ous threat to international peace and security posed by the continuing 
escalation of the naval arms race. Further, he stressed that the sophistica
tion of naval armaments and naval warfare had a destabilizing effect on 
the international situation and increased the risk of the outbreak of a 
nuclear war, with catastrophic consequences for all mankind. Historical
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experience showed that the growing military presence and naval activities 
in the world’s oceans adversely affected the security of international sea 
lanes, increased their vulnerability and impeded peaceful maritime activi
ties. In the current strained international situation, Bulgaria went on, it 
was especially necessary to adopt urgent measures aimed at substantially 
limiting naval activities, reducing naval armaments and extending confi
dence-building measures to seas and oceans. Aware that reaching agree
ment on those points would be a complex, multilateral process, the spon
sors believed it was time to begin—which was the idea behind the opera
tive part of the draft— by appealing to States to refrain from enlarging 
their naval activities in areas of conflict or tension or far from their 
shores, and to recognize the urgent need to start negotiations on the limi
tation and reduction of naval armaments and the extension of confi- 
dence-building measures to seas and oceans.

On 25 November in the First Committee, the representative of Bul
garia explained that the revisions made in the original draft, which were 
the result of later consultations, emphasized further the necessity of end
ing the naval arms race while omitting some provisions dealing with 
regional aspects of the problem of peace and security of seas and oceans, 
and were aimed at strengthening the basic thrust of the text.

Several delegations explained their position before or after the vot
ing in the First Committee. Somalia said it would abstain because it 
found the draft to be highly selective by implying that international peace 
and security were endangered solely by the escalation of the naval arms 
race. Somalia believed that other serious developments such as the intro
duction of massive foreign forces into the territories of non-aligned 
States and the use of extra-regional surrogate troops for the purpose of 
destabilizing the territorial integrity and national independence of milita
rily weak countries should also have been taken into consideration. 
Costa Rica abstained for similar reasons to those put forward by Soma
lia, and was especially concerned about the wording of the preambular 
paragraph which referred to extending confidence-building measures to 
seas and oceans. It pointed out that that was a question about which one 
could not easily be specific, as that which inspired confidence in some 
might decrease it in others; it all depended on which Power was deploy
ing its military forces and where. Oman, too, abstained because it found 
the draft to be unbalanced and highly selective and to contain unhelpful 
wording which could not be considered as providing a step towards 
achieving disarmament. India also explained its abstention on the 
grounds that it did not feel that the singling out of naval activities from 
amongst weapons systems in general was the right approach to take for 
progress in the field of disarmament.

The Congo, which voted affirmatively, stated that it shared the con
cerns of the sponsors since the world was witnessing in all its oceans not 
merely an increase in naval forces, but also many military manoeuvres 
carried out by air and sea forces. Argentina, also voting in favour, consi
dered that the draft resolution referred to very timely issues such as the 
recent buildup in naval deployments and their consequences, and that it
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was highly appropriate for the United Nations to concern itself with that 
disturbing question.

The First Committee approved the revised draft resolution on 
25 November by a recorded vote of 57 to 20 (mostly Western countries), 
with 35 abstentions, and the General Assembly adopted it on 20 Decem
ber by a recorded vote of 73 to 19, with 44 abstentions, as resolution 
38/188 F. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Convinced that all channels of the arms race, and in particular the nuclear arms race, 

should be effectively covered by the efforts to halt and reverse it.
Disturbed by the growing threat to international peace and security posed by the con

tinuing escalation of the naval arms race, especially in its nuclear aspects,
A ware that the growing military presence and naval activities of some States in conflict 

areas or far from their own shores increase the tension in these regions and could adversely 
affect the security of the international sea lanes through these areas and the exploitation of 
marine resources,

Alarmed by the ever more frequent use of naval formations (units, fleets, forces) for 
the demonstration of force and as an instrument of pressure against sovereign States or of 
interference in their internal affairs, thus threatening their vital security interests, indepen
dence and territorial integrity.

Firmly convinced that the undertaking of urgent practical steps to curb military con
frontation at sea would serve the interests of international peace, security and prevention of 
nuclear war.

Convinced that the progress at the ongoing bilateral negotiations on limitation and 
reduction of strategic armaments could, inter alia, facilitate the efforts to restrict dangerous 
destabilizing naval activities and the naval arms race,

A ware of the numerous initiatives and concrete proposals to undertake agreed mea
sures aimed at limiting naval activities, limiting and reducing naval armaments and extend
ing confidence-building measures to seas and oceans,

Believing that measures in this field would be a significant contribution to the efforts to 
strengthen international security and prevent war, especially nuclear war.

Reaffirming that seas and oceans, being of vital importance for mankind, should be 
used exclusively for peaceful purposes,

1. Appeals to all Member States, in particular the major naval Powers, to refrain 
from enlarging their naval activities in areas of conflict of tension, or far from their own 
shores;

2. Recognizes the urgent need to start negotiations with the participation of the 
major naval Powers, the nuclear-weapon States in particular, and other interested States on 
the limitation of naval activities, the limitation and reduction of naval armaments, taking 
into due account the nuclear aspect of the naval arms race, and the extension of confidence- 
building measures to seas and oceans, especially to regions with the busiest sea lanes or 
regions where the probability of conflict situations is high;

3. Invites the Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General, not later than 
June 1984, their views concerning modalities for holding such negotiations;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
ninth session a report based on the replies of Member States called for under paragraph 3 
above;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session an item enti
tled “Curbing the naval arms race: limitation and reduction of naval armaments and exten
sion of confidence-building measures to seas and oceans”.

The draft resolution entitled “Institutional arrangements relating to 
the process of disarmament” was submitted in the First Committee on
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11 November by Cuba and Czechoslovakia, which were later joined as 
sponsors by the German Democratic Republic and Mongolia. In intro
ducing the draft in the First Committee, the representative of Czechoslo
vakia stated that its overall objective was to enhance the efficient utiliza
tion of the existing international disarmament machinery by ensuring 
that the specialized agencies and other institutions and programmes 
within the United Nations system were involved in various aspects of dis
armament and related international security issues. He beheved that the 
Department for Disarmament Affairs should take full account of the 
possibilities they offered with regard to studies and information on disar
mament. Further, he stressed that all the efforts within the framework of 
the World Disarmament Campaign could hardly be complete without the 
full, active participation of the specialized agencies, while broadening 
their contribution to disarmament would enhance their importance. In 
closing, he expressed the hope that the draft would be adopted by con
sensus.

On 21 November, before the First Committee proceeded to vote on 
the proposition, Czechoslovakia announced orally certain revisions 
which had been suggested by a number of delegations, including the 
addition of a new third preambular paragraph and some other drafting 
changes in the text. Hungary thereafter stated that it attached very great 
importance to co-operation between the various agencies and institutions 
and commended the excellent co-operation and co-ordination manifested 
between the different units of the Secretariat dealing with the vital issues 
of disarmament and international security. It accordingly supported the 
draft resolution and expressed the hope that it would be adopted by con
sensus. Pakistan stated that while the decisive factor for achieving real 
progress in disarmament was the political will of States, institutional 
arrangements and their effective utilization could also play an important 
supportive role. Pointing out that a number of resolutions on organiza
tional matters had been adopted since 1978 to help the United Nations 
fulfil its responsibilities in disarmament, Pakistan referred in detail to the 
five parts of resolution 37/99 K of 13 December 1982 and the related 
report of the Secretary-GeneraP® on the transformation of the former 
Centre for Disarmament into the Department for Disarmament Affairs, 
and he noted that nearly all the resolution’s provisions had been imple
mented.

In connection with the vote on the draft resolution, the representa
tive of the United States declared that his Government would oppose it 
because its negative effects would be twofold: first, it would hamper 
progress on important work being undertaken in specialized agencies and 
other institutions and programmes within the United Nations system by 
detracting from the focus of those bodies; and, secondly, it would im
pede progress towards the adoption of concrete, effective and verifiable 
measures of arms control and disarmament in the agencies and institu
tions which had competence in that field. Discussion of non-germane dis

20 A/38/401.
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armament matters, in the United States view, could cause the noble work 
of the specialized agencies to be held in abeyance, and the agencies to 
become over-politicized. The American representative added that the 
shared objective of general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control was paramount and necessitated serious considera
tion in the most appropriate and competent bodies, namely, the First 
Committee, the Disarmament Commission and the Committee on Disar
mament. Canada, in expressing its intention to vote against the draft 
resolution, also stated that arms control and disarmament matters 
should be discussed in those bodies and IAEA which were specifically 
mandated to deal with disarmament and to which properly accredited ex
perts were able to bring the necessary knowledge for consideration. 
Canada felt strongly that it was ill-advised to introduce political issues in
to United Nations functional bodies, such as the World Health Organiza
tion (WHO).

Although it viewed very favourably the consideration of concrete, 
case-by-case studies by the specialized agencies, such as those on the 
effects of nuclear war on the environment or on health by the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) or WHO, Sweden abstained 
in the voting on the draft resolution because it had reservations regarding 
what constituted a general recommendation in the text to the specialized 
agencies to broaden further their contribution, within their areas of com
petence, to the cause of arms limitation and disarmament. It further 
added that unqualified recommendations to international organizations 
to broaden their activities on political issues, no matter how important 
those issues might be, would open them up to insecurity and the potential 
politicization of their normal operations.

Speaking on behalf of the ten members of the European Commu
nity, Greece observed that it was the view of the Ten —one which was 
widely shared —that the Department for Disarmament Affairs should 
provide the central guidance in co-ordinating disarmament activities 
within the United Nations system and in maintaining liaison with other 
organizations and research institutes; at the same time, the Department 
should take into account the possibilities offered by the specialized agen
cies with regard to disarmament. During the general debate the Ten had 
expressed their view that, while the work of those agencies involved cer
tain aspects of disarmament within their specific areas of responsibility, 
it was desirable to make better use of available resources in areas in 
which the United Nations and, in particular, the Committee on Disarma
ment were already working. They considered that there was a danger that 
the central role and primary responsibility of the Organization in the 
sphere of disarmament would be diluted if the proposed draft resolution 
were adopted as it stood, and that it would detract from the responsibili
ties of the Secretary-General and the Under-Secretary-General in charge 
of the Department for Disarmament Affairs. For those reasons the Ten 
believed that the draft did not facilitate or further effective co-ordination 
to the benefit of the United Nations and they could not vote in favour of 
it.
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The First Committee approved the draft resolution, as orally 
amended, on 21 November by a recorded vote of 80 to 16 (Western coun
tries), with 15 abstentions, and the General Assembly adopted it on 
20 December by a recorded vote of 114 to 17, with 12 abstentions, as 
resolution 38/188 J. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Convinced that the United Nations, in accordance with the Charter, has a central role 

and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament and should, accordingly, play a 
more active role in this field,

Reaffirming that the international machinery should be utilized more effectively to pro
mote the cause of disarmament.

Reaffirming also the role of the Conference on Disarmament as the single multilateral 
disarmament negotiating forum,

Stressing that the Department for Disarmament Affairs of the Secretariat should take 
full account of the possibilities offered by specialized agencies and other organizations and 
programmes of the United Nations system with regard to studies and information on disar
mament,

Stressing again the close relationship between matters concerning international secu
rity and disarmament and the interest in close co-operation between the units in the Secre
tariat dealing with them.

Convinced that all possible avenues should be effectively utilized for the cause of pre
venting war, in particular nuclear war, and achieving disarmament,

Reaffirming further the close link existing between disarmament and development, 
Convinced that disarmament would contribute over the long term to the effective 

economic and social development of all States, in particular developing countries, by con
tributing to reducing the economic disparities between developed and developing countries 
and establishing the new international economic order on the basis of justice, equity and 
co-operation, and towards solving other global problems,

Convinced also that there is a close relationship between the development of interna
tional co-operMion in various fields, such as trade, economic development, environmental 
protection and health and the prevention of war, in particular nuclear war, and the achieve
ment of aj’ms limitation and disarmament.

Reaffirming its invitation to the relevant specialized agencies to intensify activities 
within their areas of competence to disseminate information on the consequences of the 
arms race,

Taking note with appreciation of various activities carried out by United Nations or
ganizations and agencies within the framework of the World Disarmament Campaign, 

Commending the report of the World Health Organization entitled “Effects of nuclear 
war on health and health services”, as well as appropriate efforts undertaken by other spe
cialized agencies,

1. Invites the specialized agencies and other organizations and programmes of the 
United Nations system to broaden further their contribution, within their areas of compe
tence, to the cause of arms limitation and disarmament;

2. Reaffirms the necessity of ensuring constant co-ordination of activities carried out 
in the field of disarmament by various entities of the United Nations;

3. Invites the specialized agencies and other organizations and programmes of the 
United Nations system to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session on the 
activities carried out by them in implementation of the present resolution;

4. Recommends to the Secretary-General that, in the agenda of his periodic meetings 
with the executive heads of the specialized agencies, he include an item relative to disarma
ment, in the consideration of which the Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs 
would participate;
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5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session an item enti
tled “Contribution of the specialized agencies and other organizations and programmes of 
the United Nations system to the cause of arms limitation and disarmament”-

Some other draft resolutions were introduced in the Committee 
under certain agenda items which, although not dealing primarily with 
disarmament, covered related security issues and contained aspects rele
vant to disarmament questions.

Those resolutions were adopted by the General Assembly as resolu
tions 38/77 (Question of Antarctica), 38/189 (Strengthening of security 
and co-operation in the Mediterranean region), 38/190 (Review of the 
implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 
Security) and 38/191 (Implementation of the collective security provi
sions of the Charter of the United Nations for the maintenance of inter
national peace and security). Under the last-mentioned item a second 
resolution, which was not put to the vote, was submitted and introduced 
by Cyprus on 5 December, and revised on 7 December.^* In introducing 
the proposal, Cyprus stated that in the light of the unprecedented crisis 
there was a need for a meeting to establish understanding and co-oper- 
ation between the two super-Powers, not in disarmament or the reduc
tion of armaments —on which they could never agree, as had been 
proved —but in international security, which was a consideration that 
had been ignored and bypassed. Under the revised text, the Assembly 
would, inter aliay have called on “the two major Powers, now in process 
of confrontation, to hold a high level meeting in an effort to overcome 

' the present tension and move in a positive spirit towards mutual under
standing and co-operation on the global issues of peace and survival, 
through a duly strengthened United Nations”, and upon all other Mem
ber States, particularly those of the two major military alliances, to sup
port the holding of such a meeting. On 9 December Cyprus withdrew the 
draft resolution, since it felt that at that time the two major Powers were 
unfortunately not prepared to meet or exercise the co-operation required 
for implementation of the proposal.

Resolution 38/77, on the question of Antarctica, was sponsored in 
draft form by Antigua and Barbuda, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Oman, Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand, 
Turkey and Uganda and was adopted by both the First Committee and 
the Assembly without a vote. By the resolution, the General Assembly, 
affirming that Antarctica should continue for ever to be used exclusively 
for peaceful purposes, requested the Secretary-General, in paragraphs 1 
and 2, to prepare a comprehensive, factual and objective study on all 
aspects of Antarctica, taking fully into account the Antarctic Treaty^  ̂
system and other relevant factors, and to seek the views of all Member 
States in its preparation.

The draft resolution concerning security and co-operation in the 
Mediterranean region, which led to resolution 38/189, underwent three

21 See A/38/644, paras. 6, 11 and 14, which include the draft texts.
22 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 402, No. 5778, p. 72; the text is also found in Sta

tus o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements.
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revisions and was ultimately sponsored by Algeria, the Bahamas, 
Cyprus, Egypt, Greece, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Romania, 
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Tunisia and Yugoslavia. It was introduced by 
the representative of Malta on 9 December. The draft resolution was ap
proved by the Committee on 9 December without a vote and adopted by 
the Assembly on 20 December, also without a vote. By the resolution, the 
General Assembly stressed the importance of the strengthening of peace 
and security in the Mediterranean region and its impact on international 
peace and security and called for strengthening co-operation among the 
States of the region and between them and all other States. The measures 
which relate most closely to disarmament matters appear in paragraphs 1 
to 4 of resolution 38/189, as follows:

The General Assembly,

1. Recognizes:
{a) That the security of the Mediterranean is closely linked with international peace 

and security;
(^) That further efforts are necessary for the reduction of tension and of armaments 

and for the creation of conditions of security and fruitful co-operation in all fields for all 
countries and peoples of the Mediterranean, on the basis of the principles of sovereignty, 
independence, territorial integrity, security, non-intervention and non-interference, non
violation of international borders, non-use of force or threat of use of force, the inadmissi
bility of the acquisition of territory by force, the peaceful settlement of disputes and respect 
for sovereignty over natural resources;

(c) The need for just and viable solutions to existing problems and crises in the area, 
on the basis of the provisions of the Charter and of relevant resolutions of the United 
Nations, the withdrawal of foreign forces of occupation and the right of peoples under 
colonial or foreign domination to self-determination and independence;

2. Encourages efforts to intensify existing and promote new forms of co-operation in 
various fields, particularly those aimed at reducing tension and strengthening confidence 
and security in the region;

3. Urges Mediterranean States to inform the Secretary-General of any concerted 
efforts aimed at promoting and strengthening security and co-operation in the Mediterra
nean;

4. Urges all States to co-operate with Mediterranean States in efforts to enhance secu
rity and co-operation in the Mediterranean;

The draft resolution entitled “Review of the implementation of the 
Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security” was spon
sored by 23 non-aligned States and Romania and submitted in the First 
Committee on 5 December. After a revised draft was submitted on 
8 December, the Committee approved the draft resolution, as orally 
revised, on 9 December, by a roll-call vote of 108 to none, with 12 
abstentions (Belgium, Canada, Germany, Federal Republic of, Israel, 
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Portugal, Turkey, United 
Kingdom, United States). The Assembly adopted the draft resolution on 
20 December, as resolution 38/190, by a recorded vote of 135 to none, 
with 12 abstentions. The resolution called, as had the similar one of the 
previous year, for certain measures to be adopted with the purpose of 
implementing the Declaration on the Strengthening of International
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Security embodied in resolution 2734 (XXV) of 16 December 1970. 
Those which relate most closely to disarmament matters are the follow
ing:

The General Assembly,

2. Again calls upon all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon States and other mili
tarily significant States, to take immediate steps aimed at promoting and using effectively 
the system of collective security as envisaged in the Charter of the United Nations, together 
with measures for the effective halting of the arms race and for the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control;

3. Reiterates that the current deterioration of the international situation requires an 
effective Security Council and, to that end, emphasizes the great urgency of examining all 
existing mechanisms and working methods in order to enhance the authority and enforce
ment capacity of the Council, in accordance with the Charter;

7. Invites all States, in particular the major military Powers and States members of 
military alliances, to refrain, especially in critical situations and in crisis areas, from 
actions, including military activities and manoeuvres, conceived within the context of big- 
Power confrontation and used as a means of pressure on, threat to and destabilization of 
other States and regions;

11. Calls upon all States, particularly the members of the Security Council, to take 
appropriate and eflfective measures to promote the fulfilment of the objective of the denu
clearization of Africa in order to avert the serious danger which the nuclear capability of 
South Africa constitutes to the African States, in particular the front-line States, as well as 
to international peace and security;

12. Welcomes the successful conclusion of the Madrid meeting of representatives of 
the participating States of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, held 
from 11 November 1980 to 9 September 1983, which has demonstrated that political will to 
negotiate is necessary as a contribution to the strengthening of peace and security not only 
in Europe but also internationally, and expresses the hope that the conference to be held at 
Stockholm, beginning on 17 January 1984, the Conference on Confidence- and Security- 
building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, the continent with the greatest concentra
tion of armaments and military forces, will achieve significant and positive results;

14. Calls upon the great Powers to engage in constructive negotiations in good faith 
and to abandon policies of confrontation which have hitherto given rise to tension and mis
trust;

By the fourth resolution, 38/191, which was ultimately sponsored 
by 20 mostly non-aligned States  ̂̂ and adopted by a recorded vote of 109 
to 20, with 18 abstentions, the Assembly decided “to establish an Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Implementation of the Collective Security Provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations for the purpose of exploring ways 
and means of implementing the said provisions”; requested the Secretary- 
General urgently to invite the views and comments of Member States on 
the matter and requested the Ad Hoc Committee to submit a progress 
report to the Security Council and to the Assembly, and a final report to

23 Bahamas, Bangladesh, Cyprus, Ecuador, Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Liberia, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Nigeria, Qatar, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Uganda, Uruguay and Zambia.
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the General Assembly at its fortieth session, in 1985. As a procedural 
resolution, it must be regarded as not having direct or immediate rele
vance to disarmament.

The documents placed before the Assembly or its First Committee 
under the agenda item “General and complete disarmament” and not 
already mentioned in this chapter or in chapter P'* were:

(a) Twelfth report of the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions concerning the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research;^^

{b) Report of the Secretary-General on measures to provide objective information on 
military capabilities;^®

(c) Report of the Secretary-General on the study on conventional disarmament;^^ 
{d) Note by the Secretary-General, transmitting the report of the Director of the 

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research;^*
(e) Letter dated 30 December 1982 from the Permanent Representative of Romania 

to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting a report of Presi
dent Ceausescu on Romania’s foreign policy;^’

(/) Letter dated 24 December 1982 from the Permanent Representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, 
transmitting an Appeal from the Supreme Soviet of the USSR to the Parliaments, Govern
ments, Political Parties and Peoples of the World;^°

(g) Letter dated 7 January 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Czechoslo
vakia to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting a Political 
Declaration of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty;^*

{h) Letter dated 5 April 1983 from the Charge d’Affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mis
sion of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Sec- 
retary-General, transmitting a transcript of the press conference for Soviet and foreign 
journalists by Mr. A. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR;^^

(0 Letter dated 8 April 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Czechoslovakia 
to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the Final Communi
que of the Committee of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the States Parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty, adopted at Prague on 7 April 1983;^^

(/) Letter dated 27 April 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, trans
mitting the text of an interview by General Secretary Y. V. Andropov to Der Spiegel',̂ * 

{k) Note verbale dated 19 May 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Austria 
to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the text of an appeal 
for peace by the Bishops of Austria;

(0 Note verbale dated 7 June 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Sweden to

24 It should be noted that documents are frequently placed before the General Assembly 
and relevant committees under two or more agenda items. Accordingly, see chapter I 
above, footnotes 35, 38, 40-43, 45, and 46, for additional documents presented under the 
item entitled “General and complete disarmament”

25 A/38/7/Add.ll.
26 A/38/368 and Add.l and 2.
27 A/38/437.
28 A/38/475.
29 A/38/57.
30 A/38/59.

A/38/67-S/15556 and Corr.l.
32 A/38/139.
33 A/38/151-S/15696.
34 A /38/171.
35 A/38/237.
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the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting a letter from the Swe
dish Ecumenical Council, containing an appeal for peace and disarmament;^®

(m) Letter dated 20 June 1983 from the Permanent Representative of Israel to the 
United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, refuting various references to Israel in 
document A/CN. 10/43/Rev. 1;̂ ^

{n) Letter dated 8 July 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, trans
mitting a report on a meeting of leading Party and State figures from the Warsaw Treaty 
countries, held at Moscow on 28 June 1983;^*

(o) Letter dated 29 September 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, 
transmitting a statement by President Y. V. Andropov;^’

(p) Letter dated 27 October 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the German 
Democratic Republic to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, transmit
ting the Communique of the Thirty-seventh Session of the Council for Mutual Economic 
Assistance, held at Berlin from 18 to 20 October 1983, and the statement by the Prime Min
isters of the member countries of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance;^®

(q) Letter dated 25 November 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, 
transmitting a statement of President Y. V. Andropov;^'

(r) Letter dated 18 October 1983 from the First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs 
and Permanent Representative of Bulgaria to the United Nations addressed to the Secre- 
tary-General, transmitting the communique of the meeting of the Committee of Ministers 
for Foreign Affairs of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, held at Sofia on 13 and 
14 October 1983;""

(5) Letter dated 28 October 1983 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General, trans
mitting the text of the replies by President Y. V. Andropov to questions from Pravda.*^

Conclusion

In 1983, general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control continued to be regarded as the ultimate objective of all disarma
ment efforts. Member States often referred to the objective by expressing 
their support of it but, at the same time, frequently acknowledged that it 
was an objective which could not be achieved in the near future. General 
and complete disarmament was also reafSrmed as an ultimate goal in a 
number of resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty- 
eighth session. However, due to the unfavourable political atmosphere 
and difficult international relations during the year, particularly between 
the two super-Powers, the Member States were more critical of and more 
sceptical about the ongoing efforts in disarmament. The lack of results in 
the various forums, including the failure of the General Assembly to 
make tangible progress on the major established items on its disarma
ment agenda, caused growing concern among Member States. Critical

36 A/38/266.
37 A/38/279.
38 A/38/292-S/15862.
39 A/38/459-S/16017.
40 A/38/537. 

A/38/607-S/16182.
42 A/C. 1/38/6.
43 A/C. 1/38/8.
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remarks were voiced especially about the impasse in the Committee on 
Disarmament during the five-year period of its existence and the ever- 
increasing number of resolutions before the General Assembly which 
seemingly have little or no impact on the arms race.

While Member States continued to support a broad approach to dis
armament through their consideration of general and complete disarma
ment and the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarma
ment, they recognized more clearly that urgent, partial measures were 
required in addition, especially steps to halt the nuclear arms race and 
begin nuclear disarmament.

However, they also understood that it was necessary to create an 
international climate in which confrontation and tension would be 
replaced by co-operation and mutual and increased confidence, in order 
to overcome the impasse and create conditions favourable for partial and 
gradual arms control and disarmament measures which would, in turn, 
lead at some later stage to a situation closer to the goal of general and 
complete disarmament.
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C H A P T E R  I I I

Comprehensive programme of disarmament 

Introduction

As THE U n i te d  N a t io n s  m em bersh ip  becam e a w a r e  th a t  th e  u ltim ate  
goal o f  general a n d  com plete  d isa rm am en t was u n a tta in ab le  in  the  near 
fu tu re , th e  em phasis  in  the ir  d isa rm am en t efforts a f te r  th e  m id-1960s 
focused  m o re  an d  m o re  on  p a r tia l  m easures . H ow ever, th e  in terest in a  
com prehensive a p p ro a c h  w as n o t ab a n d o n ed  an d  in th e  la te  1960s it re 
ceived a  new  im petus. In  th e  in tro d u c tio n  to  his a n n u a l re p o r t on  th e  
w ork  o f  the  O rg an iza tion  fo r  1968-1969,' th e  S ecre tary-G eneral o f  the  
U nited  N ations, U  T h a n t , inc luded  a  p ro p o sa l fo r  the  des ignation  o f  the  
1970s as a  D isa rm am en t D ecade a n d , in th a t  con tex t, expressed th e  view 
th a t,  utilizing the  p rov is iona l ag en d a  agreed  u p o n  fo r  the  new ly ex
pan d e d  C C D , the  G enera l A ssem bly  cou ld  estab lish  a  specific p ro 
g ram m e an d  tim etab le  fo r  dea ling  w ith all aspects o f  arm s lim ita tion  an d  
d isa rm am en t. T he  A ssem bly  considered  th a t idea an d , d isap p o in ted  w ith  
the  m eagre  results in the  ongo ing  d isa rm am en t n ego tia tions due , a t least 
in p a r t ,  to  the  con tinu ing  u n fav o u rab le  po litical c lim ate, it a d o p ted  reso 
lu tion  2602 E (XXIV) o n  16 D ecem ber 1969. By th a t  reso lu tion , it d e 
clared  the  1970s as a  D isa rm am en t D ecade a n d , inter alia, requested  the  
C C D , w hile con tinu ing  in tensive n eg o tia tions w ith a view to  reach ing  the  
widest possib le ag reem ent on  co lla te ra l m easures , to  w ork  o u t a t  the  
sam e tim e a com prehensive  p ro g ra m m e dealing  w ith all aspects o f  the  
p rob lem  o f  the  cessation  o f  the  a rm s race an d  general an d  com plete  
d isa rm am en t u n d er effective in te rn a tio n a l co n tro l, w hich , in the  w ords 
o f  the  reso lu tion , “w ou ld  p rov ide  the  C onference  w ith  a  guideline to  
ch a r t th e  course o f  its fu rth e r  w ork  an d  its nego tia tio n s” .

Consequently, the CCD debated the question at its sessions in the 
period between 1970 and 1978 and a number of specific proposals were 
submitted, including, for instance, a 1970 joint draft comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament by Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia,^ as well as 
suggestions contained in working papers presented that same year by 
Italy  ̂ and the Netherlands.^ In the General Assembly at its twenty-fifth

* Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twenty-fourth Session, Supplement No. lA  
(A/7601/Add.l).

2 Official Records o f the Disarmament Commission, Supplement fo r 1970, Annex C, 
document CCD/313.

 ̂ Ibid., document CCD/309.
 ̂ Ibid., document CCD/276.
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session, in 1970, Ireland, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia proposed a comprehensive programme of disarmament^ sim
ilar to that submitted earlier by Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia to the 
CCD. At that session, the Assembly considered the various proposals 
and, by its resolution 2661 C (XXV), recommended that the CCD take 
them into account in its further work and its negotiations.

The efforts in the CCD culminated in the spring session in 1978 with 
the establishment of a Working Group to elaborate a draft comprehen
sive programme of disarmament. Parallel to the developments in the 
CCD, the question of a comprehensive programme was further discussed 
in the General Assembly, first under the item on general and complete 
disarmament which appeared each year on the agenda and then, starting 
in 1975, under the item concerning the implementation of the purposes 
and objectives of the Disarmament Decade.

In 1978, at its first special session devoted to disarmament, the Gen
eral Assembly provided a new impetus to efforts for the elaboration of a 
comprehensive programme of disarmament. In the Programme of Ac
tion of the Find Document of that session,® the Assembly stated:

109. Implementation of these priorities should lead to general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control, which remains the ultimate goal of all efforts ex
erted in the field of disarmament. Negotiations on general and complete disarmament 
should be conducted concurrently with negotiations on partial measures of disarmament. 
With this purpose in mind, the Committee on Disarmament will undertake the elaboration 
of a comprehensive programme of disarmament encompassing all measures thought to be 
advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control becomes a reality in a world in which international peace and se
curity prevail and in which the new international economic order is strengthened and con
solidated. The comprehensive programme should contain appropriate procedures for en
suring that the General Assembly is kept fully informed of the progress of the negotiations 
including an appraisal of the situation when appropriate and, in particular, a continuing 
review of the implementation of the programme.

To provide further guidelines, the Assembly entrusted the Disarma
ment Commission, in paragraph 118 of the Final Document, with the 
task of considering the elements of a comprehensive programme of disar
mament to be submitted as recommendations to the Assembly and, 
through it, to the further enlarged negotiating body, the Committee on 
Disarmament. The Assembly reaffirmed that task for the Disarmament 
Commission with its adoption of resolution 33/71 H on 14 December 
1978, at its thirty-third session.

The Disarmament Commission in 1979 successfully fulfilled its man
date by adopting by consensus the “Elements of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament”  ̂ which, after examination by the General

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twenty-fifth Session, agenda item 27, 
document A/8191.

 ̂Ibid., Tenth Special Session, Supplement No, 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. III.
 ̂Ibid,, Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No, 42 (A/34/42), para. 19; the “Elements 

of a comprehensive programme of disarmament”, as agreed upon and recommended by the 
Disarmament Commission, is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 4: 1979, appendix II.
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Assembly, was transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament. The “Ele
ments of a comprehensive programme of disarmament” contained the 
following parts: “I. Introduction”; “II. Objectives, principles and priori
ties”; “III. Measures”; “IV. Machinery and procedures”; and “V. Gen
eral”. By resolution 34/83 B, the General Assembly requested the Com
mittee on Disarmament to initiate, at its following session, negotiations 
on the comprehensive programme, with a view to completing its elabor
ation before the second special session on disarmament, to be held in
1982, and, in doing so, to take as a basis the recommendations adopted 
by the Disarmament Commission.

The comprehensive programme was considered by the Committee 
on Disarmament at its 1980, 1981 and 1982 sessions. In the course of the 
discussions on the relevant agenda items in plenary meetings, as well as in 
the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Dis
armament which the Committee first established in 1980, many ideas 
were expressed on the form and content of the programme and were 
reflected in numerous working papers, which dealt either with the pro
gramme as a whole or with particular aspects of it. While agreement was 
achieved in certain areas — specifically, in chapters on objectives, prin
ciples and priorities — fundamental diflFerences emerged with respect to 
the main elements of the programme, that is, measures and stages of im
plementation, including the question of time phases. Differences also 
arose regarding the chapter on machinery and procedures. In addition to 
those substantive matters, the “nature” of the programme gave rise to di
vergent views; the basic question at issue was what kind of commitment 
the programme would entail.

The draft comprehensive programme of disarmament prepared by 
the Committee on Disarmament and submitted to the General Assembly 
at its twelfth special session" comprised six main parts: “I. Introduction 
or Preamble (to be elaborated subsequently)”; “II. Objectives”; 
“III. Principles”; “IV. Priorities”; “V. Measures and stages of imple
mentation”; and “VI. Machinery and procedures”. The text constituted 
an assemblage of the divergent views of individual States or groups of 
States in one complex working document. In parts II to VI of the draft, 
formulations reflecting all the differing positions and possible alternative 
texts were placed in square brackets. With the exception of the brief sec
tion on priorities, all sections showed many points of disagreement. Of 
these, the most significant were those that had already arisen in areas 
where the main, fundamental questions were at issue, that is, those 
related to measures and stages of implementation, time-frames and the 
nature of the programme.

In 1982, at the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, the 
question of a comprehensive programme of disarmament had been given 
a prominent place on the agenda. Many comments had been made on the 
programme in plenary meetings, and its elaboration had been entrusted

8 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 2 
(A/S-12/2), appendix I.
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by the Ad Hoc Committee of the Twelfth Special Session to Working 
Group I which, for its part, established four open-ended drafting groups 
to negotiate and finalize various parts of the draft submitted by the Com
mittee on Disarmament. The four groups made intensive efforts to 
achieve agreement on their assigned parts of the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament, but none of them succeeded in completing its 
task.

Thus at the special session it did not prove possible to resolve the 
numerous disagreements among Member States, many of which con
cerned such fundamental questions as: what the starting point for nego
tiations on the reduction of strategic nuclear arms should be and which 
measures could best bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race; 
whether or not the conclusion of a nuclear-test-ban treaty was a matter 
of urgency; which nuclear weapons should be subject to limitations and 
reductions in Europe; in what way non-nuclear-weapon States could be 
involved in nuclear disarmament negotiations; how further proliferation 
of nuclear weapons could be prevented; whether nuclear-weapon-free 
zones could be established outside the framework of a nuclear disarma
ment process; which countries should be the first to negotiate conven
tional arms reductions and disarmament; which conventional weapons 
should be dealt with first and how to limit international transfers of such 
weapons; what steps should be taken to prevent an arms race on the sea
bed and in outer space; and what the role of the United Nations in moni
toring compliance with disarmament agreements might be.

The sections of the programme which were agreed upon were, in 
many cases, taken from the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
and were related to the objectives and principles of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament rather than to concrete measures. Given that 
agreement appeared possible only on what were essentially non-contro- 
versial propositions, it became clear as the discussion progressed that 
there would not be sufficient time to benefit from debating the time
frame for a comprehensive programme" or its legal implications.

In the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session, the 
Assembly, with regard to future action on the comprehensive pro
gramme, stated:

63. To this end, the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament is hereby re
ferred back to the Committee on Disarmament, together with the views expressed and the 
progress achieved on the subject at the special session. The Committee on Disarmament is 
requested to submit a revised draft comprehensive programme of disarmament to the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.’

After the second special session on disarmament, the Committee 
decided, on 5 August 1982, to re-establish the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament to continue negotia
tions with a view to submitting a revised draft programme to the Assem

9 Ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, docu
ment A/S-12/32.
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bly at its thirty-eighth session. At the same meeting, the Committee reap
pointed Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles of Mexico as Chairman of 
XYitAd Hoc Working Group; it did not resume substantive work in 1982.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

Having been re-established by the Committee on Disarmament on 5 Au
gust 1982, the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Pro
gramme of Disarmament in 1983 held 12 meetings between 16 February 
and 19 August under the chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia Robles of 
Mexico. As the basis for its work, and in accordance with its mandate, 
the Group took the texts that resulted from the negotiations on the com
prehensive programme of disarmament at the twelfth special session of 
the General Assembly, which reflected the persistence of diflFerences of 
opinion on various aspects of the programme.'® In addition, the Group 
had before it the relevant documents submitted during previous sessions 
of the Committee on Disarmament. At plenary meetings on 31 March 
and 14 April it decided to invite the following States not members of the 
Committee, upon their request, to participate in the meetings of the 
Group: Austria, Burundi, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Norway, 
Portugal, Senegal, Spain, Tunisia and Turkey.

The Ad Hoc Working Group decided to establish contact groups to 
proceed with the elaboration of the various sections of the programme as 
follows: Contact Group on Objectives, Contact Group on Principles, 
Contact Group on Priorities, Contact Group on Measures and Stages of 
Implementation and Contact Group on Machinery and Procedures. Al
though efforts were made in the Contact Groups to achieve agreement on 
the sections assigned to them, differences of view persisted. Further 
efforts to reconcile those differences were made in the Ad Hoc Working 
Group. In addition, informal consultations were held during June, July 
and August under the guidance of its Chairman.

In the time available, the Ad Hoc Working Group was not able to 
consider the introduction and agreed to include in the annex to its report 
the draft “Introduction” prepared by its Chairman during the twelfth 
special session of the General Assembly when he had been Chairman of 
the relevant Working Group, it being understood that the draft would be 
revised in the light of the overall content of the programme. Similarly, 
the Group was unable to deal with the questions of stages of implementa
tion, time-frames and the nature of the programme.

In a number of areas where it was not possible to agree on new for
mulations, language similar to that of relevant paragraphs of the 1978 
Final Document was used. The resulting texts were annexed to the 
Group’s report, with those of a number of paragraphs left pending and 
the inclusion or placement of others to be decided at a later stage.

On 23 August, in submitting the report to the Committee together

JO Ibid.
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with its annex entitled “Texts for the comprehensive programme of disar
mament submitted by the Ad Hoc Working Group”, the Chairman 
reviewed briefly the work of the Group as described above and empha
sized that the proposed programme was much less ambitious than the 
draft submitted in 1982 to the Assembly at its twelfth special session 
(discussed above). He pointed out that, among other things, agreement 
had not yet been reached on the important question of stages of im
plementation, and he noted that all delegations, explicitly or tacitly, had 
reserved their final positions until their Governments had had time to 
study the programme as a whole. However, he considered that the draft 
programme might be of great value in enabling Governments to gain a 
clear idea, from a text entirely free of brackets, of the most that could be 
aspired to at the moment if it was desired that the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament receive the unanimous approval of all States 
Members of the United Nations. He noted that the Ad Hoc Working 
Group had decided that the programme should not “retreat” in any way, 
however minor, from the 1978 Final Document. Accordingly, the Chair
man suggested that the General Assembly would have to choose between 
two alternatives: either to adopt the draft, despite its slimness, at its 
thirty-eighth session, after resolving the pending problems, or to return it 
to the Committee on Disarmament. In the latter case, he stated, it would 
be unrealistic to think that the multilateral negotiating body would be 
able to take up the matter again with any reasonable prospect of success 
within less than three years. The “Texts for the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament” is reproduced in appendix II of this volume.

At the same plenary meeting, on 23 August 1983, the Committee 
adopted the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, which became an in
tegral part of the Committee’s report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-eighth session.*'

Within the period during which the Ad Hoc Working Group was 
carrying out its work and primarily during the Committee’s discussions 
on the item, from 1 February to 31 March and from 1 to 5 August,*^ 
many delegations referred in their statements to the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament, but none of them elaborated its position in 
detail.

A number of delegations expressed their disappointment that no 
agreement on a comprehensive programme had been reached at the sec
ond special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
among them Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom. Many of the group of 21 specifically 
attached great importance to the elaboration of a comprehensive pro

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 {A/3S/27), paras. 87 and 88; para
graph 88 embodies the report of the A d Hoc Working Group in 12 integral paragraphs and 
the “Texts for the comprehensive programme of disarmament submitted by the A d Hoc 
Working Group” in an annex consisting of six chapters entitled: “I. Introduction”, “II. Ob
jectives”, “III. Principles”, “IV. Priorities”, “V. Measures and stages of implementation” 
and “VI. Machinery and procedures”.

*2 Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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gramme of disarmament. In voicing its support of the efforts of the non- 
aligned countries in that regard, China pointed out near the end of the 
session that the text adopted still did not fully reflect the aspirations of 
those countries to promote disarmament through the conclusion of a 
comprehensive programme and, indicating that some of the deletions 
diminished its value, stressed that there was a need for its further im
provement and consolidation. According to Pakistan, the draft pro
gramme fell far short of the requirements of a genuine disarmament pro
cess with the immediate goal, as agreed upon in paragraph 8 of the Final 
Document, of the elimination of the danger of nuclear war and the halt
ing and reversing of the arms race to clear the path towards lasting peace; 
furthermore, it did not decisively provide for the implementation of 
specific measures which would firmly launch the Member States on the 
path towards general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control.

Differences of opinion also remained evident on the substantive con
tent of the draft programme and the procedure which should be followed 
by the General Assembly with regard to it.

Thus France, in its closing statement, stressed the belief that the 
document, as it stood, could not form the subject of agreement, even 
(for further consideration) ad referendum', despite that, it afforded a 
much improved basis compared with the version submitted to the Gen
eral Assembly at the twelfth special session. The Federal Republic of 
Germany expressed various reservations concerning the proposed pro
gramme and agreed with the statement of the Chairman of the Working 
Group to the effect that acceptance of parts of the programme could not 
be expected until all the outstanding questions had been resolved. 
Similarly, the United States observed that the Committee on Disarma
ment had moved a step closer to the conclusion of a comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament, but that some provisions of the proposed text 
required further negotiation.

In commenting upon the new shorter and simpler texts, the United 
Kingdom stressed that although many parts that it had objected to earlier 
were removed, much that it had considered important was also lost. In 
many cases the new text relied word for word, or with only very slight 
adaptation, on the text of the Final Document of the first special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It questioned what 
those texts added to the programme of action already set out in the Final 
Document and whether selective quotations from that Document pre
served its existing balance.

Two different opinions were expressed as to possible action by the 
Assembly regarding its request to the Committee on Disarmament to 
submit a revised draft comprehensive programme to it at its thirty-eighth 
session. A number of delegations expressed doubt that the Assembly 
would be able to deal with the item due to its complexity and the discus
sion already going on about the effectiveness of the work of the First 
Committee. Belgium questioned whether the introduction of such a com
plex topic — which in itself would merit very arduous negotiations —
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would be in keeping with the wishes of the Member States about the or
ganization of work in the First Committee. Similarly, the Federal 
Republic of Germany doubted whether a more substantial negotiating 
process could be undertaken by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth 
session in view of the work-load before it. On the other hand, Pakistan 
regretted statements made by some delegations concerning their doubts 
about the possibility of completing and adopting the programme because 
of the General Assembly’s heavy agenda, and expressed the hope that the 
Assembly would be able to find the time and appropriate ways and means 
to proceed to the adoption of the programme.

The delegations which commented on the Committee’s handling of 
the item on the comprehensive programme following the adoption of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group’s report, however, were virtually unanimous in 
commending the Group’s Chairman for the manner in which he had han
dled a difficult task.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, the elaboration of 
the comprehensive programme of disarmament was discussed mainly 
under the item entitled “Review of the implementation of recommenda
tions and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special 
session” and was commented upon by various delegations in the general 
debate either in plenary meetings or in the First Committee.'^ All those 
who referred to the subject in the First Committee expressed their com
mitment to the continuation and completion of the elaboration of the 
programme; different views were expressed, however, on how to proceed 
with that work. The differences related to the method, place and timing.

The representative of Mexico, as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament in the Com
mittee on Disarmament, reiterated his statement made in that body that: 
the proposed programme was much less ambitious than that submitted in
1982 to the General Assembly at its twelfth special session; the text of 
some paragraphs was still outstanding; no agreement had as yet been 
reached on the important question of the stages of implementation; and 
there had not been enough time to consider the draft introduction which 
had been prepared by him as Chairman of Working Group I of the spe
cial session of the General Assembly in 1982. He also repeated his obser
vation, made in the Committee, to the effect that the General Assembly, 
at its current session, would have to choose between two courses of ac
tion. It could adopt the draft programme in spite of its modest nature, 
after resolving the outstanding problems through whatever procedure it 
deemed most appropriate, such as the creation of an open-ended work
ing group to work simultaneously with the First Committee, or it could

*3 Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 103rd meetings; 
ibid.» First Committee, 3rd to 41st meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, 
corrigendum.
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return the draft to the Committee on Disarmament, but in that case it 
should fully realize that it would be an illusion to believe that the Com
mittee could consider it once again with any chance of success before at 
least three years had elapsed.

After referring to the two alternatives proposed by the Chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group, Brazil suggested a third solution, namely, 
to consider the possibility of sending the draft programme to the Disar
mament Commission. In suggesting that course of action, the represen
tative had two reasons in mind: first, it should be recognized that the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva had failed in its endeavours and 
secondly, it was the United Nations Disarmament Commission which 
had established the guidelines for the elaboration of the programme and 
the whole membership of the United Nations was represented in that 
body. In Brazil’s view, it was up to the whole membership of the United 
Nations to analyse and review the draft programme of disarmament.

Some representatives supported the proposal to consider and adopt 
the programme at the thirty-eighth session, while others preferred send
ing the draft back to the Committee on Disarmament. Thus, Egypt 
stressed that to overcome the current difficulties, negotiations should 
take place during the ongoing session on the parts of the programme not 
agreed upon in Geneva. It supported the proposal for the establishment 
of an open-ended working group to consider the matter during the fol
lowing weeks and to present to the First Committee a report which would 
make it possible to judge the situation on the spot, as it were. Egypt at
tached special importance to the question of measures that would build 
the kind of conlSdence among States necessary to establish an at
mosphere favourable to the achievement of real progress on disarma
ment.

Pakistan would have liked to see the work on the draft comprehen
sive programme of disarmament completed in the Committee on Disar
mament, but unfortunately a number of important sections in the docu
ment had not been elaborated by the end of its 1983 session. According 
to Pakistan, the draft programme fell far short of the requirement of a 
genuine disarmament process with the immediate goal of eliminating the 
danger of a nuclear war and halting and reversing the arms race, nor did 
it provide for the implementation of specific measures, within an agreed 
timetable. However, it expressed a hope that the General Assembly 
would adopt the programme at the session in progress.

While Nigeria expressed its satisfaction that the Committee on Dis
armament had been able to present a modified text of the comprehensive 
programme of disarmament, the Sudan regretted that, despite the efforts 
made by the Ad Hoc Working Group, the difficulties that had prevented 
the full establishment of that programme in its final version had not been 
resolved. It supported the proposal to smooth out differences and recon
cile views on those questions on which there was as yet no agreement and 
to submit to the General Assembly at its current session a revised com
prehensive programme of disarmament.
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Contrary to those suggestions, Australia supported the idea of refer
ring the comprehensive programme back to the Committee on Disarma
ment for further work when circumstances would be more promising and 
when a programme could be produced which would more nearly meet the 
aspirations of the international community. Similarly, France, support
ing the proposal to continue the work on the programme in the Commit
tee in Geneva, stated that the new draft prepared by the Chairman of the 
Working Group provided a very suitable basis for negotiations, but a 
certain number of questions would have to be resolved, particularly in 
the parts of the text related to the current bilateral negotiations on 
nuclear weapons. Argentina observed that the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament seemed to be turning into an increasingly re
mote goal. In spite of the fact that the draft had become more modest in 
its scope and provisions, it had been impossible thus far, in the existing 
international situation, to arrive at the essential consensus. However, it 
also supported the proposal to refer the subject back to the Committee 
on Disarmament.

A large number of delegations, while voicing various opinions on ar
rangements for future work on the programme, also referred to its sub
stance. The most sceptical views on the draft were expressed by represen
tatives of some non-aligned countries. Thus Algeria considered that 
although it had originally been conceived as a concrete framework for 
the implementation of the Programme of Action in the 1978 Final Docu
ment, the draft text currently before the Committee — a year and a half 
after the second special session on disarmament -- looked more like a 
reprint of that Document than a set of concrete measures for its imple
mentation. The reaffirmation of the substance of the Final Document in 
itself was important in the existing world situation, yet it was none the 
less true that all the important questions —such as the legal status of the 
programme, the definition of phases and the setting of a timetable for its 
implementation—remained, according to Algeria, untouched.

Cyprus stressed that the programme that had been prepared ignored 
the fundamental basis of the Final Document, namely, the question of 
security. According to Cyprus, security—effective collective security in 
accordance with the Charter—would have to be taken into account and 
would make disarmament possible. In its view, there was no possibility 
of reaching an agreement on disarmament negotiations straightaway 
without concurrent efforts, which were basic to any comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament, to create international security.

Yugoslavia considered that there had been no progress in the elabor
ation of a comprehensive programme of disarmament because some of 
the participants in the negotiations were attempting to question certain 
crucial positions and conclusions contained in the unanimously adopted 
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly 
devoted to disarmament. The comprehensive programme, according to 
Yugoslavia, should be an important element in the elaboration of the in
ternational strategy for disarmament and should offer a framework for 
substantive negotiations. Further, it should be a carefully worked-out
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package of interrelated measures which would lead the international 
community towards general and complete disarmament. The programme 
should specify concrete action, encourage negotiations and formulate the 
goals and principles on which it was to be based, as well as the priorities. 
It should determine the measures whose implementation would lead to 
the achievement of its goals and certain mechanisms which would ensure 
consistent adherence to the obligations assumed, with its priorities being 
supplemented at subsequent stages. In that context, Yugoslavia con
sidered that the Committee on Disarmament was the appropriate and 
competent body to conduct further negotiations on the matter.

China felt that the new draft provided a good foundation for further 
negotiations. However, there was still room for improvement, in particu
lar, the provisions concerning the specific responsibilities of the States 
with the largest arsenals had yet to be formulated. Supporting the non- 
aligned countries’ hope to promote disarmament through the preparation 
of a package of interrelated disarmament measures that would lessen and 
eliminate the danger of war and safeguard international peace and secur
ity, China believed that the key to the success of the endeavour still lay in 
the political will of those countries with the largest arsenals.

The Soviet Union stressed that from the beginning of work on the 
programme it was apparent that a group of States was unwilling to agree 
to the inclusion of highly important practical measures to halt the arms 
race, in particular the nuclear arms race, and wished, in effect, to revise 
the priorities set out in the Final Document. Although it had been possi
ble to bring the positions of the sides closer together in 1983, serious 
difficulties still existed with regard to a number of cardinal provisions of 
the programme. In its view, the reason for all the difficulties was the lack 
of political will on the part of those States. The Soviet Union was ready 
to participate in the work on the text of a comprehensive programme 
either during the ongoing session of the General Assembly or within the 
Committee on Disarmament. Czechoslovakia pointed out that the Com
mittee had held useful discussions on the whole range of the substantive 
elements of the programme, including its objectives, principles and pri
orities, as well as matters relating to the implementation of agreed 
measures. However, a number of important questions bearing on the 
content of the programme and on ways to ensure its effectiveness re
mained unresolved, such as the limitation of the nuclear arms race, the 
prevention of nuclear war and the achievement of nuclear disarmament. 
Czechoslovakia hoped that the Committee would achieve the necessary 
positive results on the question of the comprehensive programme of dis
armament in the near future. Bulgaria reiterated its commitment to the 
concept of a comprehensive programme, but considered that some issues 
were inadequately reflected in the draft, such as the immediate cessation 
of nuclear-weapon tests and the prevention of nuclear war, while others 
were missing entirely, such as the establishment of zones of peace in the 
Indian Ocean and in the Mediterranean region. It shared the position of 
the overwhelming majority of Member States that the international com
munity urgently needed a clear-cut, meaningful and effective programme
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for the adoption of resolute and urgent measures to check the arms race, 
and was ready to participate in efforts towards its further elaboration.

The United States once again reiterated its support for a realistic 
programme that could provide the necessary framework to guide disar
mament efforts, and stressed that its delegations in both Geneva and New 
York had worked in good faith towards that end. It believed that the 
Committee on Disarmament in 1983 had moved in the right direction, 
that is, a step closer to the conclusion of a comprehensive programme of 
disarmament. In its view, resolution of the remaining problems would 
not be easy but, on the other hand, was certainly not beyond reach. Any 
solution, however, would have to meet the security needs of all countries 
concerned, and future efforts should be directed to that end rather than 
to counter-productive attempts to place blame for slow progress. It added 
that such a flexible approach, taking those security concerns into ac
count, had not been adopted by all States. Further, while the United 
States was committed to the pursuit of realistic arms control agreements 
that could be made on specific issues, it nevertheless had supported the 
broad approach underlying the negotiations on a comprehensive pro
gramme, believing it could provide both a general guide for action 
towards disarmament and a means of measuring progress.

The United Kingdom stressed that although the negotiations in 
Geneva had provided a text which was shorter and simpler and free of 
brackets, it was not entirely free of reservations, and there remained gaps 
in it on a number of key issues. It reiterated the view it had expressed in 
the Committee on Disarmament that, while much of what the United 
Kingdom had previously found objectionable had been removed, it was 
equally true that much that it had considered valuable had been lost. 
After expressing some doubts about reaching agreement in the immedi
ate future, the United Kingdom considered that it might be better to 
remit the programme to the Committee on Disarmament.

The Federal Republic of Germany regarded the new draft as better 
geared to the needs of final consensus; it illustrated the move away from 
over-complicated, all too ambitious texts and offered room for flexibility 
and a new and promising starting point for its ultimate completion. In its 
view, future negotiation should be firmly based upon the existing consen
sus texts designed to govern the work on the draft, such as the “Elements 
of a comprehensive programme of disarmament”, discussed above, that 
had been laid down by the Disarmament Commission in 1979 and was 
the most specific characterization of the comprehensive programme and 
its contents contained in a multilateral, consensus document. In closing, 
the Federal Republic of Germany expressed its readiness to continue to 
try to reach agreement on a comprehensive programme of disarmament, 
in whatever format might appear most appropriate, in a spirit of open
ness and co-operation.

On 11 November, Algeria, Bangladesh, Mexico, Pakistan, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia submitted a draft 
resolution entitled “Comprehensive programme of disarmament”. In in
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troducing the draft resolution on 15 November, the representative of 
Mexico stated that the text was self-explanatory. In the course of sum
marizing the three preambular paragraphs, he observed that basic 
elements of the provisions of the 1978 Final Document had guided the 
Ad Hoc Working Group in 1983 in arriving at its report, which was 
before the Assembly as an integral part of the report of the Committee 
on Disarmament. He went on to recall that at the meetings devoted to 
consideration of the item, it had become clear that there were still several 
diflFerences of opinion which made it impossible to reach complete agree
ment at the ongoing session. As a result, the resolution urged the Com
mittee on Disarmament to renew its work on the elaboration of the com
prehensive programme as soon as it considered that the circumstances 
were propitious for that purpose, and to complete the draft programme 
and submit it to the General Assembly not later than at its forty-first ses
sion. In addition, Mexico stressed that the sponsors of the draft resolu
tion feh that, although modest, it faithfully reflected the situation which 
had existed in the debate in the First Committee, and expressed a hope 
that it would be adopted by consensus.

On 18 November, Brazil submitted an amendment to the draft reso
lution, adding a new operative paragraph 2 which would read as follows:

2. Requests also the Disarmament Commission, without prejudice to paragraph 1 
above, to examine at its 1984 session possible approaches that could facilitate progress 
towards the elaboration by the Conference on Disarmament of the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament.

The sponsors of the draft resolution, joined by Brazil, submitted on 
21 November a revised draft resolution incorporating, along with a re
quest for a progress report to the Assembly at its thirty-ninth session, a 
somewhat revised version of the amendment proposed by Brazil, in the 
sense that the General Assembly would consider at its thirty-ninth session 
the advisability of requesting the Disarmament Commission to examine 
the question. Brazil accordingly withdrew its amendment.

The revised draft resolution was approved by the First Committee 
on 25 November 1983 without a vote and adopted by the General Assem
bly, as resolution 38/183 K, on 20 December 1983, also without a vote. It 
reads as follows:

The General Assembly y
Having examined the report of the A d Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive 

Programme of Disarmament, which is an integral part of the report of the Committee on 
Disarmament on its 1983 session,

Welcoming the progress achieved in the preparation of the programme during the 
period covered by the report,

Noting, however, that it has not yet been possible to complete the elaboration of a 
comprehensive programme which, as provided for in paragraph 109 of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, should encompass all measures 
thought to be advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control becomes a reality in a world in which interna
tional peace and security prevail and in which the new international economic order is 
strengthened and consolidated.
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1. Urges the Conference on Disarmament, as soon as it considers that the circum
stances are propitious for that purpose, to renew its work on the elaboration of the compre
hensive programme of disarmament previously requested, to submit to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-ninth session a progress report on the matter and to submit to the 
Assembly, not later than at its forty-first session, a complete draft of such a programme;

2. Decides to consider at its thirty-ninth session, in the light of the above-mentioned 
progress report, the advisability of requesting the Disarmament Commission to examine 
the question further and to make appropriate recommendations to the General Assembly.

Conclusion

After the failure of the twelfth special session of the General Assembly to 
achieve consensus on a comprehensive programme of disarmament, in
1983 the Committee on Disarmament succeeded in reaching agreement 
on a considerably more modest and shorter programme than had been 
envisaged at the outset of the current endeavours, in 1979. Even the 
shorter programme was incomplete, reflecting reservations by some 
delegations in a number of areas. That limitation on what was accom
plished was due to the persistence of differences among States on various 
questions of long-standing difficulty such as priorities, measures to be 
undertaken, a timetable for implementation, machinery for implemen
tation and the legal character of the document.

The negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament and the later 
debate in the First Committee of the General Assembly at its thirty- 
eighth session once again illustrated that a meaningful and truly compre
hensive programme could become a reality only in a better international 
political climate than the prevailing one; also required—as indeed evi
denced in the discussions —is the existence of a strong political will 
among virtually all States to negotiate and to implement a comprehensive 
programme. In the absence of those two conditions, the elaboration of 
such a programme and the beginning of a real disarmament process 
based upon it may well become an even more remote possibility, difficult 
to realize in the near future as envisaged in the General Assembly’s 1983 
resolution on the matter.
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C H A P T E R  IV

World disarmament conference

Introduction

T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  w o r l d  d i s a r m a m e n t  c o n f e r e n c e , having been pro
posed by the non-aligned countries at their first Summit Conference in 
1961' and reiterated at subsequent ones, and endorsed by the General 
Assembly with its adoption of resolution 2030 (XX) in 1965, was revived 
on the initiative of the Soviet Union in 1971. That year the Assembly, by 
resolution 2833 (XXVI), stated that consideration should be given to the 
convening, following adequate preparation, of a world disarmament 
conference open to all States. Since then, the item has appeared on the 
agenda of the Assembly each year.

In 1972, by resolution 2930 (XXVII), the Assembly set up a special 
committee on the question and in 1973, by resolution 3183 (XXVIII), it 
established the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Confer
ence, which has submitted annual reports to the Assembly^ since that 
time. Those reports have stated that notwithstanding differences of view
point hindering progress towards the convening of a world disarmament 
conference, there has been a widespread feeling that such a conference 
could be a useful forum for disarmament efforts.

At its tenth special session, in 1978, the General Assembly included 
a paragraph in its Final Document, stating that “at the earliest appro
priate time, a world disarmament conference should be convened with 
universal participation and with adequate preparation”.̂  At its twelfth 
special session, in 1982, the General Assembly included the question of a 
world disarmament conference on its agenda under a broader item con
cerning the international machinery in the field of disarmament, but did 
not make any recommendation concerning its convening, except in the 
general context of reaffirming the 1978 Final Document and referring

 ̂ For the relevant excerpt from the Declaration of the Heads of State or Government of 
Non-Aligned Countries adopted at the First Non-Aligned Summit Conference, see Official 
Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. I (A/S-10/1), 
vol. Ill, document A/AC. 187/30.

2 Ibid., Twenty-ninth Session through Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement(s) No.(s) 28 
(A/9628 and A /10028 and Corr.l, and A /31/28 through A/38/28); in addition the A d Hoc 
Committee submitted special reports to the Assembly at its tenth special session, in 1978 
(ibid.. Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 3 (A/S-10/3 and Corr.l), vols. I and II), and 
at its twelfth special session, in 1982 (ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-12/4)).

 ̂ Ibid., Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 122.
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items on which decisions had not been reached to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-seventh session.

Since the establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee, the basic posi
tions of countries or groups concerning the convening of the conference 
remained largely unchanged. The Eastern European countries, as well as 
those among the group of non-aligned States who have referred to the 
issue, have continued to call for such a conference, noting the impor
tance of universal participation and adequate preparation. China, in re
cent years, besides requiring certain pre-conditions, has doubted whether 
the convening of such a conference under prevailing circumstances 
would be of any practical significance. The United States and other West
ern countries, while not questioning the concept in principle, have, espe
cially in recent years, indicated some scepticism as to the value of an ad
ditional forum and emphasized that the international situation has not 
been conducive to the undertaking of preparations for such a conference. 
A survey of the evolution of the positions of the various States is found 
in previous issues of the The Yearbook*

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, 1983

In pursuance of resolution 37/97 of 13 December 1982, the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference held two sessions in
1983. Forty non-nuclear-weapon States continued to be represented on 
the Committee.^

Under the provisions of paragraph 3 of resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of 
18 December 1973, the USSR participated in the work of the Committee 
and China, France, the United Kingdom and the United States main
tained their contacts with it through its Chairman. The German Demo
cratic Republic, the Holy See, the Syrian Arab Republic and Viet Nam 
attended meetings of the Committee as observers. The Working Group, 
first established in 1974 to draft the Committee’s report, continued to 
function.^

During its first session, the Committee held three meetings, between 
4 and 7 April. During its second session, it held four further meetings, 
from 5 to 8 July, and decided, as in previous years, that its Working 
Group should prepare its draft report for consideration and adoption by 
the whole Committee in plenary meetings at the end of the session. At the

4 The Yearbook, vol. 1: 1976, chap. Ill; vol. 2: 1977, chap. IV; vol. 3: 1978, chap. VI; 
vol. 4: 1979, chap. V; vol. 5: 1980, chap. IV; vol. 6: 1981, chap. V; and vol. 7; 1982, 
chap. VI. See also The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations 
publication. Sales No. E.76.IX.1), chap. II.

5 Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Col
ombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Repub
lic oO» Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire and Zambia.

6 Burundi, Egypt, Hungary, India, Iran (Islamic Republic of). Italy, Mexico, Peru, 
Poland, Spain (Chairman) and Sri Lanka. Colombia, Czechoslovakia, the German 
Democratic Republic, Japan and the USSR participated in the Working Group as 
observers.
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closing meeting, the Committee unanimously adopted its report to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session,’ as submitted by the Work
ing Group.

In its report, the Committee stated that its members were fully 
aware of the positions previously expressed by the Governments of other 
States on the convening of a world disarmament conference. The Com
mittee also reported that in accordance with its mandate, it had main
tained close contact, through its Chairman, with the representatives of 
the nuclear-weapon States in order to remain currently informed of their 
attitudes, and had obtained the following updated indications of their 
positions.

China reported that its basic position remained unchanged;* it thus 
continued to hold that the convening of a world disarmament confer
ence, or preparation for it, could only be acceptable if all the nuclear- 
weapon States, particularly the two major ones, undertook obligations 
(a) not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, particularly against the 
non-nuclear-weapon States, and (b) to end all forms of military presence 
on the territory of other countries. It added that the absence of progress 
on disarmament was not due to any lack of conferences, but to the con
tinuing hegemonistic policies of the super-Powers. Consequently, China 
stated that the time was obviously not ripe for the convening of a world 
disarmament conference.

France also advised that its position concerning a world disarma
ment conference had not changed since the previous year, when it had 
stated that, having previously adopted a favourable attitude towards the 
idea, the then-existing international situation was not conducive to the 
pursuit of such an endeavour. It observed, additionally, that there was 
no consensus on such an undertaking in the current circumstances and 
that it would, therefore, have no objection to the Ad Hoc Committee’s 
studying the possibility of spacing its meetings so as to take into account 
the continuing deadlock.

The Soviet Union stated that the most important task in the current 
international situation was the adoption of urgent measures to end the 
arms race and to make a transition to genuine measures of arms reduc
tion. It regarded the convening of a world disarmament conference as an 
important step towards combining the eflForts of all States to attain such a 
goal. In its view, a conference based on a comprehensive discussion of 
disarmament problems could work out effective ways to curb the arms 
race and to bring about practical disarmament. The great value of such a 
forum was that its results would be not merely recommendations, but 
specific decisions which States would undertake to carry out.

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 28 
(A/38/28).

* Ibid., Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/33/28); for intervening reports un
til those for the twelfth special session {ibid.y Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-12/4)) and the thirty-seventh session (ibid.. Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement 
No. 28 (A/37/28)), China simply indicated that its position remained unchanged while, for 
the latter two, it also included ideas similar to those referred to above with regard to disar
mament conferences, the super-Powers* policies and conditions not being “ripe”.

88



The idea, the USSR added, would win widespread international sup
port. While some nuclear-weapon States attempted to justify their un- 
constructive position by references to the worsening of the international 
situation, that was precisely the reason it was essential to take advantage 
of every possible opportunity, including those that would be afforded by 
a world disarmament conference. The General Assembly had repeatedly 
referred to the possibility of holding such a conference after its second 
special session and should, therefore, be able to express its view concern
ing its timing. The Soviet Union was convinced that the adoption of a 
decision concerning specific preparatory measures for a conference 
would be welcomed by the world community as a demonstration of the 
determination of Member States to devote special attention to the study 
and solution of disarmament problems.

The United Kingdom continued to hold the view it had expressed in 
previous years that, given the existing international climate, it was not 
useful to consider holding a world disarmament conference. Therefore, 
it continued to doubt the value of further meetings of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee and thought it would be inappropriate for the Committee to un
dertake any substantive work at the current stage.

The United States believed that to be successful a world disarma
ment conference would have to take place in a propitious international 
environment. In its view, an unsuccessful or inconclusive conference 
would serve no useful purpose but could create impediments to future 
efforts towards concrete and verifiable measures. As had been noted in 
the report of the Ad Hoc Committee to the General Assembly at its sec
ond special session devoted to disarmament,’ the United States believed 
that at the current time there was insufficient political agreement on the 
fundamental disarmament issues which would be central to such a con
ference and, therefore, it was premature to contemplate its convening.

In the “Conclusions and recommendations” of the report, the Ad  
Hoc Committee reiterated that the idea of a world disarmament confer
ence had received wide support by the membership of the United Nations 
with, however, varying degrees of emphasis on and differences concern
ing conditions and certain aspects related to the question of its conven
ing, including the deteriorating international situation. It was also evi
dent from the updated indications of positions of the nuclear-weapon 
States, whose participation had been deemed essential by most States 
Members of the Organization, that no consensus had been reached 
among them with respect to holding a conference under the existing con
ditions.

The Ad Hoc Committee stated that the General Assembly should 
take up the matter at its thirty-eighth session for further consideration, 
bearing in mind the relevant provisions of earlier consensus resolutions 
on the question. The Ad Hoc Committee also suggested that the Assem
bly might wish to renew its mandate and request it to continue to main
tain close contact with representatives of the nuclear-weapon States as

 ̂Ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-12/4).
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well as with all other States, and to consider any relevant comments and 
observations which might be made to the Committee.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, the few delegations 
which made reference to a world disarmament conference did so in the 
debate in the First Committee.'®

The representative of El Salvador in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Group of Latin American States expressed those States’ support of the 
work of the Ad Hoc Committee; such a conference was regarded by 
those States as among the forums where all the peoples of the world 
should be able to voice their concern over the existing international situa
tion. He observed —as had ih tA d  Hoc Committee —that the conference 
would have to be the result of consensus, bearing in mind the appropriate 
conditions, and should be preceded by proper preparation and commit
ment to universal goals and universal participation. Israel, in voicing its 
support for regional disarmament, stated that it believed such an ap
proach could make a vital contribution to advancing the objective of a 
world disarmament conference.

In introducing the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference in the First Committee, the representative of 
Sri Lanka, in his capacity as its Chairman, drew attention to the respec
tive positions of the nuclear-weapon States as reflected in the report, and 
to the Committee’s conclusions and recommendations.

In conjunction with his introduction of the report, he also intro
duced the draft resolution entitled “World Disarmament Conference”, 
which had been submitted on 10 November 1983 by Burundi, Peru, 
Poland, Spain and Sri Lanka, and subsequently also sponsored by the 
Congo, Mali and Mongolia. He stated that the draft was essentially 
similar to resolution 37/97, adopted at the thirty-seventh session, with 
some differences in operative paragraphs 1 and 3 (see below) which 
reflected the conclusions and recommendations contained in the Com
mittee’s 1983 report. He also noted that although no consensus with 
respect to the convening of a world disarmament conference under cur
rent conditions had been reached, in general no Member State had op
posed the idea of convening it under appropriate circumstances. In his 
opinion, the concept of a world disarmament conference belonged to 
that category of approaches and proposals which held out hope for a 
fruitful dialogue on advancing the goals of disarmament.

On 21 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
without a vote. In explanation of its position after approval of the draft, 
the United States emphasized its particular interest in the understanding,

*0 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee^ 
3rd 10 34lh meetings, and ibid., First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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reflected in the resolution, that a world disarmament conference should 
be adequately prepared and convened at an appropriate time. It believed 
that to be successful, such a conference would have to take place in a 
propitious international environment and that a premature one would 
not serve to enhance the efforts to achieve concrete and verifiable disar
mament measures.

The General Assembly, on 20 December, adopted the draft without 
a vote as resolution 38/186. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, 2930 (XXVII) of 

29 November 1972, 3183 (XXVIII) of 18 December 1973, 3260 (XXIX) of 9 December 
1974, 3469 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/190 of 21 December 1976, 32/89 of 12 Decem
ber 1977, 33/69 of 14 December 1978, 34/81 of 11 December 1979, 35/151 of 12 December 
1980, 36/91 of 9 December 1981 and 37/97 of 13 December 1982,

Reiterating its conviction that all the peoples of the world have a vital interest in the 
success of disarmament negotiations and that all States should be in a position to contribute 
to the adoption of measures for the achievement of this goal.

Stressing anew its conviction that a world disarmament conference, adequately pre
pared and convened at an appropriate time, could provide the realization of such an aim 
and that the co-operation of all nuclear-weapon Powers would considerably facilitate its at
tainment.

Taking note of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Con
ference,

Recalling that, in paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly, it decided that, at the earliest appropriate time, a world disarma
ment conference should be convened with universal participation and with adequate prepa
ration.

Recalling also that, in paragraph 23 of the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Dis
armament Decade, the General Assembly considered it pertinent also to recall that in para
graph 122 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session it had stated that at the earli
est appropriate time a world disarmament conference should be convened, with universal 
participation and with adequate preparation,

1. Notes with satisfaction that in its report to the General Assembly the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference stated, inter alia, the following:

“Having regard for the important requirements of a world disarmament con
ference to be convened at the earliest appropriate time, with universal participation 
and with adequate preparation, the General Assembly should take up the question at 
its thirty-eighth regular session for further consideration, bearing in mind the relevant 
provisions of resolution 36/91, adopted by consensus, in particular paragraph 1 of 
that resolution, and resolution 37/97, also adopted by consensus”;
2. Renews the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee;
3. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to continue to maintain close contact with the 

representatives of the States possessing nuclear weapons, in order to remain currently in
formed of their attitudes, as well as with all other States, and to consider any relevant com
ments and observations which might be made to the Committee, especially having in mind 
paragraph 122 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly;

4. Requests the A d Hoc Committee to report to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
ninth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “World Disarmament Conference”.
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Conclusion

After the second special session of the General Assembly, the interest in a 
world disarmament conference seemed to be gradually lessening. That 
trend also prevailed in 1983.

While in the course of the debates in the Ad Hoc Committee, the 
USSR and Eastern European States, as well as some non-aligned States, 
continued to voice support for the idea of convening a world disarma
ment conference, none of them referred to the subject during the thirty- 
eighth session of the General Assembly. Accordingly, in comparison 
with previous years, consideration of the question by the Assembly was 
of a more limited nature, perhaps as a result of the continuing lack of 
progress on the matter.

At its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly retained the ques
tion of the convening of a world disarmament conference as a recurring 
item on its agenda by renewing the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee. 
None the less, it would seem that, in the near future, the Ad Hoc Com
mittee will continue only to keep abreast of the prospects for convening 
such a conference, as determined by the international situation and the 
attitudes of the nuclear-weapon States, since it is a concept which could, 
in propitious circumstances, provide a useful forum.
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C H A P T E R  V

Nuclear arms limitation and disarmament

Introduction

T h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y , at its first special session devoted to disarma
ment, held in 1978, stated that its ultimate goal regarding nuclear weap
ons was their complete elimination.'

That goal has been pursued since the dawn of the atomic age. In 
fact, the Assembly’s first resolution, resolution 1 (I) of 24 January 1946, 
called, inter alia, for the “elimination from national armaments of 
atomic weapons” and the “control of atomic energy to the extent neces
sary to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes”. Both the quantitative 
and qualitative development of nuclear weapons continued, however, 
leading to an accumulation of some 50,000 nuclear warheads in the 
world at the end of 1983. While there are only five nuclear weapon 
States, China, France, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, the capability to develop a rudimentary nuclear weapon is 
thought to be within the reach of 15 to 25 non-nuclear-weapon States.^ 
The General Assembly has repeatedly emphasized that the nuclear- 
weapon States, particularly the two major ones, have the primary 
responsibility for taking effective steps towards nuclear disarmament.^ 
Moreover, concerned about the grave danger posed by the existing situa
tion, many States have criticized any tendency to direct international 
disarmament efforts towards issues other than those relating to nuclear 
weapons and nuclear disarmament.

A broad range of approaches and measures for nuclear disarma
ment have been put forward. The resultant deliberations and negotia
tions have concentrated on various specific questions, which are 
examined in topical chapters of The Yearbook, such as the cessation of 
nuclear-weapon tests, creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones, security 
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States and, more recently, the non
use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war and, for the first

 ̂ See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 47. The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session is 
reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, appendix L

2 See Comprehensive Study on Nuclear Weapons (United Nations publication, Sales 
No. E.81.1.11), chap. VI; the study was initially transmitted to the General Assembly as 
document A/35/392.

 ̂ See, for instance. Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, 
Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 48.
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time in 1983, a nuclear arms freeze. Although the two last-mentioned ap
proaches are in fact not of recent origin, they have been the subject of 
such renewed attention and so many new proposals as to warrant sepa
rate consideration in 1983. This chapter provides an overview of the 
question of nuclear arms limitation and disarmament, including an 
examination of certain approaches and specific measures which are not 
covered in other chapters.

Over the years, a very wide spectrum of measures have been pro
posed in the United Nations and multilateral forums covering limita
tions, reductions and the elimination of nuclear weapons and their 
delivery systems; the cessation of production of nuclear weapons; the 
cut-oflF of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes; 
and the restriction or prohibition of the deployment by nuclear-weapon 
States of nuclear weapons in the territories of other States.

There have also been bilateral negotiations on these and related mat
ters, and through the years a number of agreements have been reached — 
particularly between the Soviet Union and the United States, but also 
between France and the Soviet Union, and the Soviet Union and the 
United Kingdom. The bilateral Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), 
which the Soviet Union and the United States first entered into in 1969, 
must, in particular, be recognized. The first phase of the negotiations 
(SALT I) ended with the signing of two agreements in Moscow on 
26 May 1972: the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems (ABM Treaty), subsequently amended by a Protocol of 3 July 
1974, and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, with a Protocol attached.^ Both 
agreements entered into force on 3 October 1972. The second phase of 
the negotiations (SALT II) formally began in November 1972. Their 
primary goal was to replace the Interim Agreement with a more com
prehensive one, providing broad limits on strategic offensive weapons 
systems. They were concluded on 18 June 1979 in Vienna with the signing 
of a Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, a Protocol to 
be considered as an integral part of the Treaty, and a Joint Statement of 
Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent Negotiations on the 
Limitation of Strategic Arms.^ By the end of 1983, the SALT II Treaty 
had not yet entered into force, although each party had agreed to adhere 
to its substantive provisions as long as the other did likewise.

In the meanwhile, two further sets of bilateral negotiations had been 
undertaken between the Soviet Union and the United States: first, on 
strategic arms, referred to by the USSR as negotiations on the limitation

 ̂United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 944, No. 13446, p. 13 (ABM Treaty); vol. 1042, 
No. 13446 (Protocol of 3 July 1974); and vol. 944, No. 13445, p. 3 (Interim Agreement).

5 For the texts of the Treaty, the Protocol and the Joint Statement of Principles, see 
Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/34/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/53 and Corr.l), vol. I, document CD/28. De
tailed discussion of the texts is contained in The Yearbook, vol. 4: 1979, chap. VIII, and the 
texts are reproduced in appendix IX thereof. For further details, see The Yearbook, vol. 5: 
1980, chap. VI, p. 90.
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and reduction of strategic arms and by the United States as the strategic 
arms reduction talks (START), which began on 29 June 1982 and, sec
ondly, those on intermediate-range systems, called, by the USSR, nego
tiations on the limitation of nuclear weapons in Europe and, by the 
United States, negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), 
which commenced on 30 November 1981. Both were conducted sepa
rately at Geneva in several sittings or “rounds” and both were suspended 
towards the end of 1983, as discussed below.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

As recorded in its report to the General Assembly, the Disarmament 
Commission had, on the agenda of its 1983 substantive session, an item 
comprising two sub-items covering various aspects of the nuclear arms 
race, nuclear disarmament, the prevention of nuclear war and also con
ventional disarmament.® Under sub-item 4(a), the Disarmament Com
mission was to consider various aspects of the arms race, particularly the 
nuclear arms race, and nuclear disarmament in order to expedite negotia
tions aimed at the effective elimination of the danger of nuclear war. 
Under sub-item 4(6), the Commission was called upon to elaborate, 
within the framework of and in accordance with the priorities established 
at the tenth special session of the General Assembly, a general approach 
to negotiations on nuclear and conventional disarmament.

At the beginning of the session, the Disarmament Commission held 
a general exchange of views during which the many aspects of those ques
tions were extensively discussed.

Egypt, recalling the Political Declaration of the Seventh Conference 
of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at 
New Delhi earlier in the year, quoted from that document^ to the effect 
that disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament, was no longer a 
moral issue, but one of "human survival”; and that the non-aligned 
found it unacceptable “that the security of all States and the very survival 
of mankind should be held hostage to the security interests of a handful 
of nuclear-weapon States”. The meaning of that Conference’s warning, 
Yugoslavia stated, should be fully understood and urgent measures taken 
in order to eliminate the threat that faced every country, without excep
tion.

The Soviet Union emphasized that the time left to resolve problems 
of disarmament and international security was getting short. Repeatedly, 
it stressed, calls were heard to increase preparations for nuclear war, a 
war which, it was alleged, could be both “limited” and “protracted”. The 
right to a pre-emptive nuclear strike was also being defended. In a

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), para. 10; the relevant part of the agenda is reproduced on page 9 above. For 
records of the debate, see A/CN.IO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum. 

A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2, p. 14.
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nuclear war, however, there could be no victors. Hence, the USSR saw 
the necessity of preventing that mortal danger by reducing international 
tensions and intensifying efforts to reverse the arms race before it got out 
of control, once and for all. Among other measures, it advocated a com
plete and general cessation and prohibition of the testing of nuclear 
weapons on the basis of its 1982 draft treaty, annexed to resolu
tion 37/85.® Although it had unilaterally undertaken not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons, the USSR stated, the North Atlantic Treaty Organ
ization (NATO) was continuing to rely on its first use rather than follow 
the Soviet example. NATO’s argument that there was a threat from the 
predominance in conventional weapons of the USSR and its allies did not 
tally with the facts, it stated.

The United States declared that it was unswervingly committed to 
the objective of preventing war — not just nuclear war, but any conflict 
which had the potential to expand and to raise the spectre of the use of 
nuclear weapons. The United States sought a stable international climate 
in which all nations could live in peace with their neighbours, free from 
thp threat of aggression. Committed to the Charter of the United Na
tions, it considered proposals such as that for a separate treaty on the 
non-use of force as superfluous. Then, after outlining its own views and 
proposals for verifiable arms control, it stated that aggressive behaviour, 
which was evident, must be taken into account. The existence of nuclear 
weapons did not cause aggression, it concluded.

China stated that the threat of war was on the rise and that the root 
cause for the lack of progress in disarmament lay in the super-Powers’ 
struggle for hegemony. Among the items on the agenda of the Commis
sion, it continued, the question of nuclear disarmament and the preven
tion of nuclear war, in the view of many non-aligned countries and non- 
nuclear-weapon States, called for particular discussion and, because of 
the stepping-up of the nuclear arms race between the super-Powers, 
China supported that position.

India, Nigeria, Romania and Sweden addressed themselves to the 
question of the relationship between nuclear disarmament and the securi
ty of S^tes. In that connection, India argued that nuclear weapons were 
more than weapons of war; they were instruments of mass annihilation. 
The Disarmament Commission should, therefore, recommend specific 
courses of action not only for dealing with the threat of nuclear war, but 
also for giving impetus to negotiations on nuclear disarmament. Progress 
towards nuclear disarmament, Nigeria held, must take into account 
various approaches: a nuclear freeze, a moratorium on the further 
developipent and deployment of nuclear weapons, a comprehensive test 
ban and significant reductions in nuclear weapons. Romania shared the 
evaluations and conclusions of the Seventh Conference of Heads of State 
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries mentioned above, and fully 
supported the proposals it had put forward, believing they were impor
tant to the attainment of disarmament, particularly nuclear disarma-

* See The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. X.

98



ment. Sweden argued that nuclear weapons had created a situation in 
which the nations of the world could no longer afford to gain security at 
the expense of others. A new, constructive approach to security — an ap
proach to be based on co-operation — must be developed. Although all 
possibilities must be explored to eliminate the nuclear threat, the Swedish 
Government supported the proposal for a nuclear-weapon freeze, as a 
first step.

Algeria, Bulgaria, Romania, the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia also 
spoke in favour of the cessation of the production of nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery. In particular, the Soviet Union reaffirmed 
that it looked favourably upon the idea of a nuclear freeze as an initial 
measure, which could be agreed upon by all nuclear-weapon States or, as 
a start, by the Soviet Union and the United States alone. Several addi
tional countries, ~  among them Argentina, Cuba, Egypt and Mongolia — 
supported a freeze on nuclear weapons, often regarding it as a step 
towards their elimination.

Attention was also given to other nuclear questions, such as the 
bilateral negotiations on strategic and intermediate-range weapons, the 
prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon, the prohi|)ition of the pro
duction of fissionable material for weapons purposes, nuclear non
proliferation, various concepts of nuclear-weapon-free zones — ques
tions which were dealt with also by the General Assembly and are 
discussed below or in other chapters.

Following the general exchange, and in considering item 4 of the 
Commission’s agenda, the Committee of the Whole decided to establish 
a contact group under the chairmanship of Mr. Sergio de Queiroz Duarte 
of Brazil to deal with that item. The Contact Group held 10 meetings be
tween 24 May and 1 June and examined all the relevant documents and 
heard the individual positions of its members, but was unable to achieve 
consensus on a set of recommendations. It therefore suggested, in its 
report to the Committee of the Whole,® that item 4 of the agenda be 
taken up again at the Commission’s substantive session in 1984. The 
work of the Contact Group is discussed further in chapter VI below.

Before adjourning, the Commission considered the results of the 
deliberations of the Committee of the Whole. The Federal Republic of 
Germany, speaking on behalf of the ten member countries of the Euro
pean Community, indicated that the Ten, regarding nuclear disarma
ment as one of the highest priorities, were committed to continue efforts 
to achieve that goal with the participation of the nuclear-weapon States, 
in particular those which had the largest arsenals, At the same time, they 
attached equal importance to the question of conventional weapons and 
wished to emphasize the balanced approach towards nuclear and conven
tional disarmament which was reflected in the wording of the Commis
sion’s agenda item 4. France added that it hoped the Commission, in
1984, would be able to arrive at a consensus pn a set of recommendations

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No 42 
(A/38/42), para. 22.
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and conclusions consistent with the comprehensive and balanced ap
proach embodied in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly. In its view, that approach had been disregarded at 
the 1983 session, and thus no compromise had been possible.

Japan felt that progress in disarmament could be made only through 
the all-out efforts of the international community to improve the atmos
phere in a step-by-step manner, and expressed the view that agreement 
on a verifiable comprehensive test-ban treaty was a matter of urgent pri
ority. A similar view was expressed by Spain.

India, speaking on behalf of the non-aligned, stated that the Com
mission had witnessed unproductive polemics and some of the nuclear- 
weapon Powers and their allies had to bear the burden for the lack of 
results on compromise proposals which the non-aligned group had pre
sented on the prevention of nuclear war.*° Obsessed by their own security 
concerns, they had adopted a negative attitude, tended to block agree
ment and played up collateral and peripheral issues. The non-aligned 
were disappointed, India stressed, but would continue their endeavour 
“to arouse the collective conscience” of the Commission.

Mexico affirmed the need to take seriously the provisions on nuclear 
disarmament contained in the 1978 Final Document. It also recalled 
some concluding statements from the 1980 Comprehensive Study on 
Nuclear Weapons  ̂‘ to the effect that: it was inadmissible that the pros
pect of the total destruction of human civilization be used by some States 
to promote their security; reliance on mutual nuclear deterrence must be 
renounced if nuclear disarmament was to become a reaUty; and the con
cept of the maintenance of world stability and peace through deterrence 
was perhaps the greatest current fallacy. Sweden spoke on the concept of 
common security, noting the report of the Independent Commission on 
Disarmament and Security Issues (ICDSI),'^ and particularly supporting 
that report’s recognition that “international peace must rest on a commit
ment to joint survival rather than on a threat of mutual destruction”. The 
German Democratic Republic emphasized that the work of the session 
had confirmed that further discussions on doctrines of nuclear warfare 
were imperative and should be part of the future work of the Commis
sion.

China noted that the non-aligned and other small and medium-sized 
countries had made efforts to promote nuclear disarmament and pointed 
out that the two super-Powers had a special responsibility in that respect. 
Those efforts had, however, remained unfulfilled because each of the 
super-Powers sought to achieve superiority. China also emphasized that, 
while nuclear disarmament was being promoted, the threat of conven
tional war must not be overlooked, as there was the possibility that such 
a conflict might escalate into a nuclear war. Although some countries 
held that stressing conventional disarmament would divert attention

Ibid,, annex V.
** United Nations publication, Sales No.E.81.1.11, paras. 497 and 519.
*2 A/CN. 10/38.
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from nuclear disarmament, in China’s view, only by enabling nuclear 
and conventional disarmament to move forward simultaneously, thus 
eliminating the threat of nuclear war and all wars of aggression, could 
world peace be effectively safeguarded.

The USSR stated that there had been a lack of progress in the 
nuclear field because the Western countries, without proposing any spe
cific steps, rejected the suggestions of others. Measures such as a compre
hensive treaty on the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, a prohibition of 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons (and, as an initial step, a 
nuclear non-first-use commitment) and a nuclear-weapon freeze would 
foster progress towards nuclear disarmament, the Soviet Union believed. 
But the Western countries, it noted, had put forward reservations regard
ing all such measures, and their own working paper,subm itted late in 
the session, had contained only vague ideas hedged with various condi
tions.

The United States described, from its perspective, developments in 
the nuclear arms race over a decade and a half. It again referred to its 
own proposals in the nuclear field, notably on strategic and medium- 
range nuclear weapons, to which, it stated, it had received no positive 
response. It further emphasized that the Western States had declared at 
their most recent meeting (Williamsburg, May 1983) that they had com
mitted themselves to devote their “full political resources to reducing the 
threat of war”, their vision was one of “a world in which the shadow of 
war has been lifted from all mankind” and they were determined to pur
sue that vision.'^

Brazil, despite the limited and disappointing results of the Commis
sion’s deliberations on item 4, was convinced that the effort to break 
away from the excessively broad scope under which the Commission had 
worked in the past represented, at the 1983 session, a promising avenue, 
and that it should, therefore, strive in the future to devote its attention to 
specific questions and to make concrete recommendations within the 
framework of the item. Similarly, the Chairman of the Disarmament 
Commission stressed the advisability of narrowing the focUs of its atten
tion at future sessions and perhaps even concentrating on a single issue 
under the item in 1984.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

Questions relating to nuclear arms limitation and disarmament were 
discussed extensively in the Committee on Disarmament in 1983 in the 
context of its agenda item entitled “Cessation of the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear disarmament; prevention of nuclear war, including all 
related matters”. While the first and more general parts of the item are 
dealt with in this chapter, the questions of the prevention of nuclear war

3̂ A/CN. 10/54/Rev. 1.
Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, vol. 19, No. 22 (29 May 1983), 

p. 805, para. 7.
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and of a freeze on nuclear weapons are covered in chapters VI and VII 
respectively.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Javier Perez de 
Cudlar, in addressing the Committee on 15 February 1983, referred to 
nuclear disarmament as an especially high priority question. It was his 
hope that the Committee would look closely at the various proposals 
made, with a view to devising appropriate procedures for a sustained 
consideration of the issue. He drew particular attention to the bilateral 
talks between the Soviet Union and the United States and to the question 
of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban.

Following considerable and often difficult discussion, which took 
place from the outset of the session, the Committee on 25 April held an 
informal meeting to consider the question of the establishment of one or 
more ad hoc working groups on the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
and nuclear disarmament. The group of 21 and the group of socialist 
States, and some States individually, proposed the establishment of an 
ad hoc working group to carry out such negotiations. A group of 
socialist States also proposed the setting up of an ad hoc working group 
on the nuclear neutron weapon. Western delegations, however, con
tinued to hold the view that it was preferable, in the existing cir
cumstances, to have substantive discussions on the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament in informal meetings of the 
Committee, and no consensus could be reached during the session. In 
practice, therefore, the delegations addressed those issues at plenary 
meetings of the Committee, as indicated in its report to the General 
Assembly and the records of the session.'^

Ten documents on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nu
clear disarmament issues dealt with in this chapter'® were submitted in 
the course of the Committee’s session. Both in scope and contents, they 
fell far short of reflecting any common denominator, even a limited one, 
on the subject.

A number of delegations deplored the fact that it was not possible 
for the single multilateral negotiating body on disarmament to establish 
an ad hoc working group to initiate negotiations on a subject of the 
highest priority because of the opposition of certain nuclear-weapon 
States and their allies whose security policy was based on the possible use 
of nuclear weapons. Those delegations believed that exchanges of views 
in plenary or informal meetings could not, as past experience in the Com
mittee had demonstrated, promote the search for a common approach 
that would enable it to fulfil its negotiating role.

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), and ibid.y appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.

Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 34. The documents 
themselves are contained in ibid.y appendix II (CD/421), documents CD/340 (USSR), 
CD/344 (German Democratic Republic on behalf of a group of socialist States), CD/345 
(the Group of socialist States), CD/347 (France), CD/351 (German Democratic Republic), 
CD/352 (Federal Republic of Germany), CD/385 (USSR), CD/386 (USSR), CD/394 
(France), CD/409 (USSR).

102



The members of the group of 21 generally reaffirmed their convic
tion that there was an urgent need for multilateral negotiations on the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, leading to 
the adoption of concrete measures. They stressed that the nuclear arms 
race, far from contributing to the strengthening of international security, 
on the contrary, weakened it and increased the danger of the outbreak of 
a nuclear war. Furthermore, they believed that all nations, whether or 
not they possessed nuclear weapons, had a vital interest in nuclear dis
armament measures, because the existence of nuclear weapons in the 
arsenals of a handful of Powers threatened the security of the entire 
world. In that connection, India stated that there was something in
herently wrong with the logic that major nuclear-weapon Powers could 
base their security on weapons capable of destroying the whole world, in
cluding their own peoples. Those Powers, moreover, seemingly had ig
nored three fourths of mankind in their equation. Even though security 
was a matter of perception, India added, however it was looked at, the 
nuclear arms race was irrational, immoral and unjustified. Hence, the 
group believed that the urgent need for the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and for nuclear disarmament flowed from the very nature of the 
weapons, and was not contingent upon any other factors like interna
tional stability and security or rules of international behaviour.

While acknowledging the usefulness of negotiations among nuclear- 
weapon States, the group of 21 also stressed that the Committee on Dis
armament, whose members included all the nuclear-weapon States as 
well as non-nuclear-weapon States, should search intensively for a com
mon approach which would enable it to fulfil the tasks entrusted to it by 
the United Nations General Assembly. On that theme, Indonesia noted 
that peoples all over the world were becoming impatient for concrete 
results from the negotiations between the super-Powers, and that the 
Final Document had unambiguously stated that bilateral and multilateral 
negotiations were complementary. It was therefore inconceivable that 
the two sides should fail to agree to the demand of the majority of the 
Committee for “Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarma
ment” to be given treatment commensurate with its importance.

Some delegations, notably of non-nuclear, non-aligned countries, 
including those of Burma and India, emphasized that nuclear weapons, 
as weapons of mass destruction of a global character, should not be 
regarded in the same context as conventional weapons, nor nuclear war 
compared with conventional war. Therefore, they held, the adoption of 
measures for the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarma
ment should not be dependent on concurrent progress in the field of con
ventional disarmament. Peru and Yugoslavia, among others, referring to 
the priorities set out by the General Assembly in its Final Document and 
to those of other forums, acknowledged the obvious relationship be
tween the international situation and disarmament negotiations, and 
pointed out that the continuation of the arms race ran counter to eff*orts 
to ease tensions and promote international co-operation. On the other 
hand, progress in disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament.
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would contribute significantly to improvement of the international situa
tion and the strengthening of peace and security.

The representative of the USSR stated that, in spite of its own eflForts 
and those of other socialist countries, the international situation re
mained tense, and the Committee on Disarmament had made no head
way; that was not because of any absence of initiatives and proposals. 
One key prerequisite for success, however, was that international 
agreements be based on the principle of the undiminished security of 
States — a principle of particular importance in relations between itself 
and the United States and between the Warsaw Treaty and NATO coun
tries. Unfortunately, he went on, the current United States Administra
tion had refused to deal with the USSR on that basis. There existed an 
anti-Soviet bloc, he stated, and the United States was attempting to ob
tain unilateral advantages, while in fact there was an “approximate 
equilibrium”. That was the root of the difficulties facing disarmament 
talks, including the bilateral ones. In that context, the United States had 
singled out ballistic missiles, primarily ground-based, from other 
strategic systems as the basis for negotiations, and its proposal would 
greatly reduce the Soviet strategic nuclear potential, thus disturbing the 
existing balance and damaging the Soviet side’s security interests. 
Similarly, the USSR’s position in the talks on the limitation of nuclear 
weapons in Europe was based on the principle of equality and equal 
security, as had been evidenced by the proposal put forward, he stated, 
by General Secretary Yuri Andropov on 21 December 1982.

Speaking for the United States, Vice-President George Bush, stress
ing the Administration’s support of equitable and effectively verifiable 
agreements, particularly in the nuclear area, stated that his country 
sought to reduce substantially the number and destructive potential of 
nuclear weapons and not just to freeze them at high levels, as had been 
the case with previous agreements. He added that achieving such a reduc
tion in the world’s nuclear arsenals was his country’s most important 
challenge, and that it was being met by what President Reagan had called 
the “most comprehensive programme of nuclear arms control ever pro
posed” by the United States. Those initiatives, he stated, were “on the 
negotiating table” in the negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 
forces and on reducing strategic nuclear forces. Moreover, the proposals 
met the criteria for effectiveness: balance, reducing the nuclear threat to 
both sides, enhancing stability and lessening the risk of conflict. Up until 
that point, he stated, the proposals advanced by the USSR would leave 
its side with advantages or even a monopoly, they did not call for suffi
ciently deep reductions in ballistic missiles and did not focus on the 
destabilizing elements of strategic forces. He was pleased, however, that 
the Soviet Union was negotiating seriously and said that the United 
States intended to explore all avenues.

A group of socialist countries reiterated their proposal for negotia
tions on ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and grad
ually reducing their stockpiles until they had been completely destroyed. 
The existing balance in the nuclear field should remain undisturbed at all
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stages of the reduction process. As a first step, the nuclear-weapon 
Powers should freeze all the nuclear weapons at their disposal, perhaps 
initially with respect to the Soviet Union and the United States, on the 
understanding that the other nuclear-weapon States would join later. 
Speaking in detail about possibilities in those areas, the German Demo
cratic Republic noted the importance and broad acceptance of the idea of 
step-by-step nuclear disarmament, which would require that the nuclear- 
weapon States — particularly those with the largest arsenals — live up to 
their special responsibilities; that, unfortunately, still met with resistance, 
it stated. As a group, the socialist States held that efforts should be ex
erted in several areas simultaneously. In particular, they favoured the 
holding of multilateral negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament in addition to bilateral talks between the 
two major Powers. Poland, for instance, associated itself with the Soviet 
representative’s appeal for negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty, and stressed the importance of proceeding towards complete 
nuclear disarmament through substantial negotiations with the participa
tion of all nuclear-weapon States in an ad hoc working group created for 
that purpose.

A number of Western delegations, including those of France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States, maintained that the bilateral 
talks between the two major Powers on strategic arms reduction and 
intermediate-range nuclear forces offered the best framework for achiev
ing progress in nuclear arms control and disarmament at that time. Ac
cordingly, they felt that the Committee should continue to consider those 
subjects in plenary and informal meetings. They further held that nuclear 
disarmament should not be considered independently from conventional 
arms control and disarmament, and should be pursued in such a way as 
to enhance international stability and security. Also, nuclear arms con
trol and disarmament agreements must necessarily be based on certain 
fundamental principles of international behaviour, particularly the prin
ciples enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. With regard to the 
proposal for a nuclear-weapon freeze, they felt that it would detract 
from efforts already under way, perpetuate dangerous asymmetries in the 
strategic balance and involve major verification problems. France stated 
further that its nuclear potential was limited to the minimum level neces
sary to guarantee its security and independence. Therefore, once the 
nuclear arsenals of the two major nuclear-weapon States had been re
duced, with verification, to such levels that the gap between potentials 
had also changed substantially, and if significant progress were made in 
the reduction of conventional imbalances and towards the elimination of 
chemical weapons, it would be ready to join in efforts aimed at the limita
tion and reduction of nuclear arsenals.

China, noting that it had been compelled to maintain a small 
number of nuclear weapons, reaffirmed its support for the complete pro
hibition and total destruction of such weapons. In that connection, it 
stressed particularly the need for the two States with the largest nuclear 
arsenals to halt their arms race and substantially reduce their arsenals. It
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further reiterated its statement, made at the second special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, that if those two States took 
the lead in halting the testing, improvement and production of nuclear 
weapons and reduced by 50 per cent all types of weapons and means of 
delivery, China would be prepared to assume similar obligations through 
negotiations with all other nuclear-weapon States and to reduce its 
weapons proportionally until all were destroyed. It also held that, not
withstanding the ongoing bilateral negotiations between the USSR and 
the United States, the Committee on Disarmament, as the sole multilat
eral negotiating body, should play its role in promoting nuclear disarma
ment. Therefore, it supported the establishment of an ad hoc working 
group on the question.

In closing remarks at the last four plenary meetings of the session, 
some members of the Committee voiced their concern at the impasse on 
nuclear disarmament. The USSR, speaking on behalf of the socialist 
countries, noted that the position of those States on a wide range of ques
tions, for example, the limitation of the nuclear arms race, had been 
close to that of the group of 21. It added that it was difficult to expect 
progress while there was the possibility of deployment of United States 
medium-range missiles in Western Europe and new long-term military 
programmes were being announced.

The Federal Republic of Germany commented upon the extensive 
Soviet buildup of intermediate-range nuclear missiles, particularly in 
Europe, citing statistics on the numbers of missiles and warheads 
deployed since 1977. In the absence of an explanation, it stated, the 
Western alliance had to assume that the USSR, while accepting the prin
ciple of parity with the United States, wished to bring about a dis
equilibrium by establishing its own superiority in sensitive adjacent 
regions, such as Western Europe. NATO’s response to that threat in 
December 1979 had been both transparent and moderate, the Federal 
Republic added, and there should be no misconception but that the 
Western alliance was determined to meet its responsibility for security. It 
placed its hope on peaceful East-West co-operation rather than on fur
ther confrontation.

Yugoslavia expressed particular discontent at the stagnation and 
lack of negotiating spirit in the Committee, whose performance was not 
commensurate with the challenges before it and illustrated the prevailing 
negative atmosphere among the big Powers. It stressed that, despite the 
eflForts by most of its members, the Committee had again been prevented 
from engaging in genuine negotiations on priority issues, among them 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

The General Assembly had a wide-ranging debate on nuclear arms 
limitation and disarmament, in both its plenary meetings and the First
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Committee.'^ It covered practically every aspect of the question, from 
bilateral negotiations between the Soviet Union and the United States on 
strategic arms reductions and intermediate-range nuclear forces to a 
freeze on nuclear weapons and the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. 
Although there were no significant changes in the positions taken earlier 
in the year in the Disarmament Commission and the Committee on Dis
armament, the First Committee addressed itself, more than had the other 
two bodies, to specific aspects of the question, leading to the adoption by 
the Assembly of numerous resolutions dealt with in this and subsequent 
chapters.

The two major nuclear-weapon Powers, among others, set out in 
some detail their respective general positions concerning the nuclear ar
maments situation and nuclear disarmament. Many States explained 
their positions with regard to nuclear disarmament mainly in connection 
with draft resolutions in the First Committee, especially at the time of 
voting, covering similar issues from diff'erent perspectives.

President Reagan of the United States, in addressing the General 
Assembly on 26 September 1983, outlined briefly the United States pro
posals advanced with regard to the negotiations referred to as START 
and INF and stated that, despite rebuffs, the United States had not 
altered its objective of substantial reduction and would continue to build 
upon its latest initiative in START, which had responded to a number of 
concerns raised by the USSR, and that it was determined to spare no 
effort to achieve a sound, equitable and verifiable agreement with regard 
to INF.

In the debate in the First Committee, the representative of the USSR 
stated that the elimination of the threat of nuclear war (see chapter VI 
below) and the limitation and halting of the nuclear arms race were the 
priority items on the Committee’s agenda. The Soviet Union also viewed 
Europe as the nerve centre of international relations, and stated that the 
deployment of new United States missiles in Europe would greatly com
plicate the whole world situation, dramatically escalate nuclear confron
tation and increase the threat of nuclear war. The advocacy of reliance 
on force, and particularly nuclear force, declared by some to be political 
realism, clearly was a form of “political nihilism”, the Soviet Union held, 
because nuclear war was a road of no return. A truly realistic policy, it 
stressed, could not be based on the possibility of experimenting with the 
very survival of humanity. In its view, the key to peace and international 
security was the maintenance of the approximate strategic military equi
librium existing in Europe and on a global scale between the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization and NATO, as well as between the Soviet Union 
and the United States. That equilibrium made an objective contribution 
to the preservation of peace, it affirmed. The Soviet Union would con
tinue to do its utmost to preserve that equilibrium and to seek the reduc-

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 
5th to 33rd and 97th and 103rd meetings; ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 39th meetings; and 
ibid., First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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tion and limitation of armaments on that basis so that approximate par
ity at any given moment would be maintained, but at an increasingly 
lower level.

The USSR further recalled that it had assumed an obligation not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons. Also, in 1982 it had stopped any “fur
ther deployment of medium-range missiles in the European part of the 
Soviet Union” and, moreover, undertaken “the actual reduction of part 
of these armaments” and “the non-stationing of additional medium- 
range missiles beyond the Urals in an area where they would have 
Western Europe within their range”. At the same time, observing that 
unilateral efforts alone were not enough, it stated that it had taken a 
properly responsible approach to the ongoing negotiations with the 
United States on the limitation of nuclear arms in Europe and on the 
limitation and reduction of strategic arms. The Soviet Union was firmly 
convinced that it was quite possible to reach a common position at those 
negotiations on the basis of strict compliance with the principle of equal
ity and equal security. The USSR then went on to elaborate, from its per
spective, the positions and proposals of the two sides in both sets of 
negotiations, stating that, in the former, the current stand of the United 
States precluded the possibility of reaching agreement and that, in the 
latter, the United States sought unilateral advantages rather than an 
honest agreement. The Soviet Union concluded by stating that it had put 
forward several proposals and was prepared to consider others without 
prejudice. Action was needed and, for its part, it would continue to work 
for the prevention of nuclear catastrophe, for detente and disarmament, 
but it expected other States to do likewise.

In the First Committee, the United States representative recalled 
that the President had stated in his address: “The United States seeks and 
will accept any equitable, verifiable agreement that stabilizes forces at 
lower levels than currently exist.” Indeed, the goal of the United States, 
he went on, was to enhance stability by significant nuclear arms reduc
tions. In START, its basic objective, which remained unchanged, was to 
seek a safer, more stable strategic balance at force levels much lower than 
existing ones. For its part, it could not be satisfied with merely capping 
the nuclear arms race at those very high levels. There had been some 
movement in the negotiations, but not nearly as much as the United 
States had hoped, he said, because the Soviet Union so far had failed to 
respond to American initiatives in a manner that would permit significant 
progress. Concerning INF, “the unprecedented and relentless Soviet 
buildup of triple-warhead SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic missiles” 
threatened the alHes of the United States in Europe and in Asia and 
heightened tensions around the globe. Thus, the United States and its 
NATO allies had been seeking a negotiated solution to achieve a balance 
in such longer-range intermediate-range nuclear forces, sometimes re
ferred to as LRINF. The United States had first proposed the elimination 
of that entire category of nuclear weapons on both sides, and when the 
USSR had found it impossible to accept that solution, the United States 
had proposed other steps to try to meet stated Soviet concerns. The
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Soviet Union, however, had refused to negotiate on the basis of equality, 
in the United States view, and had sought a “half-zero” option, that is, 
“zero deployments” for the Western side and “substantial deployments” 
for its side, or, in effect, to perpetuate a complete monopoly in those 
missiles, with all the threats which that implied. Consequently, in both 
the strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arms control negotiations, 
the United States looked to the Soviet Union to respond to its own flexi
ble and constructive approach.

The United States stressed that it had no interest in an arms race 
with the Soviet Union. The President had made it clear that its goal was 
simply to restore a stable military balance, ensure deterrence and reduce 
the risk of war. The number of weapons in the United States nuclear 
stockpile, it stated, was currently at its lowest level in 20 years, actually 
some 8,000 fewer than in the late 1960s, while the total megatonnage (ex
plosive power) was one fourth of what it had been in 1960. The United 
States policy, it concluded, was to reduce nuclear arms even further, and 
in an equal manner, in order to increase stability.

Altogether, 26 resolutions dealing with nuclear questions were 
adopted by the General Assembly, and eight of them are discussed in this 
chapter. Of the eight, three were on USSR/United States bilateral 
nuclear arms negotiations. In addition, a fourth draft resolution on the 
same subject was submitted and was approved by the First Committee by 
a recorded vote but, in accordance with a subsequent request of the spon
sors, was not put to a vote in the General Assembly, as explained 
below.'*

As to the remaining five resolutions discussed in this chapter, they 
deal respectively with: nuclear disarmament and the prevention of 
nuclear war, nuclear weapons in all aspects, prohibition of the nuclear 
neutron weapon, prohibition of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes and the Third Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The first men
tioned resolution, on nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear 
war, is closely related also to the subject of chapter VI below.

All four draft resolutions on bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States were entitled “Bilateral 
nuclear-arms negotiations”, and all were submitted under the item 
“Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions 
adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session”.

The first of the four proposals was submitted to the First Committee 
by Romania on 21 October. Subsequently, on 9 November and 14 No
vember, Romania twice revised its draft resolution. First, it revised both 
the preambular and operative parts, but primarily the latter, by incorpor
ating into operative paragraph 1 an urgent call for the parties to agree to 
postpone the deployment of intermediate-range missiles until late 1984 or 
early 1985 while the negotiations would continue. By the second revision, 
it further reformulated operative paragraph 1 so that the General

*8 A/38/628, paras. 50-52.
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Assembly would urge the Governments of the USSR and of the United 
States “to make every effort to reach an agreement at their bilateral 
negotiations in Geneva, or at least to agree on a provisional basis that no 
new medium-range missiles of any kind are deployed and the number of 
the existing ones is reduced, while the negotiations would continue in 
order to achieve positive results in conformity with the security interests 
of all States”.

In its second revision, the draft resolution was introduced on 17 No
vember by the representative of Romania. In doing so, he stressed the 
importance of the questions that the draft addressed for peace and 
security in Europe and the whole world, and expressed the conviction 
that the appeal contained in the revised draft was fair and balanced, and 
that it met the urgent need to take concrete action to prevent a new 
escalation of the arms race. Subsequently, on 22 November, Romania 
orally amended the draft resolution by deleting the words “new” and “of 
any kind” in reference to the missiles mentioned in operative paragraph 1 
(see above and below). On the same date, the First Committee approved 
the revised draft resolution, as orally amended, by a recorded vote of 64 
to 31 (including France, USSR, United Kingdom and United States), 
with 21 abstentions.

In connection with the vote, 19 States which voted in favour — 
Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Benin, Egypt, Finland, Mexico, Ni
geria, Pakistan, Peru, Rwanda, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, 
Tunisia, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zaire — indicated that their support 
for the draft resolution was mainly based on their belief in the need for 
the negotiations to continue, with a view to seeking meaningful agree
ment. Some of them, in particular Argentina, Finland and Sri Lanka, 
further made clear that their affirmative vote did not in any way imply 
taking a position with regard to specific stands on the substance of the 
bilatereil negotiations. Similarly, Mexico stressed that its vote in favour 
should not be taken as total approval of the text of the draft resolution. 
Along with Sri Lanka, it took a similar position regarding the other draft 
resolutions on the subject. Venezuela thought that the Romanian draft 
resolution, as finally amended, took into consideration the security in
terests of all the parties concerned in a balanced manner. Peru also 
viewed it as being balanced, and Algeria thought that it responded to the 
desires expressed by nearly all delegations.

Australia, Belgium, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway and Portugal, which voted negatively, 
opposed the main provision of the draft resolution (operative para
graph 1), essentially because it contained the idea of a postponement of 
the deployment of missiles on the Western side while the existing Soviet 
SS-20 missiles would continue to be pointed at targets in Western 
Europe. That implied, as stated by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
that negotiations could go on for an indefinite time, with no incentive for 
the Soviet Union to alter the situation. Similarly, Italy stated that to ad
vocate a moratorium was tantamount to rewarding the fait accompli of 
the Soviet nuclear buildup.
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Austria, which abstained, explained its position by saying that while 
it believed that the international community should remind, with one 
voice, the United States and the Soviet Union of their special responsi
bility and urge, them to do everything in their power to facilitate the suc
cessful conclusion of the Geneva talks, the basic political antagonisms 
between the two sides had overshadowed the business of drafting resolu
tions. India, which also abstained, felt that there was lack of clarity in 
the Romanian draft resolution. The Bahamas, commenting on its absten
tion on all four draft resolutions relating to bilateral nuclear arms 
negotiations, stressed that the failure to elaborate one single consensus 
text called into serious doubt the commitment of Member States regard
ing that question. Nepal also abstained and stated that, while supporting 
the call for unconditional, sustained and serious negotiations, it did not 
wish to align itself with any specific position. Similarly, Spain had doubts 
about the suitability of setting forth guidelines at the United Nations for 
the behaviour of the negotiating parties.

China explained that its decision not to participate in the vote did 
not mean that it was not interested in the negotiations. On the contrary, 
it viewed their outcome as being of the utmost importance, not only for 
Europe but for Asia and the world. However, after nearly two years they 
had not brought about reductions but had aggravated the nuclear arms 
race and increased tensions and were, themselves, in a state of crisis. 
That being the case, China considered that the Soviet Union and the 
United States, in view of their special responsibilities in nuclear disarma
ment and towards the people of Europe, should “proceed to 
negotiations” and come forth with results conducive to peace and secu
rity for all. Albania, which did not participate in the vote on any of the 
four draft resolutions on bilateral nuclear arms negotiations, also 
stressed that that was not a sign of its lack of interest, but a way to 
underscore the fact that while the super-Powers emphasized their “al
leged concern over disarmament”, to the peoples of the world it was 
deeds that mattered and not words.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 88 to 31, with 24 abstentions, as resolution 38/ 
183 A. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Deeply concerned about the possibility of deployment of new medium-range missiles 

in Europe and about the development of those already in existence on that continent, 
Profoundly alarmed that the bilateral negotiations between the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics and the United States of America commenced at Geneva on 30 Novem
ber 1981 have not so far reached results to meet the expectations of peoples,

Deeply concerned that the failure of those negotiations could lead to a significant new 
escalation in the spiralling arms competition in Europe and in the world, thereby gravely 
endangering international peace and security.

Firmly convinced that an early successful conclusion of those negotiations by reaching 
an appropriate agreement, in accordance with the principle of undiminished security at the 
lowest possible level of armament and military forces, would have crucial importance for 
the strengthening of international peace and security and for the reduction of the risk of 
nuclear war,
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Convinced also that through negotiations, pursued in a spirit of flexibility and respon
sibility for the security interests of all peoples, it is still possible to reach an agreement,

1. Urges the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Govern
ment of the United States of America to make every effort to reach an agreement at their 
bilateral negotiations at Geneva, or at least to agree on a provisional basis that no medium- 
range missiles be deployed and the number of the existing ones be reduced, while the nego
tiations would continue in order to achieve positive results in conformity with the security 
interests of all States;

2. Calls upon all European States as well as all interested States to do their utmost in 
order to assist the process of negotiation and promote its successful conclusion;

3. Calls upon all States to do their utmost in order to bring the arms race to a halt 
and to proceed to disarmament, and first of all to nuclear disarmament, as well as to con
tribute to the relaxation of international tension and to the resumption of the policy of 
detente, co-operation and respect for the national independence of all peoples;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrangements to transmit 
the content of the present appeal to the Governments of all States.

On 11 November, Ecuador, Mexico, Sweden, Uruguay and Yugo
slavia submitted a second draft resolution on bilateral nuclear arms ne
gotiations, which was later also sponsored by Colombia and Venezuela. 
By operative paragraph 1 of the proposal, the General Assembly would 
urge the Government of the Soviet Union and the Government of the 
United States to examine, as a way out of the impasse, the possibility of 
combining into a single forum the two ongoing series of negotiations on 
strategic and on intermediate-range nuclear arms and of broadening 
them to embrace also “tactical” or “battlefield” nuclear weapons. The 
draft resolution was introduced by the representative of Mexico in the 
First Committee, on 17 November. He pointed out that the first pream
bular paragraph referred to paragraph 114 of the Final Document, by 
which the General Assembly had declared that the Organization should 
be kept informed of all steps taken in negotiations, whether unilateral, 
bilateral, regional or multilateral, without prejudice to them, in order to 
discharge effectively its central role and primary responsibility in disar
mament, in accordance with the Charter. He then referred to the second 
preambular paragraph, recalling that, at the twelfth special session, in 
1982, Members had reiterated “their solemn commitment” to implement 
what had been agreed upon at the tenth special session.

On 22 November, the First Committee took separate recorded votes 
on the preambular part of the draft resolution and on each of its four 
operative paragraphs. No negative votes were cast against any of the five 
parts voted upon, except for two on operative paragraph 1 (United King
dom and United States), although there were 33 abstentions on that same 
paragraph (including Eastern European and Western States), and 18 on 
the preambular part (mostly Western States). Thereafter, the draft 
resolution as a whole was approved by a recorded vote of 104 to 1 
(United States), with 24 abstentions.

In connection with the voting, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Benin, 
Cyprus, Finland, India, Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Trinidad and To
bago, and Zaire, all of which voted in favour, indicated their support for 
the goal of the resolution. Cyprus, Pakistan, Trinidad and Tobago, and

112



Zaire emphasized their desire to facilitate progress in the negotiations. 
Algeria saw specifically in the approach of the draft resolution a way out 
of the existing impasse. Similarly, Peru, noting the constructive spirit of 
the text, saw in it positive aspects which should help overcome the 
stagnation in the negotiations, while Romania fully agreed with both the 
letter and spirit of the draft. Argentina stated that the text, in particular 
its operative paragraph 1, adequately reflected its own views as to how 
further progress might be made. Austria regarded the draft as being con
sistent with its belief in the comprehensive approach to disarmament 
problems. Bangladesh supported the draft because it felt that the bilat
eral negotiations were not only in the national interests of the two nego
tiators, but also in the vital interests of all the peoples of the world. In
dia, although it abstained on the others, and would have preferred a 
single agreed text, found it possible to support the draft resolution intro
duced by Mexico, as being the clearest on the subject.

Belgium, France and the Federal Republic of Germany, which ab
stained in the vote, none the less expressed appreciation of the fact that 
the draft resolution had refrained from indicating a stand on the sub
stance of the negotiations; they felt, however, that the technical arrange
ments put forward in the draft should be determined by the two negotia
tors themselves. Belgium further objected to the implication of operative 
paragraph 3 that reports from each of the negotiators should be submit
ted, feeling that only joint reporting at the opportune moment would 
allow them to conduct the negotiations freely.

On 20 December, the General Assembly took first a separate re
corded vote on operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution, which was 
adopted by 108 votes to 2 (United Kingdom and United States), with 
37 abstentions. Then, the draft resolution as a whole was adopted by a 
recorded vote of 122 (including China and the USSR) to 1 (United 
States), with 25 abstentions (including France and United Kingdom), as 
resolution 38/183 N. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling that at its tenth special session, the first special session devoted to disarma

ment, it approved by consensus a Declaration, contained in section II of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, in which, inter alia, it pro
claimed that, in order eflfectively to discharge the central role and primary responsibility in 
the sphere of disarmament which belong to the United Nations in accordance with its 
Charter, the United Nations should be kept appropriately informed of all steps in this field, 
whether unilateral, bilateral, regional or multilateral, without prejudice to the progress of 
negotiations.

Recalling also that at its twelfth special session, the second special session devoted to 
disarmament. Member States reiterated their solemn commitment to implement the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session, the validity of which received their unanimous and 
categorical reaffirmation.

Noting that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 
have been continuing at Geneva the two series of bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations begun 
on 30 November 1981 and 29 June 1982 respectively.

Noting with satisfaction that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has already sub
mitted the report requested in General Assembly resolution 37/78 A of 9 December 1982,
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Hoping that the other major nuclear-weapon State will find it possible to comply also 
with the request of the General Assembly before the closure of its thirty-eighth session,

Deploring that it has become evident that the bilateral negotiations have not yet pro
duced the desired results,

1. Urges the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Govern
ment of the United States of America to examine immediately, as a way out of the present 
impasse, the possibility of combining into a single forum the two series of negotiations 
which they have been carrying out and of broadening their scope so as to embrace also the 
“tactical” or “battlefield” nuclear weapons;

2. Reiterates its request to the two negotiating parties that they bear constantly in 
mind that not only their national interests but also the vital interests of all the peoples of the 
world are at stake in this question;

3. Requests both parties to keep the United Nations appropriately informed of pro
gress achieved in their negotiations;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations”.

The third draft resolution on bilateral nuclear arms negotiations was 
submitted on 11 November by Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. It was 
subsequently dso sponsored by Norway and Turkey. By the draft resolu
tion, the General Assembly would urge the Governments of the USSR 
and the United States “to continue, without pre-conditions, their bilat
eral negotiations at Geneva so long as it is necessary in order to achieve 
positive results in accordance with the security interests of all States, and 
the universal desire for progress towards disarmament”. In introducing 
the draft on 17 November, the representative of Canada stressed that the 
sponsors would have preferred that the bilateral talks, a matter of vital 
concern, be the subject of a single, consensus resolution. That having 
proved impossible, they had submitted their own draft, as they feared 
that their breakdown could impede efforts to strengthen peace and 
security and to achieve progress towards disarmament. They felt that the 
text and its intent reflected the shared concerns of all.

On 22 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 85 to 18 (including the Eastern European States), 
with 21 abstentions. In connection with the vote, 21 countries which 
voted in favour — Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Benin, 
Egypt, Finland, Ivory Coast, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Portugal, 
Rwanda, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Trinidad and To
bago, Tunisia and Yugoslavia — explained their positions. Although 
their statements showed some differences in the degree of support for the 
draft resolution, they revealed an equal concern for the outcome of the 
negotiations. As stated by Yugoslavia, the failure of the Geneva talks 
would exacerbate the mistrust between the two sides. A dialogue, in its 
view, was the only alternative to the further buildup of nuclear arms in 
Europe. Australia, in particular, felt that the Western draft resolution, 
compared with the others on the same subject, was the least prejudicial 
to the success of the intermediate-range nuclear-force negotiations, and 
Portugal thought that the draft presented an equitable, non-discrimina- 
tory solution by recommending the continuation of the talks without pre
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conditions. Finland, like most of the other countries which explained 
their vote, made clear that it supported the main thrust of all the draft 
resolutions on bilateral talks before the Committee, without taking a 
stand with respect to the specific issues being debated in Geneva. Algeria 
stated that its support of the draft resolutions should be seen as an appeal 
to the negotiators to reach an agreement in the interests of all peoples.

Cuba, Democratic Yemen, the German Democratic Republic and 
Romania, which voted negatively, felt that the draft resolution was an at
tempt, as the German Democratic Republic stated, to give the deploy
ment of new medium-range weapons in Western Europe the appearance 
of legitimacy. Cuba held that from the outset one group of countries had 
tried to prevent the negotiations from succeeding and, while Cuba sup
ported the continuation of bilateral negotiations, it believed that they 
should lead to the dismantling of all nuclear weapons in Europe. 
Romania stressed that the approach of the draft resolution was unilateral 
and rigid; it also stated that some delegations had negotiated in bad faith 
during the consultations on its draft resolution on the subject.

Austria, the Bahamas, China, India, Nepal, Peru, Venezuela and 
Zaire, which abstained on the proposal introduced by Canada, explained 
that they did so because there were contradictions between the draft 
resolutions on bilateral talks before the Committee, especially between 
the third and the fourth, i.e., the Western and the Eastern proposals. 
Some of them explicitly stated that they did not want to endorse a par
ticular approach.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 99 to 18, with 24 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 P. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Deeply regretting that, in their bilateral negotiations, which commenced at Geneva on 

30 November 1981, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America have so far been unable to achieve positive results.

Firmly convinced that an early agreement in those negotiations, in accordance with the 
principle of undiminished security at the lowest possible level of armaments and military 
forces, would have crucial importance for the strengthening of international peace and 
security.

Deeply concerned that a breakdown of the negotiations could impede efforts to 
strengthen international peace and security and to achieve progress towards disarmament.

Convinced that, through negotiations pursued in a spirit of flexibility and responsibil
ity for the security interests of all States, it is possible to reach an agreement,

1. Urges the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Govern
ment of the United States of America to continue, without pre-conditions, their bilateral 
negotiations at Geneva as long as is necessary in order to achieve positive results in accord
ance with the security interests of all States and the universal desire for progress towards 
disarmament;

2. Calls upon the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
Government of the United States of America to spare no effort in seeking the attainment of 
the final objective of the negotiations;

3. Invites the Governments of the two States mentioned above to work actively 
towards the enhancement of mutual trust, in order to create an atmosphere more conducive 
to disarmament agreements;
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4. Expresses its firmest possible encouragement and support to the negotiating par
ties in their efiforts to bring the negotiations to a successful conclusion.

On 11 November, Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic and 
Poland submitted a fourth draft resolution. It was revised on 17 Novem
ber and sponsored in the revised form by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the 
German Democratic Republic, Hungary, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Mongolia, Poland and Viet Nam. That same day, it was intro
duced by the representative of Czechoslovakia who, in reviewing its main 
provisions, drew attention, among others, to operative paragraph 2, by 
which the General Assembly would call upon the States parties to the 
bilateral talks “to achieve as soon as possible equitable agreement which 
would provide for the non-deployment of new medium-range nuclear 
missiles in Europe and for a drastic reduction in the existing nuclear 
systems of such range without prejudice to anybody’s security”.

On 22 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 65 to 19, with 40 abstentions. In connection with 
the vote, 17 States which voted in favour, Algeria, Argentina, Bangla
desh, Benin, Egypt, Finland, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Rwanda, 
Somalia, Sri Lanka, the Sudan, Sweden, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia 
and Yugoslavia, generally indicated that their support of the draft reso
lution was a sign of the importance they attached to the initiative, rather 
than their acceptance of its specific formulations or of the point of view 
reflected either in it or in the others on the same subject, particularly the 
Western initiative.

Australia, Belgium, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway and Portugal, which voted against the 
draft, saw in it an attempt to prejudice the outcome of the bilateral 
negotiations by imposing a renunciation of, or at least a moratorium on, 
the Western deployment which, in effect, would preserve the USSR’s ex
isting monopoly in the type of weapons in question. Romania also voted 
against because it found that both the Eastern and the Western draft 
resolutions embodied unilateral approaches, with each side attempting to 
gain the Assembly’s approval of its rigid stance. Austria, the Bahamas, 
China, India, Nepal, Peru, Spain and Zaire, which abstained on the 
Eastern proposal, generally felt that the position it reflected — combined 
with that reflected in the others — would not lead to a clear pronounce
ment by the Assembly or facilitate the achievement of the desired goal.

On 20 December in the General Assembly, Bulgaria, on behalf of 
the sponsors of the draft resolution, formally proposed its withdrawal on 
the grounds that the conditions prevailing at the time the First Commit
tee had approved it had changed radically, in that the deployment of new 
medium-range nuclear missiles in some Western European countries had 
begun and the bilateral talks in Geneva had been suspended. The Ger
man Democratic Republic, in explaining its position regarding the situa
tion, affirmed that the deployment of new United States missiles had 
taken away the basis for bilateral nuclear arms negotiations and had also 
affected other negotiations and the international situation.
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The Soviet Union stated that it had done everything in its power to 
achieve a generally acceptable agreement by showing flexibility and fre
quently putting forward proposals which took into account the views of 
the other side. For instance, in October, it had stated its readiness — pro
vided the United States refrained from deploying its missiles in Europe 
and equalized the level of its nuclear delivery planes -  to take a major 
step, to leave only 140 missiles of the SS-20 type in the European part of 
its territory and to destroy those remaining. As a result, the Soviet Union 
would have fewer missiles than it had had in 1976, when it had been 
recognized that there was a parity of forces in that category of weapons 
between the USSR and NATO countries, and fewer than the total num
ber available to France and the United Kingdom, which possessed 162 
such missiles. The United States had ignored all responses made by the 
Soviet side, the Soviet Union stated, and had used the negotiations as a 
cover to implement its miUtary programmes; with the emplacement of 
American missiles in Europe, the possibility of a mutually acceptable 
agreement at the Geneva talks no longer existed. Consequently, the 
Soviet Union supported the Bulgarian proposal that the draft resolution 
from the Eastern European side not be put to the vote.

The United Kingdom expressed some doubts about the procedural 
implications of the Bulgarian proposal and also stated that it did not 
understand what new development it was that was thought to make one 
of the four draft resolutions on bilateral nuclear arms talks inappropriate 
for adoption by the General Assembly. The only intervening event had 
been the withdrawal of one party from the bilateral negotiations, while 
the other party had made perfectly clear its willingness to continue. That 
position had been endorsed by the Western alliance which, in a NATO 
communique of 9 December, had stated:

The ultimate goal remains that there should be neither Soviet nor United States land- 
based, long-range INF missiles. The deployment of United States missiles can be halted or 
reversed by concrete results at the negotiating table. In this spirit we wish to see an early 
resumption of the INF negotiations which the Soviet Union has discontinued.

The United States regretted that the Soviet Union had broken off the 
negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces and had not set a date 
for the resumption of those on reduction of strategic arms or on mutual 
and balanced force reductions. For its part, it remained at the table and 
stood ready to continue negotiations towards equitable agreements. It 
hoped that the Soviet Union would resume the talks at an early date as it 
would be in the interest of both parties to make early progress towards 
agreements to reduce arms and establish a more stable military balance; 
it was up to the USSR. The United States would not insist, however, on 
voting on the draft resolution, since the implicit point — the need for 
negotiation — was, in its view, better made in the other resolutions, and 
it did not consider the text in question to be particularly useful.

In response to the comments about its ceasing to participate in the 
talks on medium-range weapons, the Soviet Union stated that it had been 
negotiating honestly, but the United States deployments had made fur
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ther Soviet participation impossible: if the talks were to continue, the 
Soviet Union would be taking part in a deception, using the talks to 
camouflage the exacerbation of the arms race, started by NATO and the 
United States. The Soviet Union had clearly stated that restoration of the 
status quo would allow its previous proposals again to come into effect. 
For its part, it believed that Europe should be liberated from any 
missiles, of whatever range, whether tactical or medium-range.

The General Assembly decided not to put the draft resolution to a 
vote.

Dealing with a more general aspect of the question of nuclear disar
mament and the prevention of nuclear war, Argentina, Brazil and Paki
stan, on 11 November, submitted a draft resolution under the item 
“Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions 
adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session”. Austria, Co
lombia, Ecuador, Indonesia and Uruguay subsequently co-sponsored it.

In introducing the draft resolution in the First Committee on 17 No
vember, the representative of Brazil pointed out that, in its preambular 
paragraphs, it referred to provisions of the Final Document dealing with 
the responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon Powers for nuclear disarma
ment and the prevention of nuclear war, and expressed the Assembly’s 
regret that the nuclear arms race had not been halted and the danger of 
nuclear war was increasing, and its concern over the risk of nuclear war 
inherent in the existing world situation. In its operative part, the text 
reaffirmed the special responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon States, the 
vital interests of all mankind in disarmament negotiations and the central 
role and primary responsibility of the United Nations in the sphere of 
disarmament.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 109 to 1 (United States), with 15 abstentions (mainly 
Western States and China).

In connection with the vote, Australia, India, Mongolia and Oman, 
which voted in favour, explained their positions. Australia stated that it 
was concerned about the dangers of nuclear war and strongly supported 
the cause of nuclear disarmament. It was also concerned about the 
dangers of the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and inter
preted subparagraph (b) of the first preambular paragraph (see below), 
which affirmed the need to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race “in all 
its aspects”, as pertaining to both vertical and horizontal proliferation. 
In that connection, Australia regretted that the text had selectively 
quoted paragraph 20 of the Final Document. It saw operative paragraph 3 
as allowing States freely to negotiate between themselves, and paragraph 4 
as merely requesting the international community to be kept broadly in
formed. India stated that it supported the draft resolution because, in 
operative paragraph 1, it placed the onus for nuclear disarmament where 
it belonged — on the nuclear-weapon States — and held them account
able for that purpose. India also shared the belief expressed in operative 
paragraphs 2 and 3 that all States had the duty to contribute to disarma
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ment efforts and the right to participate in disarmament negotiations. 
Mongolia viewed the result of the vote as an indication that the majority 
of Committee members were committed to the consideration of the ques
tion of preventing nuclear war and achieving nuclear disarmament and to 
drafting the necessary international legal instruments on those vital 
issues. Oman stated that it supported any eflForts aimed at the prevention 
of nuclear war.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 133 to 1, with 14 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 M. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling the provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 

General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, in particular the 
following:

{a) That nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of 
civilization,

{b) That it is essential to hah and reverse the nuclear-arms race in all its aspects in
order to avert the danger of war involving nuclear weapons,

(c) That removing the threat of a world war —a nuclear war —is the most acute and
urgent task of the present day,

{d) That while disarmament is the responsibility of all States, the nuclear-weapon 
States have the primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament,

(e) That the most effective guarantee against the danger of nuclear war and the use of 
nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, 

(/) That pending the achievement of this goal, the nuclear-weapon States have special 
responsibilities to undertake measures aimed at preventing the outbreak of nuclear war, 

ig) That, in the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all the nuclear- 
weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the most important nuclear 
arsenals, bear a special responsibility.

Deeply regretting that the nuclear-arms race has not yet been halted and that the 
danger of nuclear war has been increasing,

Gravely concerned over the risks of nuclear war inherent in the present world situa
tion,

1. Solemnly reaffirms the special responsibilities of the nuclear-weapon States for 
nuclear disarmament and for undertaking measures to prevent nuclear war and to halt the 
nuclear-arms race in all its aspects;

2. Solemnly reaffirms the vital interest of all the peoples of the world in the success of 
disarmament negotiations and the consequent duty of all States to contribute to efforts in 
the field of disarmament;

3. Solemnly reaffirms the central role and primary responsibility of the United 
Nations in the sphere of disarmament;

4. Requests the nuclear-weapon States to submit to the General Assembly annual 
reports on the measures and steps taken by them, jointly or individually, in the discharge of 
the special responsibilities incumbent upon them for the prevention of nuclear war and for 
halting and reversing the nuclear-arms race.

On 8 November, under the same item as the resolution discussed 
above, Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, the Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the 
Ukrainian SSR, the USSR, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe submitted a draft
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resolution entitled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects”. It was introduced on 
11 November by the representative of the German Democratic Republic. 
In his statement, he stressed that the adoption of nuclear disarmament 
measures was a matter of the highest priority and that the intensified 
nuclear arms buildup and concurrent war preparations, backed up by the 
espousal of doctrines and concepts proclaiming, in particular, the feasi
bility of fighting, limiting and winning a nuclear war, jeopardized peace, 
led to the escalation of the nuclear arms race and were major obstacles to 
effective negotiations. The draft resolution was based on General 
Assembly resolution 37/78 C of 1982,” and aimed at ruling out forever 
the possibility of the outbreak of nuclear war through the elimination of 
all nuclear weapons. In particular, by its operative paragraph 1, the 
General Assembly would call on the Committee on Disarmament to pro
ceed to negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament in accordance with paragraph 50 of the Final Document, to 
elaborate a disarmament programme and to establish a working group 
with a corresponding mandate. The question had been on the agenda of 
the Committee on Disarmament for years; extensive discussions had 
been held on an informal basis and concrete proposals had been submit
ted. The German Democratic Republic stated that the time had come for 
negotiations and there should be no further delay in launching them.

On 23 November, the Committee approved the draft resolution by a 
recorded vote of 91 to 19 (mainly Western countries), with 8 abstentions. 
In connection with the vote, Austria, Brazil, Finland and Oman, which 
voted in favour, explained their positions. Both Austria and Finland, in 
spite of certain reservations on some of the preambular parts of the 
draft, stated that their affirmative vote should be understood as an ex
pression of profound concern that the escalating nuclear arms race be 
halted and reversed. Austria also supported stronger involvement by the 
Committee on Disarmament in efforts to achieve progress towards nu
clear disarmament and said it would welcome the establishment of a 
working group on the subject. Brazil emphasized its understanding, first, 
that the “nuclear disarmament programme” referred to in operative 
paragraph 1 of the draft resolution corresponded to the “comprehensive, 
phased programme” mentioned in paragraph 50 (c) of the Final Docu
ment and, secondly, that the elaboration of such a programme must not 
be considered as a substitute or condition for priority negotiations on the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and on nuclear disarmament, which 
the Committee on Disarmament should act upon with the utmost ur
gency. Oman, on that resolution too, indicated that it supported all 
eflForts aimed at the prevention of nuclear war. Australia, which voted 
against the proposal, regarded it as among those which were put forward 
for propagandistic purposes.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 108 to 19, with 16 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 D. China did not participate in the vote. The resolution reads 
as follows:

See The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. VII, pp. 178-179.
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The General Assemblyy
Recalling that at its twelfth special session, the second special session devoted to disar

mament, it expressed its profound preoccupation over the danger of war, in particular nu
clear war, the prevention of which remains the most acute and urgent task of the present 
day,

Reqffirming once again that nuclear weapons pose the most serious threat to mankind 
and its survival and that it is therefore essential to proceed with nuclear disarmament and 
the complete elimination of nuclear weapons,

Reqffirming also that all nuclear-weapon States, in particular those which possess the 
most important nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility for the fulfilment of the task 
of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament,

Stressing again that existing arsenals of nuclear weapons alone are more than sufficient 
to destroy all life on Earth, and bearing in mind the devastating results which nuclear war 
would have on belligerents and non-belligerents alike.

Recalling that at its tenth special session, the first special session devoted to disarma
ment, it decided that effective measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of 
nuclear war had the highest priority and that it was essential to halt and reverse the nuclear- 
arms race in all its aspects in order to avert the danger of war involving nuclear weapons. 

Stressing that any expectation of winning a nuclear war is senseless and that such a war 
would inevitably lead to the destruction of nations, to enormous devastation and to 
catastrophic consequences for civilization and life itself on Earth,

Recalling further that, in its resolution 35/152 B of 12 December 1980, it noted with 
alarm the increased risk of a nuclear catastrophe associated both with the intensification of 
the nuclear-arms race and with the adoption of the new doctrines of limited or partial use of 
nuclear weapons, which are incompatible with its resolution 110 (II) of 3 November 1947, 
entitled “Measures to be taken against propaganda and the inciters of a new war”, and give 
rise to illusions of the admissibility and acceptability of a nuclear conflict.

Noting with alarm that to the doctrine of a limited nuclear war was later added the 
concept of a protracted nuclear war and that these dangerous doctrines lead to a new twist 
in the spiral of the arms race, which may seriously hamper the reaching of agreement on 
nuclear disarmament.

Gravely concerned about the renewed escalation of the nuclear-arms race, both in its 
quantitative and qualitative dimensions, as well as reliance on the doctrine of nuclear deter
rence, which in fact are heightening the risk of the outbreak of nuclear war and lead to in
creased tensions and instability in international relations,

Taking note of the relevant deliberations of the Disarmament Commission in 1983 
with regard to item 4 of its agenda, as contained in its report,

Stressing the urgent need for the cessation of the development and deployment of new 
types and systems of nuclear weapons as a step on the road to nuclear disarmament. 

Stressing again that priority in disarmament negotiations should be given to nuclear 
weapons and referring to paragraphs 49 and 54 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 
Session of the General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 33/71 H of 14 December 1978, 34/83 J of 11 December 1979, 
35/152 B and C of 12 December 1980, 36/92 E of 9 December 1981 and 37/78 C of 9 De
cember 1982,

Noting that the Committee on Disarmament, at its session held in 1983, discussed the 
question of the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament and, in par
ticular, the establishment of an ad hoc working group for negotiations on that question, 

Regrettingy however, that the Committee on Disarmament was unable to reach agree
ment on the establishment of an ad hoc working group for the purpose of undertaking 
multilateral negotiations on the question of the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and 
nuclear disarmament.

Considering that efforts will continue to be made in order to enable the Conference on 
Disarmament to fulfil its negotiating role with regard to the cessation of the nuclear-arms 
race and nuclear disarmament, bearing in mind the high priority accorded to this question 
in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,
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Convinced that the Conference on Disarmament is the most suitable forum for the 
preparation and conduct of negotiations on nuclear disarmament,

1. Calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to proceed without delay to negotia
tions on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament in accordance with 
paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly 
and especially to elaborate a nuclear-disarmament programme, and to establish for this 
purpose an ad hoc working group on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and on nuclear 
disarmament;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament: report of the Con
ference on Disarmament”.

On 8 November, Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian 
SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, the German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, the 
Syrian Arab Republic, the Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe sub
mitted yet another draft resolution, on prohibition of the nuclear 
neutron weapon, under the same agenda item. The representative of the 
German Democratic Republic introduced it on 11 November. In his 
statement he recalled earlier resolutions by which the General Assembly 
had sought the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon, and empha
sized that so far there had been no concrete results. In the view of the 
sponsors, a further postponement of its prohibition might have serious 
consequences, as nuclear neutron warheads were already being produced 
and preparations being made for their deployment, not only in Europe 
but also in other regions. By the 1983 draft resolution, the General 
Assembly would call for immediate negotiations on its prohibition. In 
that respect, the text placed emphasis on the organic interrelationship of 
negotiations on the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon and the 
entire process of nuclear disarmament as envisaged in paragraph 50 of 
the Final Document, which had made the cessation of the qualitative im
provement and development of nuclear-weapons systems the starting- 
point of such a process. The prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon 
would be a step towards that end.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 56 to 12 (mainly Western States), with 47 absten
tions. In connection with the vote, several States explained their posi
tions.

India, which voted in favour, stated that the proposal was in line 
with its total opposition to all nuclear weapons and other weapons of 
mass destruction. The nuclear neutron weapon was a manifestation of 
one of the particularly dangerous consequences of the nuclear arms race, 
whose reversal should be negotiated by the Committee on Disarmament 
without delay.

Australia, Bangladesh, Brazil, Denmark, Egypt, Guyana, Ireland, 
the Netherlands, Oman, Pakistan, the Sudan, Sweden and Zaire, all of 
which abstained, generally condemned the development and production 
of nuclear neutron weapons, but at the same time had serious reserva
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tions about the idea of prohibiting only one specific nuclear weapon. In 
other words, they could not support a selective approach to the question 
of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. Denmark further 
made clear that, while it would not accept nuclear neutron weapons on 
its territory, it could not go along with the draft resolution because it 
constituted an undisguised attempt to split the Western allies in an im
portant area of defence policy; the Netherlands held a similar position.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 74 to 12, with 57 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 C. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 

General Assembly, in which it is stated that the achievement of nuclear disarmament will 
require urgent negotiation of agreements, inter alia, for the cessation of the qualitative im
provement and development of nuclear-weapon systems, which is especially emphasized in 
paragraph 50 (a) of that Document,

Stressing that the nuclear neutron weapon represents a further step in the qualitative 
arms race in the field of nuclear weapons,

Reaffirming its resolutions 36/92 K of 9 December 1981 and 37/78 E of 9 December 
1982,

Sharing the world-wide concern expressed by Member States, as well as by non
governmental organizations, about the continued and expanded production and introduc
tion of the nuclear neutron weapon in military arsenals, which escalates the nuclear-arms 
race and significantly lowers the threshold of nuclear war,

Aware of the inhuman effects of that weapon, which constitutes a grave threat, partic
ularly to the unprotected civilian population,

Noting the consideration by the Committee on Disarmament at its 1983 session of 
issues connected with the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament, as 
well as the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon.

Regretting that the Committee on Disarmament was not able to reach agreement on 
the commencement of negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and on 
nuclear disarmament or on the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon in an appro
priate organizational framework,

1. Reaffirms its request to the Conference on Disarmament to start without delay 
negotiations within an appropriate organizational framework with a view to concluding a 
convention on the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, deployment 
and use of nuclear neutron weapons as an organic element of negotiations, as envisaged in 
paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament all 
documents relating to the consideration of this question by the General Assembly at its 
thirty-eighth session;

3. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit a report on this question to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon”.

On 11 November, Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, Bangladesh, 
Canada, Finland, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, 
Norway, the Philippines, Romania and Sweden submitted, under the 
item “General and complete disarmament”, a draft resolution entitled 
“Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons pur
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poses”. Subsequently, Denmark, New Zealand, Singapore and Uruguay 
also sponsored it.

In introducing the draft resolution on 17 November, the represen
tative of Canada recalled that similar procedural resolutions on the ques
tion of a cut-off of the production of fissionable material had been passed 
by the General Assembly since 1978. It was important, he stated, that the 
Committee on Disarmament pursue its consideration of the question of 
the cut-oflF at an appropriate stage of its work, and the purpose of the 
draft was to maintain the question on its agenda. That would ensure 
that, when conditions were right, the Committee on Disarmament could 
engage fully in negotiations leading to the cessation of the production of 
fissionable material for weapons purposes.

On 22 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 106 to none, with 25 abstentions (including the five 
nuclear-weapon States).

In connection with the vote, Algeria, which voted in favour, made 
clear that although it wished to encourage all opportunities for dialogue 
and negotiation, it had some reservations about the draft resolution 
because it felt it was not entirely in conformity with the consensus 
established in the Final Document. Accordingly, its support for the ini
tiative was limited to those aspects which were in keeping with that Docu
ment’s provisions.

Argentina, India and the USSR explained their abstention. Argen
tina found that although some objectionable elements contained in pre
vious draft resolutions on the same subject had been mitigated, it still 
had reservations about the scope of the proposal. India recalled that it 
had consistently abstained on proposals seeking to separate the question 
of the cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes from other aspects of the nuclear disarmament process be
cause, in its view, such a partial approach was inconsistent with that 
agreed upon by consensus in paragraph 50 of the Final Document. It felt 
that there should be a simultaneous cessation of the production of both 
nuclear weapons and fissionable materials for weapons purposes. That 
would facilitate acceptance, by all States, of equitable and non- 
discriminatory safeguards on all their nuclear facilities. The USSR 
observed that while the goal of the draft resolution was the prohibition 
of the production of fissionable material, it ignored the question of the 
implementation of a programme of nuclear disarmament leading to the 
elimination of nuclear weapons. The USSR considered that the question 
of the cessation of production of fissionable material should be 
examined, but as an early step within such a process.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by 124 votes to none, with 23 abstentions, as resolution 38/188 E. It 
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 33/91 H of 16 December 1978, 34/87 D of 11 December 1979, 

35/156 H of 12 December 1980, 36/97 G of 9 December 1981 and 37/99 E of 13 December
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1982, in which it requested the Committee on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of the 
implementation of the Programme of Action set forth in section III of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly and of its work on the item entitled 
“Nuclear weapons in all aspects”, to consider urgently the question of adequately verified 
cessation and prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons and 
other nuclear explosive devices and to keep the Assembly informed of the progress of that 
consideration.

Noting that the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament for 1983 included the item 
entitled “Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament” and that the Com
mittee’s programme of work for both parts of the session held in 1983 contained this item.

Recalling the proposals and statements made in the Committee on Disarmament on 
that item.

Considering that the cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes and the progressive conversion and transfer of stocks to peaceful uses would be a 
significant step towards halting and reversing the nuclear-arms race.

Considering that the prohibition of the production of fissionable material for nuclear 
weapons and other explosive devices also would be an important measure in facilitating the 
prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and explosive devices.

Requests the Conference on Disarmament, at an appropriate stage of its work on the 
item entitled “Nuclear weapons in all aspects”, to pursue its consideration of the question of 
adequately verified cessation and prohibition of the production of fissionable material for 
nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices and to keep the General Assembly in
formed of the progress of that consideration.

Finally, on 11 November, under the agenda item entitled “Imple
mentation of the conclusions of the Second Review Conference of the 
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and 
establishment of a preparatory committee for the Third Review Confer
ence”, a draft resolution of the same title was submitted by a widely 
representative group of 35 Member States, which were subsequently 
joined by 13 additional sponsors.^® The draft resolution, which was 
introduced by the representative of the United Kingdom on 17 Novem
ber, noted the agreement reached among the parties to the Treaty to hold 
the Third Review Conference in 1985 and to set up a preparatory com
mittee for that purpose.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 115 to none, with 6 abstentions. On 15 December, 
the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by a recorded vote of 
134 to none, with 7 abstentions (Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, India, 
Pakistan, United Republic of Tanzania and Zambia). China and France 
did not participate in the vote. The resolution, 38/74, reads as follows:

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968, the annex to which contains the 

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

20 Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslo
vakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, German Democratic 
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Honduras, Hungary, Iraq, Ireland, 
Italy, Japan, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Samoa, Sudan, Sweden, 
Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, USSR, United Kingdom, United States and 
Uruguay.
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Noting the provisions of article VIII, paragraph 3, of that Treaty concerning the hold
ing of successive review conferences,

Noting that in the Final Document of the Second Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, held at Geneva from 11 August 
to 7 September 1980, the Conference proposed to the Depositary Governments that a third 
conference to review the operation of the Treaty be convened in 1985 and noting that there 
appears to be a consensus among the parties that the Third Review Conference should be 
held at Geneva in August/September of that year,

1. Notes that, following appropriate consultations, an open-ended preparatory com
mittee was formed of parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
serving on the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency or repre
sented on the Committee on Disarmament as well as any party to the Treaty which may ex
press its interest in participating in the work of the preparatory committee;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance and to provide 
such services, including sunmiary records, as may be required for the Third Review Confer
ence of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its 
preparation.

Conclusion

Throughout 1983, the question of nuclear arms limitation and disarma
ment was actively debated in the Disarmament Commission, the Com
mittee on Disarmament and the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth ses
sion, as well as bilaterally between the USSR and the United States in 
their two separate negotiating forums — one on strategic and one on 
intermediate-range forces — in Geneva. No substantial progress was 
made, however, in solving any of the problems connected with the many 
aspects of the question.

At the thirty-eighth session of the Assembly, the question of the 
bilateral nuclear arms negotiations between the two major Powers was 
the subject of particularly intense consideration, as evidenced by the 
tenor of the debate and the submission of four distinct and, in some 
cases, competing draft resolutions on the subject. None of the four, how
ever, was supported by consensus despite general recognition that it 
would have been not only preferable but also more meaningful and en
couraging had the international community been able to speak with a 
common voice on such important aspects of the nuclear question. Such a 
common voice was not to be found, however, even though one of the 
four — that which led to the adoption of resolution 38/183 N, discussed 
above — was largely procedural.

Furthermore, it may be noted that, out of the 26 resolutions on 
primarily nuclear issues adopted by the Assembly in 1983, only one, that 
on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East 
(discussed in chapter X below), was adopted without a vote. Such an ex
perience is not new, however: in 1982 the record had, in fact, been 22 
to 1. The variety of positions thus reflected undoubtedly illustrates the 
complexities of the question of nuclear disarmament and also the dan
gers inherent in the international situation in the nuclear era, from which 
the United Nations cannot fundamentally isolate itself.
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C H A P T E R  VI

Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war 

Introduction

As LONG AS THERE ARE NUCLEAR WEAPONS, the possibility of their use, 
either deliberately or by accident, will continue to represent an unprece
dented threat to international peace and security and, ultimately, to the 
future of civilization. In paragraphs 18 and 32 of the Final Document of 
its tenth special session,* held in 1978, the General Assembly gave full 
recognition to the grave nature of that fact by declaring: “Removing the 
threat of a world war — a nuclear war — is the most acute and urgent 
task of the present day” and “Ail States, in particular nuclear-weapon 
States, should consider various proposals designed to secure the 
avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons, and the prevention of nuclear 
war.”

Various initiatives have been taken concerning the limitation or pro
hibition of the use of nuclear weapons. They were recorded at some 
length in the 1982 edition of The Yearbook.^ Proposals discussed at 
different times and in different contexts have ranged from unconditional 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons to prohibition of first use and 
conditional bans.^ By its first resolution on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons, resolution 1653 (XVI) of 24 November 1961,  ̂the Gen
eral Assembly declared that the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weap
ons would be a direct violation of the Charter of the United Nations and 
that any State using such weapons would be considered as acting con
trary to the laws of humanity and as committing a crime against mankind 
and civilization. In subsequent years, various countries, among them the 
Soviet Union, which put forward a draft convention, stressed anew the 
importance of banning the use of nuclear weapons.

At the thirty-third session of the General Assembly, in 1978, India 
initiated a draft resolution which was sponsored by 34 countries, mostly

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly» Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. III.

2 See The Yearbook, voL 7: 1982, chap. VIII, pp. 193-214.
 ̂ See The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, chap. V, pp. 68-69.
 ̂ In addition to resolution 1653 (XVI), the General Assembly adopted the following res

olutions between 1962 and 1982 on various aspects of the non-use of nuclear weapons and 
the prevention of nuclear war: 1801 (XVII) of 1962, 1909 (XVIII) of 1963, 2164 (XXI) of 
1966, 2289 (XXII) of 1967, 2936 (XXVII) of 1972, 33/71 B of 1978, 34/83 G of 1979, 35/ 
152 D of 1980, 36/81 B, 36/92 I and 36/100 of 1981, 37/78 I, 37/78 J, and 37/100 C of 
1982.
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non-aligned. India recalled that at its special session earlier that year the 
General Assembly had reiterated that nuclear weapons posed the greatest 
danger to mankind and that the Final Document had recognized that the 
most eflFective guarantee against the danger of nuclear war was their com
plete elimination. By the draft resolution, the Assembly would call upon 
all States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States, to submit proposals on 
arrangements for the conclusion of a convention or any other agreement 
on the non-use of nuclear weapons, so that it could discuss the subject at 
its thirty-fourth session. The draft was adopted as resolution 33/71 B by 
a vote of 103 to 18 (including France, the United Kingdom, the United 
States and other Western countries), with 18 abstentions (including the 
Soviet Union, Eastern European and various other countries). China did 
not participate in the vote. The issue was pursued, again at the initiative 
of India, at the thirty-fourth and thirty-fifth sessions of the General 
Assembly, in 1979 and 1980, (resolutions 34/83 G and 35/152 D). Start
ing in 1981, it assumed greater prominence in that the General Assembly 
adopted three resolutions on the issue — 36/100, 36/92 I and 36/81 B — 
entitled, respectively, “Declaration on the Prevention of Nuclear Catas
trophe”, “Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war” 
and “Prevention of nuclear war”.

The Declaration was adopted as the result of an initiative of the 
Soviet Union, which had requested that the item be put on the agenda of 
the Assembly at its thirty-sixth session. In the First Committee, the 
USSR stressed that the task of preventing a nuclear catastrophe should 
be given the highest priority in international relations. The problem had 
become particularly urgent, it held, because the United States was seek
ing a position of military supremacy and attempting to condition people 
to the idea that nuclear war could be limited and won, an idea that was 
both adventuristic and suicidal. By the Soviet proposal, the General 
Assembly would solemnly proclaim that there could never be any justifi
cation or pardon for statesmen who took a decision to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons and that any doctrine endorsing such use would be in
compatible with the principles of human morality and the ideals of the 
United Nations.

Several States expressed strong support for the Soviet initiative, but 
some Western States questioned the value of such an approach. The Fed
eral Republic of Germany, while agreeing that nuclear war should be 
made impossible, called attention to what it regarded as ambiguities and 
incompatibilities between the new initiative and earlier Soviet proposals 
and statements on military doctrine, inherent contradictions in the non- 
first-use idea and inconsistencies between the Soviet proposal and agreed 
principles of disarmament and provisions of the Charter. The United 
Kingdom, speaking on behalf of the ten member States of the European 
Community, emphasized that the declarations by some States could do 
little to enhance international security if they were not accompanied by 
realistic, balanced and verifiable arms control agreements; accordingly, 
the Ten were unable to support proposals, such as those on non-first-use, 
which in their view were declaratory and unenforceable. The United
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States questioned the aim and reliability of Soviet pledges. It held that 
meaningful arms control depended on strict adherence to Article 2, para
graph 4, of the Charter, by which States should refrain from the threat or 
use of force. In response, the Soviet Union stated: {a) all its proposals on 
prevention of nuclear war had the same goal, namely, the outlawing of 
nuclear war; {b) as the threat of nuclear war had increased and various 
doctrines had allowed it as a possibility, the United Nations should con
demn the first use of nuclear weapons; (c) such a condemnation would 
improve prospects for the elaboration of specific agreements; (rf) the pro
posal confirmed that the USSR would not use nuclear weapons first, and 
if other nuclear Powers did the same there would be no nuclear war; {e) 
measures to prevent nuclear war were complementary to measures of 
genuine nuclear disarmament; and (/) since general and complete disar
mament was not currently possible, partial measures were necessary, first 
among them, the prevention of nuclear war and the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons. The draft resolution was adopted by a vote of 82 to 19 
(France, United Kingdom, United States and other Western countries), 
with 41 abstentions, as resolution 36/100.

The second resolution, 36/92 I, sponsored by 30 countries, mainly 
non-aligned, on the basis of yet a further proposal of India, was adopted 
by a vote of 121 to 19, with 6 abstentions. By it, the General Assembly 
once again declared that the use of nuclear weapons would be a violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations and a crime against humanity and 
that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons should therefore be pro
hibited, pending nuclear disarmament. It also urged consideration of the 
question of an international convention or some other agreement on the 
non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war at its second 
special session on disarmament, to be held in 1982. In introducing the 
draft, India had emphasized that although the United Nations Charter 
permitted self-defence, it would be a mockery to suggest that, in the pur
suit of its security concerns, one State might jeopardize the survival of 
all.

By the third resolution, 36/81 B, sponsored by 17 countries, mainly 
non-aligned, and adopted without a vote, the General Assembly urged all 
nuclear-weapon States, and other Member States that so desired, to sub
mit to the Secretary-General their views and suggestions for ensuring the 
prevention of nuclear war, for consideration at the second special ses
sion. In introducing the draft, Argentina had emphasized that its subject- 
matter was of interest to all States, even though the instruments for 
unleashing a nuclear war were in the hands of a small number of coun
tries.

At the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, in 1982, the need to avoid the outbreak of a nuclear ex
change was stressed in many of the opening statements in plenary 
meetings as well as in the Ad Hoc Committee.’ The Secretary-General 
said that, by its very nature, nuclear war could not remain limited or con-

 ̂ For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chaps. II and VIII.
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tained within a predetermined framework; its prevention was not only a 
moral imperative, but also a question of survival.

China felt that all the nuclear States should agree not to use nuclear 
weapons. Pending such an agreement, each of them, unconditionally, 
should undertake not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
and nuclear-weapon-free zones, and not to be the first to use such 
weapons against each other. France, on the other hand, believed that 
total nuclear disarmament or a universal commitment to non-first-use 
were Utopian or misleading solutions in the existing world situation and, 
as long as the imbalance in conventional arms persisted in Europe, would 
compound the threat of war. Moreover, the Charter of the United Na
tions already provided for the non-use of force. The Federal Republic of 
Germany similarly observed that the NATO countries had reaffirmed 
that none of their weapons would be used except in response to an at
tack, which was in keeping with the provisions of the Charter regarding 
the prohibition of the use or threat of use of force and the right to self- 
defence. Such arguments were also put forward by Canada and the 
United Kingdom. In India’s view, nuclear war doctrines were, in essence, 
doctrines of terrorism practised by nation States. The first step should be 
a prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, and it was gratified that two 
nuclear-weapon States had accepted such a proposition. India held that 
an internationally binding instrument, on the model of the Geneva Pro
tocol of 1925 prohibiting use in war of biological and chemical weapons, 
was needed, and it proposed such an instrument with regard to nuclear 
weapons.^

The Soviet representative read a message from President L. I. 
Brezhnev by which the Soviet Union, with immediate effect, assumed an 
obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. In taking that deci
sion, the message continued, the Soviet Union proceeded from the indis
putable fact that should a nuclear war start, it could mean the destruc
tion of human civilization. The peoples of the world had a right to expect 
that the Soviet decision would be followed by reciprocal steps on the part 
of the other nuclear States which, if taken, would be tantamount to a ban 
on the use of nuclear weapons altogether. In the conduct of its policy the 
Soviet Union would continue to take into account how the other nuclear 
Powers acted and whether they followed its example.

That Soviet undertaking was welcomed by Eastern European States 
and others, including Cuba, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Guyana, Jamaica and 
Mexico. Ecuador, expressing support for the positions of China and the 
Soviet Union in the matter of the non-first-use of nuclear weapons, 
stated that if such a commitment became unanimous among the nuclear 
Powers, the special session would not have been in vain. The United 
States observed, however, that NATO policy went far beyond the Soviet 
Union’s pledge, and the Federal Republic of Germany stressed that coun-

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexes^ agenda 
items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32, para. 20; the Concluding Document of 
the Twelfth Special Session is reproduced in extenso in The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982.
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tries and Governments must dedicate themselves to the prevention of war 
in all its aspects, both conventional and nuclear. In spite of many efforts, 
it was not possible to make further progress on the question at the 1982 
special session on disarmament.

In paragraph 62 of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special 
Session of the General Assembly, the following passage appears:

. . .  the General Assembly expresses its profound preoccupation over the danger of 
war, in particular nuclear war, the prevention of which remains the most acute and urgent 
task of the present day. The General Assembly urges all Member States to consider as soon 
as possible relevant proposals designed to secure the avoidance of war, in particular nuclear 
war, thus ensuring that the survival of mankind is not endangered.

Subsequent debates in the Committee on Disarmament, during the 
summer of 1982, did not bring about any change in the situation.^ In its 
report to the General Assembly, the Committee stated:

The question of prevention of nuclear war has been the subject of earnest and intensive 
discussion, and its importance and urgency are readily acknowledged. No consensus was 
reached on a proposal to set up an A d Hoc Working Group on Prevention of Nuclear War 
(CD/309) under item 2 of the Committee’s agenda. The Committee agreed to hold further 
informal consultations on this topic.®

At the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly, disappoint
ment at the outcome of the twelfth special session was a recurring theme 
in many of the plenary and First Committee statements. Several States 
stressed that the prevention of nuclear war was a supreme objective and a 
most pressing issue.

In all, six draft resolutions on the subject were submitted to the First 
Committee, of which three were subsequently not pressed to a vote.

Of the three resolutions adopted, one, 37/100 C, entitled “Conven
tion on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons”, was initiated by 
India and eventually sponsored by 21 States, mainly non-aligned. By it, 
the General Assembly requested the Committee on Disarmament to un
dertake, on a priority basis, negotiations with a view to achieving agree
ment on an international convention prohibiting the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons under any circumstances, taking as a basis the text of 
an annexed Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
Weapons.

By another resolution, 37/78 I, which was sponsored in draft form 
by 17 non-aligned countries, plus the German Democratic Republic and 
Romania, and introduced by Argentina, the General Assembly requested 
the Committee on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter of the highest 
priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate 
and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war.

Finally, by resolution 37/78 J, initiated by Cuba and the German

 ̂ For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. VIII.
® Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/37/27 and Corr.l), para. 49.
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Democratic Republic and later also sponsored by Romania and Viet 
Nam, the General Assembly considered that “the solemn declarations by 
two nuclear-weapon States (China and the USSR) made or reiterated at 
the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, the second special 
session devoted to disarmament, concerning their respective obligations 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons” offered an important way to 
decrease the danger of nuclear war, and expressed the hope that the other 
nuclear-weapon States would “consider making similar declarations with 
respect to not being the first to use nuclear weapons”.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

As indicated in the previous chapter, the Disarmament Commission,’ 
under item 4 of its agenda, was called upon to consider various aspects of 
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, in order to expedite 
negotiations aimed at the effective elimination of the danger of nuclear 
war and to elaborate a general approach to negotiations on nuclear and 
conventional disarmament.

In opening the session of the Commission on 9 May 1983, the Chair
man, Mr. Celso Antonio de Souza e Silva of Brazil, called attention to 
the fact that the threat of nuclear war was the dominant concern of the 
peoples of the world and that the United Nations had repeatedly under
scored that concern in its deliberations. He also proposed that the rele
vant agenda item be considered in the Committee of the Whole, pending 
the setting up of a specific subsidiary body. During the general exchange 
of views in plenary meetings, some references were also made to the 
question. For details, refer to chapter V above.

Following a decision of the Committee of the Whole at its third 
meeting, on 20 May, a contact group open to all delegations was estab
lished, under the chairmanship of Mr. Sergio de Quieroz Duarte of 
Brazil, with the task of dealing with the item and drafting specific recom
mendations for adoption by the Commission.

The Contact Group held 10 meetings between 24 May and 1 June 
and, in addition to a document by the Chairman on ways to deal with the 
item,'® examined six substantive documents — two by the German 
Democratic Republic, one each by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Mexico, the USSR and the non-aligned countries."

The Contact Group decided that all the documents would be con
sidered on an equal footing and further agreed, without prejudice to in
dividual positions concerning the substance of the matter, to use the non- 
aligned document, which consisted of a working paper on measures for 
the prevention of nuclear war, as the basis for its drafting work. The 
Contact Group was unable, however, to achieve consensus on a set of

 ̂A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 

(A/38/42), annex III.
Ibid., annexes I and IV, and II, VI, VII and V respectively.
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recommendations for submission to the Committee of the Whole. It rec
ommended, therefore, that item 4 of the agenda be considered again at 
the Commission’s substantive session in 1984. It further suggested that 
the Committee of the Whole annex to its report to the Commission a 
“Compilation of propos£ils for recommendations on agenda item 4”, re
flecting the state of the consideration of the matter in the Commission.'^ 
Before adjourning, the Commission considered the results of the deliber
ations of the Committee of the Whole on the item. Its views are outlined 
in chapter V above.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The Committee on Disarmament, the multilateral negotiating body, con
vened in Geneva on 1 February and decided, after intensive negotiations, 
to include in its agenda an item entitled “Cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament; prevention of nuclear war, including all 
related matters”. During the 1983 session, the item was extensively 
debated'^ and before the end of the session six working papers had been 
submitted on it by individual Committee members or groups.'^

The paper submitted by the group of 21 called for the setting up of 
an ad hoc working group to undertake negotiations on practical 
measures for the prevention of nuclear war. That submitted by a group 
of socialist States also called for the establishment of an ad hoc working 
group to negotiate concrete steps on the question, including the renuncia
tion by all nuclear-weapon States of the first use of nuclear weapons and 
the conclusion of a world-wide treaty on the non-use of force in interna
tional relations. Subsequently, the German Democratic Republic put for
ward a paper containing a list of items which it suggested could be dealt 
with in the course of informal meetings of the Committee.

The Federal Republic of Germany submitted a working paper that 
sought as its objective the prevention of all armed conflict, beginning 
with the prohibition of the threat or use of force as embodied in Article 2 
of the Charter of the United Nations. Belgium’s working paper was on 
confidence-building measures within the framework of the prevention of 
nuclear war. Finally, Australia, Belgium, the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Italy, Japan and the Netherlands, in a joint paper, tentatively 
outlined how the subject “Prevention of nuclear war, including all 
related matters” might be explored in the course of a series of informal 
meetings.

Many members considered, however, that there was need for the 
urgent negotiation of appropriate and practical measures for the preven-

*2 Ibid.y annex VIII.
Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A m /2 1  and Corr.l), paras. 33 and 34. The documents 

themselves are contained in ibid.^ appendix II (CD/421), documents CD/341 (group of 21), 
CD/355 (a group of socialist States), CD/357 (Federal Republic of Germany), CD/380 
(Belgium), CD/406 (German Democratic Republic), CD/411 (Australia, Belgium, Federal 
Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan and Netherlands). In addition, the Committee had 
before it a compilation prepared by the secretariat (CD/398).
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tion of nuclear war, and that informal meetings would not be able to pro
vide the proper answer or to substitute for a working group. A number 
of delegations deplored that although the Committee on Disarmament 
was the single multilateral negotiating body and nuclear weapons were a 
subject of the highest priority, it was unable to establish a working group 
to initiate negotiations because of the opposition of certain nuclear- 
weapon States and their allies which based their security policy on the 
possibility of using nuclear weapons. Those delegations believed that ex
changes of views in either informal or plenary meetings could not, as past 
experience had demonstrated, promote the search for a common ap
proach that would enable the Committee to fulfil its negotiating role. 
Other delegations maintained, however, that informal meetings would be 
the most appropriate vehicle for determining such an approach and held 
that it was premature to consider establishing a working group. As a 
result of the disagreement, matters related to the prevention of nuclear 
war were in fact considered in plenary meetings of the Committee.

Concerning the substance of the question, the group of 21 largely 
reaffirmed the view that the greatest peril facing the world was that of 
nuclear war, which would have devastating effects on belligerents and 
non-belligerents alike. India, for instance, reflected that feeling when it 
reviewed the relevant aspects of the message of the Seventh Conference 
of Heads of State or Government of Non-aligned Countries, held at New 
Delhi in March 1983. That Conference, Indonesia subsequently noted, 
had, inter aliâ  expressed a demand for “an immediate h ^ t to the drift 
towards nuclear conflict which threatens not only the well-being of 
humanity in our times but of future generations as well”.'  ̂ Among 
others, Mexico, speaking on its own behalf as well as on behalf of the 
members of the group, also stressed that they could not accept that the 
security of their countries and the survival of mankind should be in con
tinual and increasing jeopardy as a result of the state of relations between 
or the consequent actions of two super-Powers or a handful of nuclear- 
weapon States. In their view, since a nuclear war would have catas
trophic consequences for the whole of mankind, all nations had a vital 
interest in the urgent negotiation of appropriate and practical measures 
for its prevention.

Socialist countries also stressed the importance and urgency of con
crete steps for the prevention of nuclear war. Several of them denounced 
certain strategic concepts or doctrines that were based on the assumption 
that it was possible to attain victory in a nuclear war, and pointed out 
that such doctrines also advocated the first use of nuclear weapons. In 
that respect they stressed the importance of the unilateral obligation the 
Soviet Union had taken upon itself never to be the first to use nuclear 
weapons and expressed the hope that other nuclear-weapon States, which 
had not yet assumed such an obUgation, would eventually reconsider

‘5 Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, 
document CD/354. The final documents of the Conference were also circulated as an offi
cial document of the General Assembly and the Security Council under the symbol A/38/ 
132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
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their positions. They further believed that it would be necessary to 
elaborate such practical measures as had already found broad interna
tional support. As set out in the paper by a group of socialist States, the 
following were among such priority measures: the renunciation by all 
nuclear-weapon States of the first use of nuclear weapons; a freeze by all 
nuclear-weapon States on the production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery, as well as on the production of 
fissionable material, as first steps towards their reduction and eventual 
elimination; and the declaration by all nuclear-weapon States of a mora
torium on all nuclear explosions until such time as a treaty on the com
plete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests was concluded.

Another step advocated in their paper and reaffirmed by the German 
Democratic Republic and the USSR during the debate was the conclusion 
of a world treaty on the non-use of force in international relations. It 
would be between States members of the two major military-political 
alliances and would contain as its core the mutual commitment not to be 
the first to use nuclear or conventional arms against one another. As 
noted on behalf of the group by the German Democratic Republic, they 
also supported the non-aligned proposal for the conclusion of a conven
tion on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and, in that con
text, expressed their readiness to discuss other multilateral steps aimed at 
the prevention of nuclear war, such as the prevention of accidental or 
unauthorized use of nuclear weapons and avoidance of surprise attacks.

The USSR reviewed the major measures outlined in the socialist 
paper, emphasizing in particular the value and practicality of a nuclear 
freeze (see chapter VII) in reducing the danger of nuclear war, but also 
stressing that its unilateral non-first-use commitment reaffirmed that the 
main concern in its policy was the elimination of the threat of war. It 
would expect the other nuclear-weapon States to take a similar step 
because no pretexts or excuses could outweigh the need to prevent 
nuclear war. It rejected the contention that its undertaking left it free to 
use its allegedly superior conventional weapons and pointed to the War
saw Treaty countries’ proposal for conclusion of an agreement with 
NATO not to use any weapons against each other.

Western members of the Committee, including France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, while sharing fully the concerns of other 
delegations about the need to prevent nuclear war, emphasized that the 
matter had to be considered in the broader context of the prevention of 
all wars. In that regard, they underscored the supreme importance of 
compliance by all States with their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations, especially the prohibition of use or threat of force under 
its Article 2. They also stressed the importance of establishing and main
taining a military balance and strategic stability between opposing sides 
and the consequent significance of disarmament negotiations leading to 
deep reductions in nuclear arsenals. They re-emphasized also that a 
nuclear freeze and non-first-use commitments limited to nuclear weapons 
would fail to prevent armed conflicts effectively. At the same time, they 
reaffirmed that none of their weapons, nuclear or conventional, would
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ever be used except in response to armed attack. Nuclear arsenals, they 
made clear, had a single function, namely, the prevention of war and 
preservation of peace and security through the strategy of deterrence; the 
elements of deterrence and defence, together with arms control and dis
armament, were integral parts of the system for the maintenance of 
peace and security. In that context the Federal Republic of Germany, 
gratified at the broad support of the topic, emphasized that the preven
tion of all war must not be lost from view, and that there should be a 
clearer grasp of the scope of the work under the item “Prevention of 
nuclear war”; accordingly it found great appeal in the formula “appro
priate and practical measures”. Later in the session it postulated that the 
main fear and risk in Western Europe, and in other regions, was that an 
accidental or surprise conventional attack could easily lead to nuclear 
conflict. It then noted that recent Soviet military doctrine emphasized the 
growing significance of surprise and, in that context, of nuclear weapons. 
Accordingly, it recommended the examination of that doctrine and pri
ority consideration and elaboration of confidence-building measures 
against surprise attack. On the same basis, it questioned the credibility of 
the USSR’s call for a widely-shared non-first-use commitment.

Several delegations, for their part, noted that there was a contradic
tion between expressing concern about the danger of nuclear war, on the 
one hand, and mixing that question with general issues, on the other. 
Moreover, as indicated by Kenya in speaking for the group of 21, the at
tempt to bring broader issues relating to the prevention of all wars into 
the consideration of the prevention of nuclear war amounted to disre
garding the priority that the General Assembly had unanimously attached 
to that question. Morocco and Nigeria cited from the Final Document 
and other appeals to underline the same position. Some delegations fur
ther stressed that the situation called for measures for preventing the 
waging of nuclear war rather than for only avoiding the risk of the acci
dental use of nuclear weapons.

Other delegations, in particular those of Belgium and the Federal 
Republic of Germany, rejected that position, and pointed to the neces
sary interrelationship of nuclear and conventional conflict, especially the 
risk that any conventional war might degenerate into nuclear war. The 
separation of various forms of conflict, they stressed, was difficult to 
mainteiin on logical as well as practical grounds. It was for that reason, 
they noted, that the Conmiittee had decided to formulate its agenda item 2 
in that way (see page 133 above). They also pointed out that Article 2 of 
the Charter of the United Nations prohibited the threat or use of force in 
all its forms.

The group of 21 rejected that interpretation of item 2 and maintained 
that the item pertained especially to nuclear disarmament and the preven
tion of nuclear war. They recalled that they had always insisted on inclu
sion of that question as a separate item in the agenda. That view was 
shared by the socialist countries.

Some delegations, among them those of Algeria and Argentina, fur
ther held that any attempt to place the consideration of the prevention of
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nuclear war in the context of the prevention of war in general was dan
gerous because it confused the fundamental difference between nuclear 
and conventional war inherent in the uniquely destructive power of nu
clear weapons, and diluted what was set out in the Final Document as a 
matter of the most urgent priority. According to that viewpoint, as ex
pressed by India, Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations could 
not be invoked to justify the use of nuclear weapons in the exercise of the 
right of self-defence against conventional armed attack, since it could 
lead to the annihilation of mankind. Other delegations noted that Arti
cle 51 did not limit the right of States, subject to existing international 
agreements, to make use of the means they deemed the most appropriate 
to self-defence. China observed, furthermore, that while working against 
the threat of nuclear war, they could not overlook the harsh fact of the 
real threat posed by conventional war to various countries.

At the end of the session, the United States observed that despite the 
many views advanced on the question of the prevention of nuclear war, 
the Committee had failed even to agree to a procedure by which it would 
address the issue in the future. The Chairman, noting that the item had 
been included on the 1983 agenda largely at the initiative of the group of 
21, stated that it had not yet been subjected to systematic treatment and 
that it was thus imperative to deal with it as a matter of priority in 1984.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At its thirty-eighth session, the question of prevention of nuclear war oc
cupied an important place in the General Assembly’s debates, in both 
plenary meetings and the First Committee.'^

Addressing the General Assembly on 26 September 1983, President 
Reagan of the United States affirmed: “A nuclear war cannot be won and 
must never be fought.” He also stated: “I believe that if Governments are 
determined to deter and prevent war, there will not be war.”

Subsequently, the representative of the Soviet Union declared that 
the countries of the socialist community had made the prevention of 
nuclear war the centre-piece of their foreign policy and added that the 
degree of progress in limiting and reducing nuclear arms would largely 
determine the future development of the international situation. Also, at 
the initiative of the Soviet Union, a new item entitled “Condemnation of 
nuclear war” was included in the agenda (see below).

China recalled that upon successfully testing its atomic weapon in 
1964, it had declared that it was developing nuclear weapons only for 
defensive purposes, and that at no time and in no circumstances would it 
be the first to use nuclear weapons.

Finland stressed that nuclear war was nowhere professed to be an

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings^ 5th to 33rd and 97th and 103rd 
meetings; ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 39th meetings, and ibid.. Sessional Fascicle, corri
gendum.
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element of rational policy, and to limit such a war would hardly be possi
ble. Awareness of that fact, it believed, should be a strong incentive for 
seeking effective agreements on the prevention of nuclear war. The peo
ples of the world, it stated, were entitled to specific assurances against the 
use of nuclear weapons. Sweden held that no sensible military or political 
goals could be achieved by using nuclear weapons. Yet a dangerous am
biguity remained about their role in military planning. It wondered if 
their role was only to deter any use by the opponent or if they would be 
used in certain circumstances to redress a military situation. Their tech
nological development, including delivery systems, their deployment in 
forward positions and the continuous modernization of nuclear forces in 
Europe and elsewhere gave the impression, Sweden stated, that limited 
nuclear warfare was considered a possibility. Japan thought it was vir
tually inconceivable that the super-Powers, possessing enormous de
structive capabilities, would engage in a war of annihilation. Never
theless, there was an extremely remote chance that such a war might be 
started and, therefore, every possible means must be employed to meet 
the challenge of the nuclear age and to prevent it. For Burma, because 
the factors influencing the likelihood of war were predominantly political 
in nature, removing the possibility of a nuclear clash required bringing 
about a lowering of the existing dangerously high tensions. Some coun
tries, however, among them Romania and Sweden, referred to the possi
bility of accidental or unintentional war. Suspicion heightened the risk of 
the outbreak of such a war, and the risk was increased, Sweden stated, by 
rigid procedures automatically set in motion for protection against sur
prise nuclear attack.

In the First Committee, probably no other question received greater 
attention than the prevention of nuclear war. In addition to general 
aspects, including the work of the Committee on Disarmament on the 
subject, various specific aspects were considered, in particular, the non
use of nuclear weapons and the possibility of an international convention 
to that effect, the non-first-use of nuclear weapons, the prevention of ac
cidental nuclear war and the condemnation of nuclear war.

All five nuclear-weapon States spoke on the subject. China reaffirmed 
its opposition to nuclear war and its advocacy of the complete prohi
bition and destruction of nuclear weapons. It also emphasized that the 
immediate threat of conventional wars must be removed, because a con
ventional war could escalate into a nuclear one. In other words, there 
was no unbridgeable gulf between conventional and nuclear war.

The Soviet Union put forward its view of the problem as follows: 
the nuclear-weapon Powers must strictly adhere to a defensive doctrine; 
the arms race had been imposed on the Soviet Union from the outside; 
and preventive wars of any type or scale and concepts of pre-emptive 
nuclear strikes were alien to the Soviet military doctrine. The USSR 
would continue to do its utmost to preserve the prevailing equilibrium, 
but at the same time would seek balanced reductions and limitations of 
armaments. The Soviet Union also maintained that its unilateral obliga
tion not to be the first to use nuclear weapons was not a mere declaration.
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In military terms, that meant the armed forces would be designed with 
the objective of preventing armed conflicts from becoming nuclear. The 
Soviet Union considered it necessary to strive to create reliable material, 
political, legal, moral, psychological and other guarantees for the pre
vention of nuclear war at every level — unilateral, bilateral and multi
lateral.

France focused on the lack of progress in nuclear disarmament 
which had led to the idea of a general ban on use or a ban on the first use 
of nuclear weapons. But such measures would not reduce the dangers 
threatening mankind. Intentions, France stated, could not be verified, 
and the degree of confidence required for their acceptance was too clearly 
lacking in the current state of international relations. Above all, the pro
hibition of the use or first use of nuclear weapons would destroy the con
ditions indispensable to security in Europe. In that region, it stated, 
nuclear weapons played an essential role in the prevention of war, in
cluding nuclear war.

The United Kingdom, similarly, emphasized that the essential ele
ments of defence strategy in the nuclear age could not be lightly dis
carded, nor could declaratory postures be any substitute for the hard 
business of negotiating agreements acceptable to all sides. It was right to 
debate the prevention of nuclear war because, while there were differ
ences over the practical means to ensure that end, there were none about 
the end itself. The current situation underlined, the United Kingdom 
held, the pressing need for new agreements which would promote arms 
control and point the way towards disarmament, and for greater confi
dence and more stable relations between nations.

The United States, also noting that no one wanted nuclear war, re
garded its prevention as a moral and political imperative and made clear 
that it had no illusions about its catastrophic consequences. From the 
earliest days of the post-war era, the only strategy consistent with United 
States values and survival had been the dual-track policy of dialogue and 
deterrence. The massive destructive power of modern weapons precluded 
any other policy. Therefore, the deterrence of conflict was the highest ob
jective of the United States and the maintenance of dialogue on nuclear 
weapons the only rational political strategy for the modern age. How
ever, while deterrence was essential in the current unstable security cli
mate, it did not view deterrence as an end in itself. The perpetuation of a 
situation in which the United States was compelled to maintain a large 
strategic arsenal was unacceptable. In its view, dependence on dangerous 
weapons must be reduced, and a more stable strategic balance must be 
sought at a much lower level of armaments.

Czechoslovakia stated that it was a universally held opinion that 
mankind had come one step closer to the “nuclear abyss” during the 
previous year, and the “central question” was to remove the threat of 
nuclear war. It observed, in that connection, that the Warsaw Treaty 
countries had proposed a treaty on the non-use of military force between 
the members of NATO and themselves, and that the former systemati
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cally favoured effective measures for the prevention of nuclear war and 
the total elimination of nuclear weapons. In its view, one of the most im
portant premises for co-ordinating such measures would be a clear, cate
gorical condemnation by Governments of nuclear war and of doctrines 
which would allow it. The German Democratic Republic emphasized 
that a commitment by all five nuclear-weapon States not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons would open the way to the prohibition of their use. 
It contended that attempts to misinterpret Article 51 of the Charter to 
justify even possible first use of nuclear weapons was a juridical perver
sion; equally wrong was the contention that the need to deal with the 
prevention of wars in general made it impossible for Governments to give 
a non-first-use pledge. Mongolia similarly felt that an unconditional and 
resolute condemnation of nuclear war by the General Assembly would 
help create a favourable climate for the attainment of concrete agree
ments on the limitation, reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons.

The Federal Republic of Germany stated that no Government repre
sented in the United Nations would ever consider the launching of a nu
clear war, and any imputation of such an intention to any Government 
was irresponsible and had no basis in fact. Least of all should such inten
tion be attributed to the member countries of NATO, which had made it 
unambiguously clear that they rejected any nuclear war scenario or doc
trine and that their defensive alliance was rigorously based on the preven
tion of war. Nuclear fears should not be generated, it added, as nuclear 
war was not imminent and none would be fought if the international 
community were to take realistic measures. But a comprehensive strategy 
was required which, in the view of the Federal Republic, must start from 
the Charter and its prohibition of the threat and use of force. In that con
text, the following were needed: a set of policies for the reduction of 
crises and tension; sensible crisis management; the observance of interna
tional law; the exercise of restraint by all countries, including the 
nuclear-weapon States; international efforts to enhance available pro
cedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes; wider use of regional 
security arrangements; and an improved non-proliferation regime. The 
key to the prevention of nuclear war and all armed conflict was a balance 
of forces at the lowest possible level, which implied undiminished secu
rity and adequate international verification.

Nigeria stressed that it was entirely realistic to suggest that the most 
urgent task facing humanity was the prevention of nuclear war. Danger
ous doctrines of limited, “winnable” or “survivable” nuclear war, or of 
flexible response, not only had lowered the nuclear threshold but also 
had made the outbreak of nuclear war a threatening reality. Accordingly, 
Nigeria had noted with interest the views on nuclear war expressed by the 
President of the United States in the General Assembly on 26 September 
(see above). In his statement, he had endorsed some of the opinions held 
by the great majority of the countries of the international community, 
Nigeria stated, namely, the need to prevent the outbreak of a nuclear 
war, which could not be won, and the fact that political will had a role in 
the prevention of war and in disarmament negotiations. Nigeria recog
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nized that it was legitimate for States to seek to provide, as a first duty, 
for their security, but also observed it was obvious that a situation in 
which global security was being held hostage to the security interests of a 
handful of States was unacceptable. Similarly, Indonesia emphasized 
that because all peoples were potential victims of any nuclear conflict, ne
gotiations on preventing such a conflict should not be confined to 
nuclear-weapon States. In no area was the need for democratization of 
the decision-making process more acute than in the nuclear field. 
Therefore, multilateral negotiations, in parallel with bilateral ones, were 
indispensable. In that connection, Indonesia noted with satisfaction that 
the Committee on Disarmament, in 1983, had for the first time included 
an item on that issue in its agenda. However, it regretted that the lack of 
consensus on the establishment of machinery had so far prevented 
substantive examination of the subject. India saw the situation in the 
Committee on Disarmament as a dismal failure. The General Assembly, 
it stated, could not but take a very serious view of the impasse and give a 
political directive to the Committee to initiate negotiations early in 1984 
on the prevention of nuclear war, an issue which aflfected the very fate of 
mankind.

In the course of the First Committee’s work, proposals were submit
ted which led to the adoption by the General Assembly of four resolu
tions on the prevention of nuclear war. A fifth resolution, 38/183 M, 
dealing jointly with that question and with nuclear disarmament more 
generally, is considered in the previous chapter (page 118 above).

A draft resolution entitled “Non-use of nuclear weapons and pre
vention of nuclear war” was submitted by Cuba and the German Demo
cratic Republic on 7 November, and was subsequently also sponsored by 
Mongolia and Romania. In introducing the draft resolution on 10 No
vember, the representative of the German Democratic Republic stated 
that an important practical step towards lessening the danger of nuclear 
war would be the commitment by all nuclear-weapon States not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union and China, it pointed out, 
had already done so and if the other three nuclear-weapon States under
took analogous commitments, that would be tantamount to the prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons. As a result, the goal of a convention 
on the question would be helped, confidence between States strengthened 
and the chances of negotiations on the elimination of nuclear weapons 
decisively improved. The operative part of the draft resolution under
lined, therefore, the importance of the declarations made by the Soviet 
Union and China and further expressed the hope that the other nuclear- 
weapon States would make similar declarations.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 87 to 19 (mainly Western States), with 8 absten
tions, including China. In connection with the vote, Australia stated that 
it would cast a negative vote because the draft resolution attempted to 
“score points”, rather than improve the atmosphere for negotiations. 
Belgium stated that its negative vote was motivated by the fact that the 
draft resolution proposed only that the nuclear-weapon States renounce
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the first use of nuclear weapons while, in its view. States should ban all 
uses of force, as required by the Charter.

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Mongolia, on the other 
hand, expressed their full support for the draft resolution. In particular, 
Bulgaria, which rejected any allegation that the draft was propagandistic 
and deplored attempts to place nuclear war and other wars on an equal 
footing, viewed the draft resolution as a modest measure which was 
aimed, in the absence of nuclear disarmament, at preventing a nuclear 
first strike. Czechoslovakia felt that a commitment by States not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons would be an important step towards the pre
vention of nuclear war; Hungary believed that the search for means of 
preventing the outbreak of nuclear war in no way impeded eflforts to pre
vent any kind of war but, on the contrary, would create better conditions 
for reaching that goal; and Mongolia viewed the obligation of non-first- 
use as acquiring ever greater relevance and immediacy. The Soviet 
Union, with regard to the proposal under discussion and other related 
ones, called attention to the fact that it had taken several unilateral con
crete actions, one of them being its commitment never to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons.

Also Finland, India, Indonesia, the Sudan and Sweden explained 
their affirmative vote. Finland and India made clear that they agreed with 
the main thrust of the proposal. India added that, pending the achieve
ment of nuclear disarmament, the best course of action would be to com
pletely forswear the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Similarly, 
Indonesia took the view that any use of nuclear weapons should be con
demned. The Sudan stated that it welcomed any declaratory measure 
confirming non-recourse to the use of nuclear weapons, provided that 
was not construed to mean that declaratory measures were effective 
disarmament measures or that they could be viewed in isolation from the 
principle of the Charter of the United Nations on the inadmissibility of 
the use of force. Sweden, which viewed the concept of non-first-use of 
nuclear weapons as very important, stressed that a rough parity in both 
conventional and nuclear forces must be established at lower levels in 
order to facilitate undertakings by nuclear-weapon States not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 110 to 19, with 15 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 B. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Alarmed by the threat to the survival of mankind posed by the existence of nuclear 

weapons and the continuing arms race,
Recalling that, in accordance with the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 

the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, effective measures 
of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have the highest priority, 

Recalling also that this commitment was reaffirmed by the General Assembly at its 
twelfth special session, the second special session devoted to disarmament.

Bearing in mind its resolutions 36/81 B, 36/92 I and 36/100 of 9 December 1981 and 
37/78 J of 9 December 1982,
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Reqffirming that the most effective guarantee against the danger of nuclear war and the 
use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons,

Recalling also paragraph 58 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, in 
which it is stated that all States should actively participate in efforts to bring about condi
tions in international relations among States in which a code of peaceful conduct of nations 
in international affairs could be agreed upon and which would preclude the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons,

Reqffirming also that the nuclear-weapon States have special responsibilities to under
take measures aimed at preventing the outbreak of nuclear war,

1. Considers that the solemn declarations by two nuclear-weapon States made or 
reiterated at the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, the second special session 
devoted to disarmament, concerning their respective obligations not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons offer an important avenue to decrease the danger of nuclear war;

2. Expresses the hope that those nuclear-weapon States which have not yet done so 
would consider making similar declarations with respect to not being the first to use nuclear 
weapons.

A second draft resolution, entitled “Prevention of nuclear war”, was 
submitted on 11 November by Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, 
Ecuador, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Mexico, Pakistan, Romania, Uru
guay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. It was subsequently also sponsored by 
Colombia, the Congo, the German Democratic Republic and the Sudan. 
In introducing it, on 11 November, the representative of Argentina 
pointed out that the draft resolution followed the same lines as resolu
tion 37/78 I of 1982, by which the General Assembly had requested the 
Committee on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter of the highest 
priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate 
and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war. Among the 
new features of the 1983 text, Argentina pointed to the provision, in 
operative paragraph 2, by which the Assembly would request the Com
mittee on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc working group for such 
negotiations. The proposal was designed to ensure that the Committee, 
which had been requested to start negotiations on the question in 1983, 
would indeed complete its task as a matter of urgency and priority.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee, on 
23 November, by a recorded vote of 107 to none, with 18 abstentions 
(mainly Western States). In connection with the vote, Belgium, which 
abstained, stated that the language of the draft resolution prejudged 
what form the work of the Committee on Disarmament should take. 
Consensus might have been possible, it added, had the language been less 
confining. The United Kingdom, which also abstained, made clear that it 
continued to set the prevention of nuclear war firmly in the context of the 
prevention of war in general, because the causes of war, whether conven
tional or nuclear, were the same. It had been the unwillingness of certain 
delegations to accept that, it stressed, that had led to the long delay in 
reaching agreement on an agenda for the Committee on Disarmament in 
1983, and to the Committee’s failure to agree to a thorough discussion of 
the subject, as an essential first stage, in order to identify areas where 
negotiation might be possible.
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Mongolia, which voted in favour, expressed the hope that, at the 
1984 session of the Committee on Disarmament, the Western members 
would display a spirit of co-operation and a willingness to engage in gen
uine negotiations on the prevention of nuclear war and on nuclear disar
mament.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 128 to none, with 20 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 G. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Alarmed by the threat to the survival of mankind posed by the existence of nuclear 

weapons and the continuing arms race,
Recalling that removal of the threat of nuclear war is the most acute and urgent task of 

the present day,
Reiterating that it is the shared responsibility of all Member States to save succeeding 

generations from the scourge of another world war, which would inevitably be a nuclear 
war.

Recalling the provisions of paragraphs 47 to 50 and 56 to 58 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly regarding the procedures designed to 
secure the avoidance of nuclear war,

Recalling also its resolution 36/81 B of 9 December 1981 and, in particular, its resolu
tion 37/78 I of 9 December 1982, in which it requested the Committee on Disarmament to 
undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agree
ment on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war,

Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament,
Noting with concern that the Committee on Disarmament was not able to start 

negotiations on the question during its 1983 session.
Taking into account the deliberations on this item at its thirty-eighth session.
Convinced that the prevention of nuclear war and the reduction of the risks of nuclear 

war are matters of the highest priority and of vital interest to all the peoples of the world,
1. Again requests the Conference on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter of the 

highest priority, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and prac
tical measures for the prevention of nuclear war, taking into account the documents re
ferred to in General Assembly resolution 37/78 I as well as other existing proposals and 
future initiatives;

2. Further requests the Conference on Disarmament to establish for that purpose an 
ad hoc working group on the subject at the beginning of its 1984 session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Prevention of nuclear war: report of the Conference on Disarmament”.

A third draft resolution, entitled “Convention on the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons”, was submitted on 11 November by Algeria, 
Argentina, the Bahamas, Bangladesh, Bhutan, the Congo, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Madagascar, Nigeria, Romania and 
Yugoslavia, and was subsequently also sponsored by Viet Nam. The 
draft resolution was introduced, on 17 November, by the representative 
of India who outlined the main provisions of the draft, in particular, the 
request addressed to the Committee on Disarmament to undertake, on a 
priority basis, negotiations on an international convention prohibiting 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, using as a basis an annexed 
draft convention. In that connection, India pointed out that the provi
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sions of the draft resolution were along the lines of resolution 37/100 C 
of 1982, a resolution for which two nuclear-weapon States, namely, 
China and the Soviet Union, had cast positive votes. The draft resolution 
and annexed draft convention, India stated, reflected the concern of 
millions of people who had raised their voices against the imminent 
danger of a nuclear holocaust, and what it aimed at was “one of the few 
significant, viable and concrete measures for preventing the outbreak of 
nuclear war”.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 104 to 17 (mainly Western States), with 6 absten
tions. In connection with the vote, Australia, which voted against, stated 
that a convention banning the use of nuclear weapons was an implausible 
way of seeking to prevent nuclear war. Under the existing circumstances, 
it argued, there was need for a stable, mutual deterrence, and a non-use 
convention would not necessarily add to the stability of deterrence and 
might, on the contrary, lull the international community into a false 
sense of security. In its view, efforts to achieve measures to prevent all 
war, including those involving greater communication and transparency, 
as well as verifiable, balanced reductions of nuclear weapons, leading to 
their elimination, would represent a more fruitful approach. Sweden, 
which voted in favour, made an explicit reservation on the sixth pream
bular paragraph which reaffirmed the declaration that the use of nuclear 
weapons would be a violation of the Charter of the United Nations and a 
crime against humanity. It believed that paragraph provided an inter
pretation of the Charter which could be contested from a legal stand
point. It also felt that more resolute efforts to achieve nuclear disarma
ment were urgently needed. A process of gradual and balanced reduc
tions of nuclear-weapon arsenals, aimed at their elimination, would best 
promote the concept of non-use.

On 15 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 126 to 17, with 6 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/73 G. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Alarmed by the threat to the survival of mankind and to the life-sustaining system 

posed by nuclear weapons and by their use, inherent in concepts of deterrence,
Conscious of an increased danger of nuclear war as a result of the intensification of the 

nuclear-arms race and the serious deterioration of the international situation.
Convinced nuclear disarmament is essential for the prevention of nuclear war and 

for the strengthening of international peace and security.
Further convinced that a prohibition of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 

would be a step towards the complete elimination of nuclear weapons leading to general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.

Recalling that, in paragraph 58 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly, it is stated that all States should actively participate in efforts to 
bring about conditions in international relations among States in which a code of peaceful 
conduct of nations in international affairs could be agreed upon and which would preclude 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

Reqffirming that the use of nuclear weapons would be a violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations and a crime against humanity, as declared in its resolutions 1653 (XVI) of
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24 November 1961, 33/71 B of 14 December 1978, 34/83 G of 11 December 1979, 35/152 D 
of 12 December 1980 and 36/92 I of 9 December 1981,

Noting with regret that the Committee on Disarmament, during its session in 1983, was 
not able to undertake negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on an international 
convention prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under any circum
stances, taking as a basis the text annexed to General Assembly resolution 37/100 C of 
13 December 1982,

1. Reiterates its request to the Conference on Disarmament to commence negotia
tions, as a matter of priority, in order to achieve agreement on an international convention 
prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances, taking as 
a basis the text of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons 
annexed to the present resolution;

2. Further requests ^he Conference on Disarmament to report to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-ninth session on the results of those negotiations.

ANNEX

Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons

The States Parties to this Convention,
Alarmed by the threat to the very survival of mankind posed by the existence of 

nuclear weapons.
Convinced that any use of nuclear weapons constitutes a violation of the Charter of 

the United Nations and a crime against humanity.
Convinced that this Convention would be a step towards the complete elimination of 

nuclear weapons leading to general and complete disarmament under strict and effective in
ternational control,

Determined to continue negotiations for the achievement of this goal.
Have agreed as follows:

Article I
The States Parties to this Convention solemnly undertake not to use or threaten to use 

nuclear weapons under any circumstances.

Article 2
This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

Article 3
1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does 

not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this 
article may accede to it at any time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of 
ratification or accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions.

3. This Convention shall enter into force on the deposit of instruments of ratification 
by twenty-five Governments, including the Governments of the five nuclear-weapon 
States, in accordance with paragraph 2 of this article.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited after the 
entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of 
their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the date 
of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or accession and the 
date of the entry into force of this Convention, as well as of the receipt of other notices.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the depositary in accordance with Arti
cle 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
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Article 4
This Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish 

texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions, who shall send duly certified copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and 
acceding States.

In w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, being duly authorized thereto by their respec
tive Governments, have signed this Convention, opened for signature a t  , on the
 day o f  one thousand nine hundred and____

The remaining resolution was adopted on the basis of an initiative of 
the Soviet Union under the item entitled “Condemnation of nuclear 
war”, an item included in the agenda at that country’s request. In its re
quest,’’ the USSR made the following main points. Nuclear war, were it 
to erupt, would be the greatest tragedy for mankind, would result in the 
loss of billions of human lives and would turn the planet into a lifeless 
desert. As the most eminent scientists and authoritative military and 
civilian experts had confirmed, the accumulation of huge arsenals of 
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems meant that nuclear war could 
not be limited and would spare no country and no people. Therefore, 
there was no justification for any doctrines and plans based on the admis
sibility of unleashing a nuclear war and the possibility of “winning” it. 
Consequently, the Soviet Union proposed that the General Assembly 
adopt a resolution condemning unconditionally and for all time nuclear 
war “as the most monstrous of all crimes that can be committed against 
peoples and as a flagrant violation of the foremost human right — the 
right to life”.

The draft resolution was submitted by the USSR on 17 October and 
was subsequently co-sponsored by the Ukrainian SSR. On 17 November, 
Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, the German Demo
cratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, the Ukrainian SSR, the 
USSR and Viet Nam submitted a revised draft resolution which the 
USSR introduced in the First Committee the same day. In the introduc
tion, its representative noted with satisfaction that the basic ideas con
tained in the proposal, namely, the condemnation of nuclear war as 
being contrary to human conscience, a crime against peoples and a viola
tion of the right to life, were being sympathetically received. Moreover, 
to find the most suitable expression for them, the delegation had listened 
to the views of others and was incorporating changes in wording in the 
revised version. By adopting the revised draft resolution, the represen
tative emphasized, the United Nations would be making a major contri
bution to the creation of an international moral and political climate 
likely to reduce substantially the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war 
and to open up prospects for the solution of far-reaching tasks in the 
field. One such task, the Soviet Union held, would be the conclusion of 
an international convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons, with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon States, as 
called for by many non-aligned countries.

A/38/243.
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The draft resolution was widely supported. Some Member States, 
however, expressed reservations about the approach reflected in the ini
tiative. For instance, the Federal Republic of Germany, in stating its 
general views on resolutions dealing with the prevention of nuclear war, 
contended that a declaration condemning nuclear war alone, instead of 
condemning all wars, had many serious implications and ultimately 
stood in sharp contrast to the right of self-defence embodied in the 
Charter of the United Nations. Moreover, agreement that nuclear war 
must be condemned was so self-evident that no special resolution was 
needed to confirm such a shared belief. Specifically, the representative of 
the Federal Republic held, the proposal beclouded the necessity of pre
venting wars of all kinds. It was not acceptable to his country because its 
own security, given the overwhelming nuclear and conventional threat 
hanging over it, ultimately depended on the United States nuclear deter
rent; if that deterrent could not operate, wars in Europe would again 
become possible.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 72 to 19 (mainly Western States), with 23 absten
tions, including China. Greece, India, Indonesia, Mongolia, Oman, Pak
istan, Sri Lanka, the Sudan and Togo, which voted in favour, all stated 
that they supported the main thrust of the draft resolution, even though 
some of them qualified their support. Greece, for instance, held that the 
international community should not limit itself to condemning nuclear 
war, but should also condemn conventional war; a similar view was ex
pressed by the Sudan. India and Indonesia, with regard to the reference 
in paragraph 2 of the draft to the first use of nuclear weapons, held that 
the best course of action for preventing the outbreak of nuclear war was 
to forswear completely the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under 
any circumstances. India, however, appreciated the fact that such a con
cept had been incorporated into the last preambular paragraph. Sri 
Lanka held that the condemnation of war by itself was totally inadequate 
to ensure its prevention, and stressed that some of the language in para
graphs 1 and 2 did not help towards the realization of an international 
convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, with the 
participation of all the nuclear-weapon States. Togo, like India and 
Indonesia, had some reservations on paragraph 2 of the draft resolution.

Australia, Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
Kingdom and the United States explained their reasons for casting nega
tive votes. Australia thought that the draft resolution, like certain others 
dealing with nuclear matters, promoted propagandistic aims. Belgium 
held that the draft, by condemning nuclear war alone, would legitimize 
other forms of war. The Federal Republic of Germany observed that the 
draft resolution constituted only a new version of the perennial Soviet 
proposal on nuclear non-first-use, a concept which, according to the 
Federal Republic and reiterated on many occasions, neither met the over
riding obligations of the Charter nor provided eff*ective means for 
preventing nuclear war. Indeed, in its view, by reinforcing existing im
balances, the nuclear non-first-use concept made the outbreak of war
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more probable and disregarded both the inherent dangers of escalation 
and the devastating effects of modern conventional weapons. The United 
Kingdom considered the draft resolution as a simplistic and propagan- 
distic document, designed to divert attention from practical measures of 
arms control and other real — not potential — dangers to human life 
that arose every day from conventional war. That was particularly true 
of paragraph 1 of the text, and equally objectionable was paragraph 2, 
with its unwarranted implications that those who did not agree with the 
Soviet Union were seeking to justify the unleashing of a nuclear war. In 
that connection, the United Kingdom recalled the NATO declaration, 
made in Bonn in 1982, that no NATO weapons, nuclear or conventional, 
would ever be used except in response to attack — a declaration which, it 
stressed, remained valid.

The United States pointed out that paragraph 2 of the draft resolu
tion clearly reflected the sponsoring States’ aversion to free and unfet
tered public discussion of questions surrounding nuclear and other 
military issues within their own borders, and their desire to extend that 
control of free information to other countries. Moreover, Soviet leaders 
had been seeking to convince world public opinion that they viewed 
nuclear war as unthinkable, but official Soviet documents cast serious 
doubts on such assertions. Official writings of high-level Soviet military 
planners made abundantly clear that Soviet policy did not exclude the use 
of nuclear weapons. In fact, the United States held, Soviet policy was 
oriented towards attaining a nuclear-winning capability, which would in
clude resort to nuclear weapons. After citing Soviet statements which ap
peared to confirm such a policy, it added that their military considera
tions were accompanied by efforts to provide for the safety of the 
population in the event of a nuclear war. Given that, the United States 
observed, it was difficult to conclude that the Soviet leadership regarded 
a nuclear exchange as unthinkable, or that it saw its goal in such an ex
change as anything other than victory. For its part, the United States 
would continue to negotiate seriously in order to achieve a world where 
nuclear war and, indeed, all wars would be banished through concrete 
and verifiable measures, an objective which could not be achieved 
through unenforceable, condemnatory resolutions.

China, which abstained in the voting, pointed out that the root 
cause of the danger of nuclear war was the rivalry and arms race between 
the two major nuclear-weapon Powers. In order to prevent nuclear war, 
it was imperative that the two Powers curb the arms race and reduce their 
nuclear arsenals. The peoples of the world, China stated, expected the 
two super-Powers to take practical action instead of condemning nuclear 
war in words only. Austria, in explaining its abstention, also emphasized 
the need for early agreement on significant limitations and reductions in 
the nuclear arsenals of the two major Powers. It added that, while it 
shared the concern expressed in the preamble of the draft resolution, it 
felt that the scope of the condemnation should be extended to cover any 
kind of war. Ireland also abstained, although, as it stated, it found a 
number of ideas in the draft resolution with which it was in agreement.
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including those expressed in the first three preambular paragraphs and in 
operative paragraph 3. None the less, it regarded the draft, particularly 
its operative paragraphs 1 and 2, as being essentially rhetorical and, in 
that sense, as ignoring fundamental questions related to nuclear deter
rence as a means of maintaining international security. Malta, which did 
not participate in the vote, stated that its attitude was motivated by the 
fact that the draft resolution was divisive, even though its general objec
tive was laudable. Referring in particular to operative paragraph 2, 
Malta recalled that when ideas were repressed they were not necessarily 
eliminated, but simply driven underground and could emerge in an even 
more sinister form. In its view, what should be proposed was the dissemi
nation of positive, well-argued and thoroughly researched stances that 
would stand up to and demolish doctrines and concepts that sought to 
justify nuclear war.

On 15 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 95 to 19 (Western States), with 30 abstentions, 
as resolution 38/75. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Expressing its alarm at the growing threat of nuclear war, which can lead to the 

destruction of civilization on earth,
Drawing the attention of all States and peoples to the conclusions arrived at by the 

most eminent scientists and military and civilian experts to the effect that it is impossible to 
limit the deadly consequences of nuclear war if it is ever begun and that in a nuclear war 
there can be no victors.

Convinced that the prevention of nuclear catastrophe is the most profound aspiration 
of billions of people on earth,

Reqffirming its call for the conclusion of an international convention on the prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon States,

1. Resolutely, unconditionally and fo r all time condemns nuclear war as being con
trary to human conscience and reason, as the most monstrous crime against peoples and as 
a violation of the foremost human right—the right to life;

2. Condemns the formulation, propounding, dissemination and propaganda of poli
tical and military doctrines and concepts intended to provide “legitimacy” for the first use 
of nuclear weapons and in general to justify the “admissibility” of unleashing nuclear war;

3. Calls upon all States to unite and redouble their efforts aimed at removing the 
threat of nuclear war, halting the nuclear-arms race and reducing nuclear weapons until 
they are completely eliminated.

Conclusion

More than ever before, all Governments in 1983 seemed to be in agree
ment that there would be no winners in a nuclear war and that such a war 
must never be fought. Beyond that, there was very little reassurance or 
progress. As a result, the subject of the prevention of nuclear war re
mained in the forefront of the international agenda as a critical, 
unresolved issue.

As in recent years, the debate in 1983 centred on the question of 
whether a declaration on the non-use or non-first-use of nuclear weap
ons, or an international convention outlawing the use of nuclear
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weapons, would provide an effective measure to reduce the threat of 
nuclear war. The two viewpoints on the question remained widely diver
gent. On the one hand, the Western States continued to hold that a 
declaration on the non-first-use of nuclear weapons would undermine the 
wider principle of the non-use of force — in any form — set out in the 
Charter of the United Nations. On the other hand, the supporters of a 
declaration maintained that such an obligation, undertaken by all 
nuclear-weapon States, would strengthen that principle of the Charter.

The issue is of too much importance to be left unresolved. Unremit
ting efforts and pressure can, therefore, be expected to continue in the 
deliberating and negotiating bodies within the United Nations frame
work, in particular in the Conference on Disarmament, to find some 
measure of agreement which may reduce the nuclear threat.

Possibly, progress could be achieved through several established ap
proaches, including meaningful confidence-building measures and the 
consequent improvement of the political climate between the two major 
Powers, significant and equitable reductions of nuclear weapons on both 
sides and adherence to the provisions of the Charter on the non-use of 
force in international relations. All such approaches could lead pro
gressively to reduced reliance on nuclear deterrence as a means of main
taining security.
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C H A P T E R  V I I

The question of a freeze on nuclear weapons 

Introduction

W h il e  t h e  w o r d  “ f r e e z e ”  h a s  b e e n  p o p u l a r i z e d  in the disarmament 
vocabulary only in recent years, the international community has been 
seeking effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament since the emergence of such weapons in 
1945.

The question of freezing and reducing nuclear-weapon stockpiles 
arose, among other times and contexts, in 1962 with the submission of the 
“Draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under stria interna
tional control” by the Soviet Union,' and of the “Outline of basic provi
sions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world”,̂  by the United States. By the proposed Soviet plan, disarmament 
would take place within a short period of time, with nuclear delivery 
vehicles being eliminated by the end of the first stage, so that there would 
be equality, and hence balance, as soon as possible. By the United States 
proposal, the relative military positions and pattern of armaments within 
each military establishment would be kept similar, as far as possible, to 
what they had been at the beginning of the process. To that end, disarma
ment, beginning with a freeze, would be gradual and, as confidence 
developed, the military establishment would be progressively reduced.

Two years later, in the absence of progress, the United States sub
mitted a new proposal for a verified freeze on the number and character
istics of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, the 
immediate purpose of which (as to limit the quantities held by the East 
and the West to the levels existing at the time and to prevent the develop
ment and deployment of vehicles of a significantly newer type. The 
United States proposed’ that the freeze, in various ways, should apply to:
(a) ground-based surface-to-surface missiles with ranges of 5,000 kilo
metres or more and between 1,000 and 5,000 kilometres, and sea-based 
ones with a range of 100 kilometres or more, and their launchers; 
{b) strategic bombers with empty weights of 40,000 kilograms or more 
and between 25,000 and 40,000 kilograms, and any associated air-to-

‘ Official Records o f the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for January 1961 to 
December 1962, document DC/203, annex 1, sect. C (ENDC/2).

2 Ibid., sect. F (ENDC/30 and Corr.l).
 ̂ Ibid., Supplement fo r January to December 1964, document DC/209, annex I 

ENDC/120; see also ENDC/PV.184 and 211. »
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surface missiles with a range of 100 kilometres or more; and (c) strategic 
anti-missile systems and associated launching facilities.

The Soviet Union opposed the proposal, arguing that it was not a 
disarmament measure, but provided control without disarmament and 
allowed the retention of all existing delivery means and the “overkill” 
capacity of the United States. Moreover, it would not prevent the estab
lishment of the proposed NATO multilateral nuclear force nor halt all 
production of strategic missiles, tactical nuclear weapons, modern 
bombers, chemical and bacteriological weapons or conventional arms. 
As it would apply only to strategic weapons, it would allow the United 
States to perfect its tactical weapons, and as it would be bilateral, it 
would leave the United Kingdom, France and the Federal Republic of 
Germany free to continue the arms race. Among other things, it would 
allow the United States to complete announced plans to increase its stra
tegic forces and its potential in short- and medium-range missiles, espe
cially mobile rockets, which, together with the Polaris missile, could 
become the basis of United States strategy.

The non-aligned members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament (ENDC) sought, without success, to reconcile dififerences 
in approach between the United States and the Soviet Union and to link 
the idea of a freeze with other proposed collateral measures, such as non
proliferation and a cut-off in the production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes.

In the course of the general debate at the General Assembly’s twen
tieth session, in 1965, the United States announced that if progress were 
made on a freeze, it would be willing to explore the possibility of signifi
cant reductions in the number of delivery vehicles. In the ENDC in 1966, 
it again urged, inter alia, a freeze on offensive and defensive strategic 
bombers and missiles designed to carry nuclear weapons, to be followed 
by a reduction in the number of such delivery vehicles. At the same ses
sion, the Soviet Union urged the destruction, under appropriate interna
tional control, of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons, the destruction of 
their delivery vehicles and a ban on the production of such weapons and 
vehicles. No specific proposals were put forward, however, with respect 
to such measures, and the question of a freeze on nuclear delivery 
vehicles evolved, in subsequent years, in the direction of proposals for 
bilateral strategic arms limitation talks (to become known as SALT) be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States (see chapter V above).

In recent years, apart from the continuation of the search for partial 
solutions in such long-standing subject areas as the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon testing and the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones, the con
cept of a bilateral nuclear-weapon freeze has gained special momentum 
not only in the international community, but also among the public in 
various parts of the world. The so-called “freeze movement” has taken 
several different forms, such as town meetings, some of which have led to 
the adoption of pro-freeze resolutions, and public demonstrations in ma
jor cities. Representatives from various professions and walks of life, for

153



example, religious leaders, physicians, lawyers, businessmen and artists, 
who have organized themselves to work for disarmament have some
times included the idea of a nuclear freeze — in diverse formulations — 
among their objectives; others have sought that objective alone.

At the twelfth special session, in 1982, two draft resolutions were 
placed before the General Assembly which, for the first time, referred 
specifically to a general freeze on nuclear weapons. Both of those pro
posals, among others, were set out in extenso in the Concluding 
Document^ of the session; they are discussed and reproduced in The 
Yearbook covering that year.^ By the first draft resolution, put forward 
by India, the General Assembly would call on all nuclear-weapon States 
to agree to a freeze on nuclear weapons, providing for a total stoppage of 
the further production of such weapons and a complete cut-off in the 
production of fissionable material for weapons purposes. By the second 
draft resolution, sponsored by Mexico and Sweden, the Assembly would 
urge the two major nuclear-weapon States to proclaim, either through 
simultaneous unilateral declarations or through a joint declaration, an 
immediate nuclear arms freeze, embracing (a) a comprehensive test ban;
(6) the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and their 
delivery vehicles; (c) a ban on further deployment of such weapons and 
vehicles; and {d) the cessation of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes; the proclamation would be subject to the verifica
tion procedures already agreed to by the parties in the SALT I and 
SALT II Treaties and those accepted by them in principle during pre
paratory trilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test ban.

Neither proposal gained the full support of the Assembly and it was 
decided that they should not be pressed to a vote because of the general 
agreement that the consensus rule should be maintained regarding such 
issues at the special session. At the request of the sponsors, the Secretary- 
General transmitted both draft resolutions to the Assembly at its thirty- 
seventh session, where both were introduced, the first by India on behalf 
also of the German Democratic Republic, Liberia and Mali, and the sec
ond by Mexico, with Colombia, Ecuador and Sweden as additional spon
sors. Both proposals were adopted, by votes of 122 to 16, with 6 absten
tions, and 119 to 17, with 5 abstentions, respectively, as resolutions 37/ 
100 A and 37/100 B.

The negative votes were cast mainly by the Western countries, which 
objected to the concept under the existing circumstances, arguing that a 
freeze required a genuine balance. That did not obtain, they held, par
ticularly because the Soviet deployment of SS-20 missiles in the preceding 
few years had created a serious imbalance, at least regionally, and they 
noted that the USSR had already acknowledged approximate parity in 
1978. In addition, they felt that a freeze presented verification problems 
and could stand in the way of reductions. Proponents of the freeze, on 
the other hand, held that the USSR and the United States continued to be

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda 
items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32, paras. 17 and 19.

 ̂ See The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chaps. II and VII and appendix I.
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at an approximate parity in nuclear arms, although some wished there 
were greater openness in that connection. The USSR, supporting both 
proposals, stated that it did not have and did not seek military superior
ity, but neither should anyone else; moreover, it did not object to the fact 
that one of the appeals was addressed only to itself and the United States, 
because it presumed that the continuation of the freeze would take into 
account the actions of other nuclear-weapon States. Other States empha
sized the overriding need to eliminate the threat posed by nuclear 
weapons.

Among other recent General Assembly resolutions relevant to the 
concept of a freeze are those concerning the cessation of the production 
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes and some on the reduction 
of military budgets, although the latter concern armed forces in general. 
Since its 1978 special session devoted to disarmament, the Assembly has 
adopted several resolutions in both areas.^

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The question of a nuclear-weapon freeze did not figure separately on the 
Disarmament Commission’s agenda in 1983, but a number of members 
referred to it during the general exchange of views on item 4 dealing with 
the consideration of the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament, and it was among the proposals submitted in 
various papers on that item, as discussed below.^

In the general exchange of views, Argentina stated that at least one 
encouraging sign had emerged out of the growing awareness by the 
public of the dangers emanating from the very existence of nuclear 
weapons: the widening support for adoption of measures leading to a 
nuclear-weapon freeze. Mongolia perceived the growing movement to 
bring about a freeze as a manifestation of the increasing salience of the 
anti-war movement, public concern about the threat of nuclear war and 
recognition of the need for concrete measures to halt the arms race and 
bring about disarmament.

Egypt stated that any recommendation made by the Commission on 
the question of nuclear disarmament should call for certain immediate 
measures, among them, a freeze on the development, production, stock
piling and deployment of nuclear weapons. It noted that such a measure 
had been among those endorsed in the Declaration of the most recent 
Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Coun
tries, held at New Delhi in March 1983.® Sweden and Yugoslavia also 
supported the concept of a nuclear-weapon freeze. Like Egypt, Yugosla-

 ̂ Regarding the cessation of production: resolutions 33/91 H, 34/87 D, 35/156 H, 
36/97 G, 37/99 E and 38/188 E (see chapter V above), and regarding military budgets: res
olutions 34/83 F, 35/142 A, 36/82 A, 37/95 A and 38/184 A (see chapter XVIII below).

 ̂ See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement 
No. 42 (A/38/42), para. 10; the agenda is reproduced in chapter I above. For records of the 
debate, refer to A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.

8 A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
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via felt it should embrace the development, production, stockpiling and 
deployment of weapons. In Sweden’s view, such a measure would be a 
breakthrough, an important first step in a disarmament process, and 
would be consistent with the basic goal of abolishing all nuclear 
weapons. Its demand for a freeze followed by nuclear disarmament was, 
in the first instance, addressed with equal force to both super-Powers. 
Nigeria was of the opinion that progress towards nuclear disarmament 
ought to take into account the merit of a nuclear-weapon freeze, the op
tion of a moratorium on the further development of nuclear weapons, 
the need for a comprehensive nuclear-test ban and the necessity for 
significant reductions in such weapons.

The USSR, for its part, reiterated that it was prepared to seek an 
agreement on a mutual freeze of nuclear arsenals by all nuclear-weapon 
States or, as a start, by the Soviet Union and the United States alone. 
Believing that the prevention of nuclear war was the most urgent task 
facing the international community, Cuba stated it was in favour of seek
ing an initial freeze, to be followed by the gradual reduction of nuclear 
weapons, until their total elimination. At the end of the session, Bulgaria 
expressed a similar position, viewing the freezing of existing arsenals as 
an important first step.

As mentioned, the question was also referred to in some working 
papers submitted concerning agenda item 4. In its paper entitled “Doc
trines of nuclear warfare”,’ the German Democratic Republic observed 
that the majority of Member States of the United Nations attached great 
importance to measures which opposed the “main danger arising from 
preparations for nuclear war and related doctrines”. Among such 
measures it included a freeze on nuclear weapons, and noted that 
General Assembly resolutions 37/100 A and 37/100 B, adopted in 1982, 
had reflected that position. In another working paper, the non-aligned 
States'® emphasized the importance of negotiating and adopting, as a 
matter of the highest priority, effective measures to prevent nuclear war 
and included, in a rather extensive list of specific considerations, a freeze 
on the development, production, stockpiling and deployment of nuclear 
weapons. On the other hand, in the working paper submitted later by the 
United Kingdom, which, it explained, was also presented on behalf of a 
number of the Group of Western European and Other States," the im
portance of confidence-building measures was stressed, and it was ad
vocated that appropriate negotiations should be concluded which would 
lead to “substantial, equitable and verifiable reductions in weapons, in 
particular nuclear weapons”.

A “Compilation of proposals for recommendations on agenda 
item 4”,'  ̂ which was prepared by the Contact Group on the item, was 
also annexed to the Commission’s 1983 report to the General Assembly

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), annex IV.

Ibid., annex V.
Ibid., annex XXL 
Ibid., annex VIII.
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to reflect the state of consideration of the matter. It included two alter
native proposals concerning a nuclear-weapon freeze, and a third sub
mitted as an alternative to the idea of a freeze.'^ None of them, however, 
gained consensus and they were, therefore, set in square brackets. The 
three proposals read as follows:

Recommendation No. 7
(a) [A freeze on the development, production, stockpiling and deployment of nuclear 

weapons should be immediately imposed, as a first step to the reduction and, eventually, 
the elimination of nuclear arsenals]

{b) [It is of paramount importance for the nuclear Powers which possess the largest 
nuclear arsenals to take the lead in halting and reversing the nuclear arms race between 
them and reducing drastically their existing nuclear arsenals so as to create propitious con
ditions for all the nuclear States to further adopt nuclear disarmament measures, including 
a freeze on the development, production, stockpiling and deployment of nuclear weapons;] 

(c) [Negotiations should be conducted and concluded which would lead to substan
tial reductions in nuclear weapons. These reductions must be mutual, balanced and 
verifiable.]

With regard to agenda item 4 as a whole, the Commission agreed by 
consensus with the recommendation of its subsidiary bodies that it 
should continue to be considered at the 1984 substantive session, with a 
view to the formulation of concrete recommendations."*

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The question of a nuclear-weapon freeze was considered in the Commit
tee on Disarmament in 1983 within the context of its agenda item entitled 
“Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament; preven
tion of nuclear war, including all related matters”.'  ̂ Many delegations 
made references to the concept in their statements in plenary meetings'*  ̂
and in the working papers and proposals submitted to the Committee 
concerning the agenda item.

The position of a group of socialist States was set forth in a working 
paper‘d they submitted on the prevention of nuclear war. In it they ad
vocated that an ad hoc working group consider in the first instance 
measures which were broadly supported internationally and included, in 
that context, a freeze by all nuclear-weapon States on the production and 
deployment of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, as well as on 
the production of fissionable material for the purpose of manufacturing 
various types of nuclear weapons, as a first step towards the reduction 
and, eventually, the elimination of their nuclear arsenals.

In a later statement in the Committee, the Soviet Union referred to 
that paper and to a subsequent formal proposal by the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR addressed to each of the other nuclear-weapon States to freeze

Ibid., annex VIII, sect. I.
Ibid., paras. 21 and 22.
Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 9; the 

agenda is reproduced in chapter I above.
Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), document CD/355.
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all the nuclear weapons at their disposal, both quantitatively and qualita
tively. While it believed a freeze would be most efficient if undertaken by 
all the nuclear-weapon Powers simultaneously, it had made clear in the 
proposal that it might be done initially by the Soviet Union and the 
United States, on the understanding that the other nuclear-weapon 
Powers would subsequently follow suit. Compliance with such a freeze, 
it stated, could be effectively verified by national technical means and, if 
necessary, additional measures could be worked out and agreed upon. 
The USSR stressed that it did not regard such a freeze as a goal in itself, 
but as an effective first step towards the reduction and, subsequently, the 
complete elimination of all nuclear weapons, as envisaged in paragraph 50 
of the Final Document. Referring to what it regarded as widespread in
ternational support for a freeze, including public support in NATO 
countries, and particularly the United States, the USSR dismissed, as ar
tificial, the arguments advanced by the opponents of the idea. It rejected 
the arguments that a freeze could not be verified and that, by allegedly 
favouring the USSR, it would reduce that country’s incentive to agree to 
large-scale reductions of nuclear weapons and thus hamper efforts 
towards that end. In elaborating its position against such arguments and 
allegations, the Soviet Union stated again that it did not have nuclear 
superiority and that it would be pointless for anyone to count on achiev
ing it, and held that a freeze on nuclear weapons was a necessary pre
requisite—the first step—for genuine reductions. With regard to verifica
tion, the USSR believed that the experience gained in previous strategic 
arms limitation agreements could be successfully applied to the verifica
tion of compliance with a freeze agreement. Moreover, additional 
measures could be agreed upon, it stated, and observed that verification 
was no less important for the USSR than for others. It also reminded the 
Committee that its proposals and the position of other socialist States on 
the prevention of war did not consist solely of the freeze proposal, and 
accordingly concluded by emphasizing its support for an informal 
meeting devoted to the overall discussion of that question.

Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, 
Hungary, Mongolia and Poland supported the Soviet proposal and made 
similar arguments regarding the value and utility of a nuclear-weapon 
freeze as an urgent measure to prevent nuclear war and lead to nuclear 
disarmament. Poland, for example, believed that a freeze on the produc
tion and deployment of nuclear weapons would be one of the most im
portant links in a chain of efforts leading to the halting of the arms race. 
Mongolia hoped that the other nuclear-weapon States, in response to the 
proposal of the Soviet Union and in recognition of their special responsi
bilities for the fate of the world, would consider a freeze seriously. In a 
broader context, several socialist States also drew attention to the Joint 
Statement adopted at the meeting of Party and State leaders of Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland, 
Romania and the USSR held in Moscow on 28 June 1983, which was 
issued as a Committee document.'* By that statement, they had, inter

Ibid.y document CD/386.
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alia, expressed their conviction that, in the interests of international 
peace and security, it was necessary “to implement without delay the 
freezing of the nuclear weapons of all the nuclear-weapon Powers, and 
first of all of the USSR and the United States”.

The Federal Republic of Germany, France and the United States 
were among several Western States which expressed a different assess
ment of the value of a freeze on nuclear weapons. The United States em
phasized that American and Western strategy was obliged, however un
fortunately, to regard nuclear weapons as having as their single function 
the prevention of war and preservation of peace. Accordingly, Western 
security policy was necessarily based on two tenets: deterrence and co
operation—a dual-track approach to peace. For its part, it did not 
believe that a freeze on the testing and deployment of new nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems, such as that proposed by the Soviet 
Union, would offer a sound basis for either major arms control reduc
tions or a more stable balance in the strategic equation. Such a proposal, 
which ignored the basic differences between the various weapons sys
tems, would risk perpetuating and accentuating dangerous asymmetries in 
the strategic balance, it stated, and, moreover, there were significant and 
real verification problems associated with the Soviet proposal. The 
United States believed also that negotiations on a nuclear-weapon freeze 
would divert both the USSR and the United States from ongoing efforts 
to achieve the goal which both had endorsed: the actual reduction of 
nuclear armaments rather than a mere freeze at existing levels. The 
United States attached the greatest priority to achieving substantial 
reductions in strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces to more 
stable and lower levels, and stressed that it had recently made new pro
posals towards that end in the Geneva negotiations.

The Federal Republic of Germany took issue with what it described 
as the Soviet Union’s attempts to refute the three main Western counter
arguments to a freeze on nuclear weapons—consolidation of Soviet 
superiority, reducing incentives for a deep reduction of nuclear ar
maments and problems of verification. In the course of setting out its 
arguments, the Federal Republic claimed, the USSR had, in effect, 
acknowledged that a freeze could only be justified if the participants 
would fully preserve their right to security, a view which corresponded to 
that of the West. Accordingly, it reiterated its warning that a freeze 
would have the consequence of codifying existing East-West imbalances 
and would generate dangerous instability. In addition, it questioned why 
the USSR had only recently become a proponent of a nuclear-weapon 
freeze; why, in 1978, when it had acknowledged that there was approx
imate parity in nuclear weapons between the great Powers, it had not 
proposed a freeze; and, finally, why it had since then continued to ex
pand its nuclear arsenal, particularly in Europe.

France, for its part, registered its objections to the Soviet proposal 
in both a plenary meeting and a specific paper reproducing its Govern
ment’s comment.'^ It too reiterated the view that a freeze would not con

Ibid., document CD/394.
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tribute usefully to negotiations towards substantial, verifiable arms 
reduction between the two most heavily-armed nuclear-weapon Powers, 
since it would mean the confirmation of existing imbalances affecting 
security and would weaken the will to negotiate of those whose interests 
lay in the maintenance of the status quo. It felt that many aspects of an 
undifferentiated and global nuclear-weapon freeze would not be suscepti
ble of verification by national means, while others would require com
plicated, and hence lengthy, negotiations. France, expressing the hope 
for success in the ongoing bilateral negotiations, did not see how the 
freeze proposed to the other nuclear-weapon Powers, whose nuclear 
forces bore no relation to those of the two major ones, could contribute 
to the progress of those negotiations. It stated that the only valid basis 
for a genuine process of disarmament lay in the adoption of agreements 
on limitations to specified levels, accompanied, where necessary, by ap
propriate reductions.

In response to the Western position, the USSR stressed that it had 
not originated the freeze proposal; rather, it had been “generated by life 
itself’, in public demonstrations. To the contention that the USSR had 
only recently favoured the freeze, it referred to its many proposals for 
nuclear disarmament, including the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons, throughout the nuclear age; unfortunately, it stated, the 
Western countries had not heeded them or had called them “propagan- 
distic”. Among other examples, it recalled that in November 1977, before 
it had started deploying SS-20 missiles, it had proposed a simultaneous 
cessation of the production of nuclear weapons. Thus, it stated, its latest 
proposal for a nuclear-weapon freeze was not an act of expediency, but 
the logical consequence of its consistent policy. It argued that the force 
and effectiveness of the freeze proposal derived from the fact that, by not 
differentiating between types of nuclear weapons, it did not give any ad
vantage to any nuclear-weapon State. That was also one of the reasons 
why it enjoyed such wide support. Denying that a freeze would perpet
uate a dangerous asynmietry and that the solution of verification prob
lems would divert efforts from the Geneva talks, it repeated the statement 
of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR̂ ® that “a freeze would create a more 
favourable situation for the achievement of mutually acceptable arrange
ments at the current Soviet-United States talks . . .  in accordance with 
the principle of equality and equal security”.

In the debate, Burma, Cuba, Ethiopia, India and Nigeria also in
dicated their support for a nuclear-weapon freeze. Burma felt that while 
attempts were being made to reduce nuclear weapons, it was also neces
sary to halt the arms race, which was continuing relentlessly; accordingly 
it supported a freeze and, referring to the relevant resolutions adopted by 
the General Assembly in 1982, stressed that the idea of a freeze was not 
to maintain the existing status quo, but to facilitate the reduction and 
eventual elimination of nuclear armaments. Recalling what it saw as the 
unparalleled mass support for a nuclear freeze and noting the peace cam

20 Ibid.. document CD/385.
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paign under way in many countries, Ethiopia stated that it attached great 
importance to the initiatives of such peace-loving forces. India pointed 
out to the Committee that the Political Declaration of the Seventh Con
ference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, 
held at New Delhi in March 1983, '̂ had included a reconmiendation for a 
freeze on the development, production, stockpiling and deployment of 
nuclear weapons.

At the closing plenary meeting of the session, the Federal Republic 
of Germany stated that it was only with the continuation of the buildup 
of Soviet nuclear weapons that NATO had made its decision in 1979 con
cerning the modernization of its forces and arms control negotiations; 
that buildup had continued even after the negotiations had started, and 
appeared to be aimed at creating a regional disequilibrium. The West, it 
stated, could not passively watch that situation, but wished to achieve a 
negotiated balance at the lowest possible level. The United States, too, 
emphasized that it was sparing no effort to arrive at a positive solution in 
both the strategic arms and intermediate-range nuclear force negotia
tions. The USSR, as co-ordinator of the socialist countries, stressed that 
all their initiatives featured a large-scale approach to the most acute 
question of the prevention of nuclear war and that their implementation 
would result in a range of concrete measures to reduce tension and 
strengthen peace and co-operation internationally.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

The discussion on a nuclear-weapon freeze was resumed at the thirty- 
eighth session of the General Assembly, both in the plenary general 
debate and, more substantially, in the First Committee.^ With some ex
ceptions, most delegations maintained the positions they had expressed 
before at the twelfth special and thirty-seventh sessions of the General 
Assembly, in 1982, and in the forums in the earlier part of 1983.

The Soviet Union stated that a freeze on nuclear armaments, in 
qualitative and quantitative terms, by all the nuclear-weapon States 
would be an extremely timely and feasible measure. Such a freeze, it 
believed, under appropriate verification and carried out simultaneously, 
would be most effective. Its duration could be negotiated, however, and 
possibly it could become effective initially for the two major Powers 
only. It would be relatively easy to achieve, in the Soviet view, and would 
contribute to the strengthening of strategic stability and greatly diminish 
the risk of the outbreak of nuclear conflict. However, the Soviet Union 
did not see a freeze as an end in itself, since the threat of nuclear war ex
isted even at the current level of military confrontation. Rather, a freeze 
should be seen as a major step towards halting the nuclear arms race,

Ibid,y document CD/354.
22 See Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 97th meetings; 

ibid.. First Committee^ 3rd to 39th and 47th to 54th meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, 
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reducing and eventually eliminating nuclear weapons, and thereby mak
ing it possible to eliminate the threat of nuclear war.

According to Bulgaria, the Soviet initiative contained a clear-cut 
concept of how to end the nuclear arms race in all its manifestations. Its 
major merits were realism, practicality and comprehensiveness. The pro
posal did not envisage a selective approach towards the different types 
and systems of nuclear weapons, nor complex quantitative combinations 
which would virtually ensure a growth in military arsenals. Czechoslo
vakia stated that the merit of the freeze concept lay in the clarity of the 
objective and the fact that it would block further improvement, as well as 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and be very easy to implement. In 
Hungary’s view, a freeze could serve as a comprehensive approach to the 
prevention of a new round of the nuclear arms race. Romania, for its 
part, stated that one could not over-emphasize the obvious benefits of a 
freeze on armaments, whether nuclear or conventional, for the improve
ment of the international climate, the reduction of tension and the re
sumption and consolidation of detente. It added that measures to halt 
the arms race and freeze the level of armaments should not be viewed as 
goals in themselves, but as a component of a coherent programme of dis
armament, primarily nuclear disarmament. The other Eastern European 
States — including the Byelorussian SSR, the German Democratic Re
public, Mongolia, Poland and the Ukrainian SSR — also spoke in simi
lar terms in support of the nuclear-freeze concept.

Nigeria emphasized that nuclear disarmament efforts must be geared 
towards the elimination of nuclear weapons. In that context, it reiterated 
its conviction that acceptance of such modalities as a nuclear freeze 
should imply a quantitative and qualitative freeze on nuclear weapons 
and systems and their means of delivery at current levels, a moratorium 
on weapon testing in all environments by all the nuclear-weapon States, a 
cut-off in the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes 
and a gradual but substantial reduction in existing stockpiles. Uganda 
believed that a bilateral freeze by the super-Powers would build the trust 
necessary for genuine negotiations on nuclear disarmament, and that the 
other nuclear-weapon States should participate in those negotiations. 
Ghana felt that verification would not be as difficult to institute as was 
often asserted. Indeed, experts were of the view that a comprehensive 
freeze would be easier to verify than more limited arms control agree
ments. In any case, it said, it would be logical to expect that in such an 
exercise only verifiable missiles would be regarded as frozen. In that 
light, Ghana believed that opposition to the freeze proposal ought to be 
seriously reconsidered because such a measure offered the most hopeful 
beginning for controlling the nuclear arms race. Similarly, Sri Lanka, 
while recognizing that the freeze proposals made so far might not be 
perfect in every detail, felt that they provided for a positive step which 
could lead to the cessation of the arms race, and that the super-Powers 
should be able to overcome their apparent shortcomings.

Austria stated that the self-propeUing momentum of the nuclear 
arms race would not be broken as long as the competitive development of
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weapon technology continued. For that reason it saw merit in the freeze 
proposals, which also called for an end to development, testing, produc
tion and deployment. In Sweden’s view a bilateral freeze would represent 
a strong gesture of confidence. It would stop increases in the number of 
nuclear weapons as well as attempts to modernize them and to develop 
new categories. It would provide a basis for proceeding to balanced and 
verifiable reductions of nuclear weapons, Sweden added.

A large number of other countries also spoke in support of freeze 
proposals, including Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, 
Burma, Cuba, Cyprus, the Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Fiji, Kuwait, 
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mozambique, Qatar, Sri Lanka, 
the Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, the United Republic of Tanzania, Viet 
Nam and Zambia.

China, for its part, expressed understanding of the desire of the non- 
aligned and neutral States to bring about a nuclear freeze in order to 
make the super-Powers stop their arms race. However, the fact that one 
nuclear Power which was intensifying its efforts to seek nuclear suprem
acy had also put forward such a proposal could not but make people 
ponder over its real motives. According to China, a freeze alone, if not 
accompanied by concrete measures for reducing and destroying nuclear 
weapons, would only legitimize and perpetuate the nuclear arsenals of 
the super-Powers, and thereby enable them to maintain their nuclear 
hegemony and pose a menace to other countries. That would be detri
mental to genuine nuclear disarmament.

Denmark referred particularly to the proposals for a freeze as a first 
step which had been put forward and discussed, and it commented on the 
lack of agreement on the expediency of the measure, the possibilities of 
verifying it and its implications for the overall military balance between 
the major nuclear Powers. However, believing that all possibilities for 
agreements in the nuclear field should be explored, Denmark expressed 
its support for negotiations on a mutual freeze and reduction at the 
global level of all types of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems.

The United Kingdom spoke against the freeze concept, stating that it 
saw no contribution to stability in proposals which would make the ex
isting imbalance permanent. A freeze, in its view, would reward the 
country which had made the most advances in updating its nuclear 
arsenal, and penalize those which had restrained the deployment of new 
weapons in the 1970s. The United Kingdom asked if the prospects of 
reaching agreement on balanced reductions would be improved if the 
Soviet Union achieved its foremost purpose of totally blocking the ability 
of NATO to modernize its deterrent forces, and what incentive there 
then would be for an agreement on balanced reductions. It felt that it was 
far better to set one’s sights on the target of drastic reductions in nuclear 
weapons. The ongoing negotiations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union were specifically aimed at achieving that. It would be folly 
to break off those talks in order to discuss a nuclear freeze agreement, the 
verification of which would take additional years to negotiate, the United 
Kingdom concluded.
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France observed that the quest for balance at progressively reduced 
levels of armaments, which was the goal of the bilateral negotiations on 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear weapons, excluded the notion 
of a freeze, since that would amount to the consolidation of the existing 
imbalances and reduce the incentive to negotiate for the party which was 
favoured by the freeze.

The question of a freeze on nuclear weapons was the subject of three 
separate proposals put forward in the First Committee. Two of them 
were submitted under the item entitled “Review and implementation of 
the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General 
Assembly”, and the third under a new, separate item.

One of the two, entitled “Freeze on nuclear weapons”, was submit
ted by India on 11 November and subsequently also sponsored by Mali. 
In introducing it in the First Committee on 17 November, India stated 
that the principal motivation behind the proposal was to put a stop to the 
escalation of the nuclear arms race and the growth of stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons. With that purpose in mind, the sponsors’ immediate 
objective was to focus attention on two crucial elements, namely, the 
production of nuclear weapons and of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes. In submitting the proposal, India was guided by the considera
tion that the freeze measures should be practical and of a kind on which 
there could be quick agreement. The emphasis on those key elements did 
not mean that a freeze on the development and deployment of nuclear 
weapons was less important or that it could be ignored. If a freeze were 
applied to the production of nuclear weapons and fissionable material 
for weapons purposes, India stated, then all nuclear-weapon laborato
ries, reprocessing plants, enrichment facilities and so forth would be
come peaceful, thus enabling non-discriminatory safeguards to be fully 
applied. At the same time it pointed out that it had no difficulty with 
other proposals before the Assembly for a freeze on nuclear arms, but 
believed it was extremely important that the appeal for a freeze be made 
to all nuclear-weapon States and not merely to those with the largest 
arsenals, and that they all should act simultaneously.

Also on 11 November, Ecuador, Indonesia, Mexico, Pakistan, Swe
den and Uruguay submitted the second draft resolution on the freeze 
under the item concerning the Concluding Document, which was subse
quently also sponsored by Colombia. In introducing the proposal in the 
First Committee, on 15 November, Mexico noted its similarity to resolu
tion 37/100 B which had been adopted the previous year but remained 
unimplemented. The new draft, however, had some additions. Mexico 
stated that the current conditions were very favourable to a bilateral 
freeze, later expected to extend to all the nuclear-weapon States, since the 
United States and the Soviet Union were equal in military nuclear power 
and, generally speaking, there existed approximate parity between them. 
Mexico pointed out that various authorities agreed with that proposition. 
To allay any fears as to strict compliance with the commitments entailed 
by the freeze, the draft also specifically provided that it would be subject 
to all the relevant verification procedures and measures agreed to by the
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parties in the context of the SALT I and SALT II agreements and to 
those which were agreed upon in principle by the parties themselves dur
ing the trilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test ban, held at 
Geneva from 1977 to 1980.

The third draft resolution on a nuclear-weapon freeze was submitted 
by the USSR on 17 October under the separate item entitled “Nuclear- 
weapon freeze”, which had been included on the Assembly’s agenda as an 
additional item at its request.The proposal was subsequently also spon
sored by Angola, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, the German Democra
tic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland and the Ukrainian SSR. In in
troducing its proposal on 17 November, the Soviet Union stated that its 
basic feature was a pressing appeal for a freeze on nuclear armaments 
which would be in both quantitative and qualitative terms and generally 
all-inclusive. It would be most effective if it were carried out simultan
eously by all nuclear Powers, the Soviet Union stated, but it considered 
that it could be effected, as a start, by the Soviet Union and the United 
States, to set an example for the other nuclear Powers. It noted with 
satisfaction that the idea of a freeze enjoyed broad support among States 
Members of the United Nations and in world public opinion as a whole. 
In the view of the Soviet Union, its proposal met the interests of all 
States, nuclear and non-nuclear alike, and was likely to promote the 
establishment of favourable conditions for the solution of a wide range 
of questions concerning the limitation of the arms race.

A number of States explained their positions on the three freeze pro
posals in single statements at the time of voting in the First Committee, 
most of them choosing to speak before the vote.

In explaining its negative votes on all three draft resolutions, the 
United States noted that the nuclear-freeze idea had attracted undisputed 
attention, including open consideration in the United States itself, but 
expressed the view that nuclear-freeze proposals, most of them arising 
out of a profound concern over nuclear war which its Government 
shared, would decrease international stability and ultimately increase, 
not decrease, the danger of war, however well-intentioned they might be. 
According to the United States, first, a freeze was not good enough; the 
United States sought significant reductions in nuclear arms on both sides. 
Its proposals on strategic arms and intermediate-range nuclear forces 
offered an opportunity for substantial and verifiable nuclear arms reduc
tions, for example, a 50 per cent reduction in the number of warheads on 
both sides, which had been countered with Soviet offers, and it would re
main flexible in its approach in that regard. Secondly, a freeze would 
make significant arms control more difficult. The Soviet Union would 
have little or no incentive to agree to reductions in strategic and 
intermediate-range nuclear arms, the United States held, if it could sim
ply freeze the existing military situation. The Soviet Union, while deploy
ing its SS-20 missiles, had only agreed to negotiate when it had become 
clear that the United States and its allies were prepared to counter that

23 A/38/244.
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deployment if the preferred course of arms reductions were to fail. 
Thirdly, a freeze at existing levels would back the United States and its 
allies into a position of destabilizing military vulnerability by preventing 
them from correcting existing deficiencies in their nuclear forces caused 
by the sustained Soviet buildup. Finally, a freeze on all testing, produc
tion and deployment of nuclear weapons would embrace important ele
ments which could not be verified. In the light of the Soviet position in 
that area, arrangements for verification would probably take years to 
negotiate, the United States declared. For the promotion of equitable 
and verifiable arms control aimed at substantial reductions, to which it 
was committed, there would have to be something better than a freeze, it 
concluded.

Similarly, France, also voting against all three resolutions, stated 
that a freeze would, by definition, freeze the current situation and, there
fore, the existing imbalances and consequent risks for the security of the 
States concerned. It would also confer upon any State that had made a 
significant effort to acquire nuclear weapons a lasting advantage over 
those that had limited such efforts. Furthermore, it would be very 
difficult to verify, and the relevant negotiations would be lengthy and 
complex. Finally, if a Power were to benefit from a freeze, then the 
freeze would risk having a negative effect on that Power’s readiness 
seriously to negotiate towards reductions.

The Federal Republic of Germany, in explaining its votes against the 
three resolutions, reiterated the argument that it saw an inherent con
tradiction between the words and the deeds of the Soviet Union. It ques
tioned, as it had in the Committee on Disarmament, why the USSR’s ap
peals for a nuclear freeze were so recent in date. The Federal Republic 
asked why the USSR had not accepted the idea in the framework of the 
United States Baruch Plan, '̂* which was coupled with a total renuncia
tion of the national possession of nuclear weapons, and why it continued 
building nuclear weapons and new SS-20 missiles week after week, year 
after year. It maintained the view that a freeze could be justified only if 
the participants in it fully enjoyed and preserved their right to security; 
that is, if there was a genuine balance both in the global context and at 
relevant sub-global levels. Currently, it stated, a freeze proposal was tan
tamount to expecting the European countries to acquiesce in a codifica
tion of Soviet superiority and to live with that threat, unable to resort to 
adequate countermeasures, indefinitely.

Belgium, which did not support any of the freeze proposals, stated 
that it shared the concern of their non-nuclear sponsors about the situa
tion resulting from the accumulation of nuclear weapons. However, to 
freeze the weapons at the current level would be to acquiesce in the ex
isting disparity, which it could not do when there was a monopoly of 
weapons threatening it. Negotiations on a freeze, if felt, would add to the 
difficulties in the existing negotiations in the area of verification.

Norway, expressing its intention to vote against the draft resolutions

See The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970, chap. 1.
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introduced by India and the USSR, stated that it was not opposed to the 
idea of a freeze but it did not consider a freeze to be an appropriate in
strument if its application resulted in the preservation of serious military 
imbalances. The most pressing need was to attain agreed substantial 
reductions and reduce imbalances in nuclear arsenals, and ongoing 
efforts to that end should not be complicated by a call for a nuclear 
freeze.

Norway stated that it would abstain on the proposal introduced by 
Mexico because it found some positive elements in it; in particular, it 
made reference to verification, although somewhat insufficiently, and 
contained provisions on a comprehensive test ban, which Norway sup
ported. The Netherlands, which also abstained on the proposal intro
duced by Mexico, while voting against the other two, did so although it 
felt that the text contained a number of shortcomings. First, it presup
posed a global nuclear balance, when in reality no balance existed with 
regard to the intermediate-range nuclear weapons in Europe, and thus a 
freeze would perpetuate the existing situation. Secondly, a declaratory 
type of freeze could undermine both of the current bilateral negotiations. 
Thirdly, the sponsors had grossly underestimated the verification prob
lems involved. Finally, the Netherlands rejected the fourth preambular 
paragraph (see below, resolution 38/73 E) which contained language 
about the strategy of nuclear deterrence which was unwarranted. Not
withstanding those shortcomings, the Netherlands considered it impor
tant that the world community give a clear signal that the nuclear 
arsenals of both super-Powers were super-abundant and that the nuclear 
arms race should be ended.

Australia stated that in 1983 it would move from its previous 
negative votes to abstentions on the draft resolutions on a nuclear- 
weapon freeze in response to the growing public concern over the 
dangers of nuclear war and the need for urgent preventive action. 
However, it did not believe that any of the three draft resolutions before 
the First Committee provided the balance and verifiability crucial to 
maintaining stability and confidence, without which the world would not 
be a safer place. Australia urged that the sponsors of the proposals look 
seriously in 1984 to securing consensus support by adding the essential 
ingredient of strict and effective verification. Zaire, which also abstained 
in the voting on the three draft resolutions, observed that a freeze would 
seemingly consist of keeping the nuclear weapons ready for use, as there 
was an absence of measures for effective verification. Thus its abstentions 
did not reflect lack of interest, but a desire for the negotiators to provide 
evidence of greater flexibility.

Costa Rica expressed support of the draft resolutions introduced by 
India and Mexico because, among other things, they recognized the need 
for verification and control. In addition, that introduced by Mexico 
recognized that a nuclear arms freeze would constitute the most effective 
first step for stopping the nuclear arms race and encouraging negotia
tions for reductions. Costa Rica stated that it did not support the pro
posal introduced by the USSR because it offered no guarantees for verifi
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cation, an extremely important element for inspiring confidence in a pro
posal of the nature of a nuclear freeze.

In explaining its position on the two first-mentioned draft resolu
tions, the Soviet Union emphasized that establishing a nuclear-weapon 
freeze was, in its opinion, an important and urgent task in the struggle to 
prevent nuclear war and to achieve disarmament. The acceleration of the 
nuclear arms race, it went on, had in recent years increased the threat of 
nuclear war. Of particular concern was the fact that it had given rise to 
obstacles in the negotiations to curb it, leading them into a blind alley. A 
freeze could prevent that arms race and give additional impetus to efforts 
to achieve agreement on radical reductions in nuclear arsenals. The pre
vious year’s resolutions on the subject had responded to world public 
opinion, it stated. In a further response, on 16 June 1983, the USSR had 
proposed to all nuclear Powers a freeze on all their existing stockpiles, 
but, unfortunately, it had not yet received a positive reply. That meant it 
was necessary to strive even more actively to implement a freeze, a task in 
which the United Nations could play a major role. The freeze should be 
under appropriate controls and embrace all weapons, in their quantita
tive and qualitative aspects, a moratorium on testing and an end to the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons. The two countries 
which possessed the largest nuclear arsenals — the Soviet Union and the 
United States — must be the first simultaneously to implement a freeze as 
an example to other nuclear-weapon Powers, which they should follow 
as soon as possible. Since the two draft resolutions were along those lines 
the USSR supported them; it regarded the sixth preambular paragraph of 
that introduced by India (resolution 38/73 B below) as relating to 
nuclear-weapon States that, in addition to not taking initiatives, spoke 
against the measure.

Similarly, the German Democratic Republic, which supported all 
the draft resolutions and became a sponsor of the third one, stated that a 
freeze would have the following implications: the cessation of a buildup 
of all components of nuclear arsenals, including all kinds of nuclear 
delivery systems and all kinds of nuclear weapons — strategic, medium- 
range or tactical; the non-deployment of new types of nuclear weapons in 
any region of the world; the establishment of a moratorium on all 
nuclear-weapon tests and on new types and kinds of delivery systems; 
and the cessation of the production of fissionable materials for the pur
pose of making nuclear weapons. It regarded allegations of a nuclear im
balance to the advantage of the USSR and of difficulties regarding 
verification as unfounded, and endorsed Mexico’s position in that con
nection.

Greece, which voted in favour of the three draft resolutions, em
phasized that its stand was in conformity with its support of any effort 
aimed at reducing nuclear weapons to the lowest possible level. It also 
felt that conventional weapons should be dealt with on an equal footing, 
since modern technology had made them weapons of mass destruction.

Indonesia, voting in favour of the three proposals, stated that it sup
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ported the major thrust of that initiated by the USSR and believed it con
tained positive elements. However, Indonesia believed that the impor
tance of a freeze should be judged in accordance with the final paragraph 
of the text of that draft resolution, which stressed the urgent need to in
tensify efforts aimed at the speedy achievement of agreements on sub
stantial limitations and radical reductions of nuclear weapons, with their 
complete elimination as the ultimate goal.

The three draft resolutions on a nuclear-weapon freeze were all ap
proved by the First Committee at the same meeting, on 22 November, 
and subsequently adopted by the General Assembly at the same plenary 
meeting, on 15 December.

The First Committee approved the proposal introduced by India by 
a recorded vote of 101 to 15, with 7 abstentions. The General Assembly 
adopted it by a recorded vote of 124 (including Denmark and Greece) to 
15 (mainly other Western States), with 7 abstentions, as resolution 38/ 
73 B. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 37/100 A of 13 December 1982,
Convinced that in this nuclear age lasting world peace can be based only on the attain

ment of the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol,

Further convinced that the highest priority objectives in the field of disarmament have 
to be nuclear disarmament and the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction.

Recognizing the urgent need to halt the arms race, particularly in nuclear weapons.
Recognizing further the urgent need for a negotiated reduction of nuclear-weapon 

stockpiles leading to their complete elimination.
Noting with deep concern that nuclear-weapon States have not so far taken any action 

in response to the cdl made in resolution 37/100 A,
1. Once again calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to agree to a freeze on nuclear 

weapons, which would, inter alia, provide for a simultaneous total stoppage of any further 
production of nuclear weapons and a complete cut-off in the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Freeze on nuclear weapons”.

The First Committee approved the draft introduced by Mexico by a 
recorded vote of 101 to 14, with 7 abstentions. The General Assembly 
adopted it by a recorded vote of 124 (again including Denmark and 
Greece) to 13 (other Western States, Israel, Japan and New Zealand), 
with 8 abstentions (including Iceland, Netherlands and Norway), as 
resolution 38/73 E. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling that in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 

Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, adopted in 1978 and unani
mously and categorically reaffirmed in 1982 during the twelfth special session of the 
General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament, the Assembly ex
pressed deep concern over the threat to the very survival of mankind posed by the existence 
of nuclear weapons and the continuing arms race,
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Recalling also that, on those occasions, it pointed out that existing arsenals of nuclear 
weapons are more than sufficient to destroy all life on earth and stressed that mankind is 
therefore confronted with a choice: halt the arms race and proceed to disarmament, or face 
annihilation,

Noting that the conditions prevailing today are a source of even more serious concern 
than those existing in 1978 because of several factors such as the deterioration of the inter
national situation, the increase in the accuracy, speed and destructive power of nuclear 
weapons, the promotion of illusory doctrines of “limited” or “winnable” nuclear war and 
the many false alarms which have occurred owing to the malfunctioning of computers. 

Noting also that at the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non- 
Aligned Countries, held at New Delhi from 7 to 12 March 1983, it was declared that the 
renewed escalation in the nuclear arms race, both in its quantitative and qualitative dimen
sions, as well as reliance on doctrines of nuclear deterrence, has heightened the risk of the 
outbreak of nuclear war and led to greater insecurity and instability in international rela
tions.

Believing that it is a matter of the utmost urgency to stop any further increase in the 
awesome arsenals of the two major nuclear-weapon States, which already have ample retal
iatory power and a frightening overkill capacity,

Believing also that it is equally urgent to activate negotiations for the substantial reduc
tion and qualitative limitation of nuclear arms.

Considering that a nuclear arms freeze, while not an end in itself, would constitute the 
most effective first step for the achievement of the above-mentioned two objectives, since it 
would provide a favourable environment for the conduct of the reduction negotiations 
while, at the same time, preventing the continued increase and qualitative improvement of 
existing nuclear weaponry during the period when the negotiations would take place. 

Firmly convinced that at present the conditions are most propitious for such a freeze, 
since the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America are now 
equivalent in nuclear military power and it seems evident that there exists between them an 
overall rough parity.

Conscious that the mere application of the systems of surveillance, verification and 
control already agreed upon in some previous cases would be sufficient to provide a reason
able guarantee of faithful compliance with the undertakings derived from the freeze. 

Convinced that it would be to the benefit of all other States possessing nuclear weapons 
to follow the example of the two major nuclear-weapon States as soon as positive results 
derived from the freeze agreed by them have been obtained,

1. Urges once more the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America, as the two major nuclear-weapon States, to proclaim, either through simulta
neous unilateral declarations or through a joint declaration, an immediate nuclear-arms 
freeze, which would be a first step towards the comprehensive programme of disarmament 
and whose structure and scope would:

{a) Embrace:
(i) A comprehensive test ban of nuclear weapons and of their delivery vehicles;
(ii) The complete cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and of their 

delivery vehicles;
(iii) A ban on all further deployment of nuclear weapons and of their delivery 

vehicles;
(iv) The complete cessation of the production of fissionable material for weapons 

purposes;
{b) Be subject to all the relevant measures and procedures of verification which have 

already been agreed by the parties in the case of the SALT I and SALT II treaties, as well as 
those agreed upon in principle by them during the preparatory trilateral negotiations on the 
comprehensive test ban held at Geneva;

(c) Be of an initial five-year duration subject to prolongation in the event of other 
nuclear-weapon States joining in such a freeze, as the General Assembly expects them 
to do;
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2. Requests the above-mentioned two major nuclear-weapon States to submit a joint 
report or two separate reports to the General Assembly, prior to the opening of its thirty- 
ninth session, on the implementation of the present resolution;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session an item en
titled “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 38/73 E on a nuclear-arms freeze”.

The draft resolution initiated by the USSR was approved by the 
First Committee by a recorded vote of 84 to 19, with 17 abstentions. The 
General Assembly adopted it, as resolution 38/76, by a recorded vote of 
108 (including Greece) to 18 (other Western States, Israel, Japan and 
New Zealand), with 20 abstentions. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Expressing its alarm that the continuing nuclear-arms race seriously increases the risk 

of the outbreak of a nuclear war.
Taking into account the great responsibility of nuclear States for the preservation of 

universal peace and the prevention of nuclear war.
Recalling its resolution 37/100 B of 13 December 1982, in which it expressed the firm 

conviction that the existing conditions were most propitious for a nuclear-weapon freeze,
1. Urges all nuclear-weapon States to proceed to freeze, under appropriate verifica

tion, all nuclear weapons in their possession both in quantitative and qualitative terms, 
namely:

(fl) To cease the buildup of all components of nuclear arsenals, including all kinds of 
nuclear-weapon delivery systems and all kinds of nuclear weapons;

{b) Not to deploy nuclear weapons of new kinds and types;
(c) To establish a moratorium on all tests of nuclear weapons and on tests of new 

kinds and types of their delivery systems;
{d) To stop the production of fissionable materials for the purpose of creating 

nuclear weapons;
2. Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 

America, which possess the largest nuclear arsenals, to freeze, in the first place and 
simultaneously, their nuclear weapons on a bilateral basis by way of example to the other 
nuclear States;

3. Believes that all the other nuclear-weapon States should subsequently and as soon 
as possible freeze their nuclear weapons;

4. Stresses the urgent need to intensify efforts aimed at the speedy achievement of 
agreements on substantial limitations and radical reductions of nuclear weapons with a 
view to their complete elimination as the ultimate goal.

Conclusion

As in 1982, the proponents of a freeze on nuclear weapons again in 1983 
continued in the various forums to hold that the nuclear arms race must 
be brought to a halt, both in qualitative and quantitative terms, as well as 
in certain other of its aspects, such as the testing of nuclear weapons. In 
general, they saw a freeze as a first step towards the reduction and even
tual elimination of all nuclear weapons. They believed, in addition, that 
it would contribute to the improvement of the international political 
climate and the reduction of tensions, and thus diminish the risk of the 
outbreak of nuclear conflict and build confidence among the big Powers. 
Consequently, they felt that the measure would help, rather than hinder,
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further negotiations on nuclear disarmament once it was implemented. 
Finally, the freeze supporters observed that the concept was in keeping 
with the opinion of a concerned public which was being voiced through
out the world.

A minority of delegations, mainly those of Western States, however, 
saw little or no merit in the freeze concept or in the three freeze proposals 
that were placed before the Assembly in 1983. According to the United 
States, for example, a freeze would indicate acceptance of certain im
balances which had built up in favour of the USSR and ultimately in
crease, not decrease, the danger of war by reducing the latter’s incentive 
to negotiate. Thus it would make more difficult the achievement of agree
ments to correct an unstable situation. Those holding that view also felt 
that the endorsement of a freeze would upset the ongoing negotiations 
aimed at reductions, and create a requirement for difficult new negotia
tions, particularly in the area of verification.

Two of the three draft resolutions submitted to the General Assem
bly in 1983 were very similar to the two adopted at the thirty-seventh ses
sion, and all three were endorsed by large majorities, although against 
some considered opposition and a number of abstentions in the voting. 
With the additional emphasis on the question, however, the freeze clearly 
matured in 1983 as a current issue of nuclear disarmament, and one 
which saw a slight, but significant, moderation of position on the part of 
some, particularly Western, States since 1982. But, in the light of the 
continuing differences of perception regarding the measure and the inter
national situation prevailing during the year, it would not appear to be 
an issue on which early compromise or agreement is likely.
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C H A P T E R  V I I I

Strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States

Introduction

T h e  c o n c e r n s  o f  t h e  n o n - n u c l e a r - w e a p o n  S t a t e s  for their security, 
which date back to the beginning of the nuclear-weapon era, have been 
further intensified by the unabated nuclear arms race. During the past 
several years, these concerns have become even stronger, not only 
because of the nuclear competition between the two great Powers, but 
also because that competition has led to new, more sophisticated 
weapons and resumed talk about dangerous strategic doctrines, particu
larly the possibility of limited nuclear war. Unable either to depend upon 
nuclear weapons for their defence or to join existing military alliances, 
most non-nuclear-weapon States have sought to reduce their concerns by 
supporting measures to prevent further proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, and by seeking reliable security assurances against any use or threat 
of use of such weapons against them.

The question of the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States has been primarily discussed at the United Nations and 
other international forums since 1968 in the context of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (resolution 2373 (XXII), annex)‘ 
concluded that same year. The overall objective has been to redress the 
imbalance arising from what was referred to as “the basically unequal 
defensive capabilities of nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon 
States” at the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, which was 
held in August-September 1968.  ̂ Since the opening for signature of the 
non-proliferation Treaty, many non-nuclear and, particularly, non- 
aligned States have argued that undertakings by non-nuclear-weapon 
States to forgo the acquisition of nuclear weapons should be accom
panied by reliable security assurances to them that neither nuclear 
weapons, nor any threat thereof, would be used against them.

Immediately after the commendation of the non-proliferation Treaty 
by the General Assembly on 12 June 1968, the Security Council, on

J For details, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations 
publication, Sales No. 70.IX.1), chap. 13; The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970- 
1975 (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.76.IX.1), chap. IV. The text of the Treaty is 
also contained in Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 
2nd edition: 1982 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.5).

2 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twenty-third Session, agenda item 96, 
Final Document of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States {A/1211 and Corr. 1 
and 2); resolution A, fourth preambular paragraph refers.
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19 June, adopted a draft resolution sponsored by the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States on security assurances. By resolu
tion 255 (1968), the Security Council recognized that aggression with 
nuclear weapons, or the threat thereof, against non-nuclear-weapon 
States would call for immediate action by the Council, above all by its 
nuclear-weapon States permanent members. The Council also welcomed 
the intention expressed by certain States to assist any non-nuclear- 
weapon State party to the non-proliferation Treaty that was a victim of 
an act or threat of nuclear aggression and it reaffirmed the right of collec
tive self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter. The effectiveness of the 
security guarantees envisaged in the resolution were questioned, 
however, by a number of non-nuclear-weapon States. Some expressed 
misgivings because of the possibility of use of the veto in the Security 
Council, others because the guarantees involved “positive” rather than 
“negative assurances”,̂  and still others because they felt that the commit
ment to render assistance was already inherent in the Charter of the 
United Nations.

Such differences of view between the nuclear and non-nuclear- 
weapon States with regard to what constituted reliable assurances per
sisted. In 1975, the First Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons urged, in its Final Decla
ration, both groups of States to refrain from the threat or use of force in 
relations between States involving either nuclear or non-nuclear 
weapons, while in 1980 the corresponding Second Review Conference 
was unable to reach consensus on a substantive final document.^

The question was also considered at the two special sessions of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament (its tenth and twelfth special 
sessions), in 1978 and 1982. At the tenth special session, the five nuclear- 
weapon States, China, France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, individually made declarations intended to assure 
the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.^

Since the 1978 special session, two major approaches to the question 
have emerged, and the General Assembly has adopted resolutions on the 
basis of each by large majorities. According to one approach, the conclu
sion of an international convention on the subject would be the preferred 
solution, and the Soviet Union and Pakistan initiated draft resolutions 
on that basis in the Assembly in 1978, both with draft conventions an
nexed.® After some revision, including the deletion of the annexed con
ventions, both proposals were adopted, as resolutions 33/72 A and 33/ 
72 B. Further resolutions reflecting this basic approach were initiated by 
the USSR, together with other Eastern European States, and by Paki-

3 Under a “negative assurance”, nuclear Powers would commit themselves not to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. This is in contrast to a “positive assur
ance”, whereby nuclear-weapon States would commit themselves, under specific circum
stances, to come to the defence of non-nuclear-weapon States, as envisaged by Security 
Council resolution 255 (1968).

 ̂ For details, see T/ie Yearbook, vol. 5: 1980, chap. VII.
5 Ibid., vol. 3: 1978, chap. XI.
6 Ibid.
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Stan, and were adopted by the General Assembly between 1979 and 1981 
(resolutions 34/84, 34/85, 35/154, 35/155, 36/94 and 36/95).

The second approach, advocated by the United States and other 
Western countries, has emphasized the diverse nature of the security re
quirements of both nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States which, in 
their view, would probably preclude conclusion of a generally acceptable 
world-wide treaty. As a main proponent of this approach, the United 
States submitted to the Assembly at its thirty-fourth session a draft 
resolution which noted the non-first-use pledges each of the nuclear 
Powers had made at the 1978 special session, and which was adopted as 
resolution 34/86.

In each of 1979, 1980 and 1981, the Committee on Disarmament es
tablished the Ad Hoc Working Group on Effective International Ar
rangements to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States against the Use or 
Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons. The substantive discussion in the 
Hoc Working Group in 1980 focused mainly on the scope and nature of 
possible arrangements, and in 1981 it concentrated on the examination of 
the substance of assurances, concerning which various views were ex
pressed and proposals were submitted.

During 1982, the question of the strengthening of the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States was discussed in the Committee on Disarma
ment and in the General Assembly at its twelfth special session and its 
thirty-seventh session. Although no tangible progress was made in either 
body, some clarification of positions and positive developments were dis
cernible.

Tht Ad Hoc Working Group, which the Committee again re-estab- 
lished to continue negotiations, stressed in its report that its work on the 
substance of the effective arrangements had revealed specific difficulties 
relating not only to the differing perceptions of security interests of some 
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, but also to the complex 
nature of the issues involved in developing a “common formula” accept
able to all, which could be included in a legally binding international in
strument.

Differences of view of Member States were expressed also at the 
General Assembly’s twelfth special session, but there were two note
worthy, positive developments. First, the Soviet Union assumed the uni
lateral obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, reiterated its 
support for the conclusion of an international convention on the subject 
of security assurances and offered, in addition, to conclude bilateral 
agreements with States which did not possess nuclear weapons and did 
not have them on their territories. Secondly, France modified its posi
tion, declaring that it “will not use nuclear arms against a State that does 
not have them and that has pledged not to seek them”. In addition, 
China reaffirmed its established position that it would never be the first to 
use nuclear weapons and would not use nuclear weapons against non- 
nuclear-weapon States under any circumstances.

At the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly, the positions
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of States on the question of the strengthening of the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States remained unchanged. The Assembly adopted two 
resolutions on the subject. By resolution 37/80, on the basis of an 
Eastern European initiative, it welcomed the conclusion of the Commit
tee on Disarmament that there was an urgent need to reach agreement on 
effective assurances; requested the Committee to continue negotiations 
on the question; called upon all nuclear-weapon States, as a first step 
towards the conclusion of an international convention, to make solemn 
declarations concerning non-use of nuclear weapons against non- 
nuclear-weapon States; and recommended that the Security Council ex
amine such declarations and adopt an appropriate resolution approving 
them. By resolution 37/81, initiated by Pakistan, it reaffirmed the urgent 
need to reach agreement on security guarantees; appealed to all States, 
especially the nuclear-weapon States, to demonstrate the political will 
necessary to reach a common formula which could be included in an in
ternational instrument; and recommended further intensive efforts to 
that end, particularly in the Committee on Disarmament.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The question of the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States was not considered as a separate item at the substantive session of 
the Disarmament Commission in 1983. It was, however, considered dur
ing the general exchange of views or in concluding statements’ by Argen
tina, Bulgaria, China, Egypt, India and the USSR. China recalled its 
solemn declaration “that at no time and under no circumstances” would 
it be the first to use nuclear weapons and its unconditionally assumed 
obligation not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against a non
nuclear State. Summarizing the content of paragraph 30 of the Declara
tion issued by the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Government 
of Non-Aligned Countries,* Egypt mentioned, among other points, the 
necessity of confirming the commitment of the nuclear-weapon States 
not to threaten non-nuclear-weapon States with nuclear weapons and of 
formulating an international instrument in that regard. The Soviet 
Union, for its part, stressed again the view that the most effective way to 
resolve the problem would be to conclude an appropriate international 
convention. However, given the negative position of certain States 
towards that proposal, it was ready to examine other possible solutions, 
such as identical or nearly identical statements by nuclear-weapon States 
on the non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States 
having no such weapons on their territories. Such statements could be 
strengthened by an authoritative decision of the Security Council.

In addition, the Contact Group established by the Committee of the 
Whole to deal with agenda item 4, unable to achieve consensus on recom
mendations, suggested that the Committee’s report to the Commission

A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
8 A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
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include an annex entitled “Compilation of proposals for recommenda
tions on agenda item 4”.’ In the compilation, recommendation 10, sec
tion I, whose text was proposed by the Chairman of the Contact Group, 
referred to the need for negotiations to proceed without delay “for the 
conclusion of an agreed international instrument of effective interna
tional arrangements to assure all non-nuclear-weapon States, without 
any discrimination, against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The Committee on Disarmament continued negotiations on the question 
of the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States during 
its 1983 session, as requested by the General Assembly in resolutions 
37/80 and 37/81. As during the previous four years, the agenda item en
titled “Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”'® was 
considered in the plenary meetings of the Committee, from 4 to 8 April 
and from 11 to 15 July, but the substantive negotiations took place in 
closed meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on that item, which was 
re-established under the chairmanship of Ambassador Mansur Ahmad, 
representative of Pakistan.

In plenary meetings, a relatively smaller number of members of the 
Committee as well as non-members — in accordance with the Commit
tee’s rules of procedure — took part in the discussion of the issue as com
pared with previous years." Moreover, there was hardly any substantive 
discussion in the Committee on the part of the nuclear-weapon States. 
Generally, they briefly reaffirmed the assurances given in their unilateral 
declarations.

China stressed again its long-held view that the fundamental meas
ure for eliminating the threat of nuclear war was nuclear disarmament 
carried to the point of the complete prohibition and total destruction of 
nuclear weapons, but before the attainment of that goal it was legitimate 
for the non-nuclear-weapon States to demand a legally binding commit
ment from the nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against them. It also held that the States with the largest 
nuclear arsenals had not demonstrated recognition of their obligations 
towards non-nuclear-weapon States. On the contrary, they had set out 
various conditions and restrictions in their declarations. It then expressed 
a willingness to search for a common formula, which would conform to 
the interests of non-nuclear-weapon States and be acceptable to all.

France reminded the members of the Committee that its Govern
ment had redefined its position on negative security assurances in 1982, 
by moving closer to the form of guarantees already offered by others. It

9 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), annex VIII.

JO See ibid.. Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 74-76.
Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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believed, moreover, “that a Security Council resolution giving the back
ing of the Council to the existing declarations would greatly strengthen 
their political and legal value and that together they would constitute a 
system of guarantees of undeniable significance”. Furthermore, France 
stressed that the modification of its policy had been made exactly in 
response to the legitimate concerns expressed by many non-nuclear- 
weapon States.

Among non-nuclear-weapon States, both members and non
members of the Committee, there was unanimity as to the need for effec
tive assurances of their security against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons. They also agreed that the inflexibility of some nuclear-weapon 
States to renounce the conditions and exceptions contained in their uni
lateral declarations had resulted in the impasse in the Committee. 
However, differences of view regarding the contents and character of the 
instrument, which States were entitled to guarantees, and the question of 
interim arrangements persisted among non-nuclear-weapon States dur
ing the 1983 session of the Committee, as they had during its other recent 
sessions.

A number of delegations, particularly those of some socialist and 
non-aligned countries in the Committee, supported the idea of the adop
tion of a legally binding international instrument, which might take the 
form of an international convention or agreement (Bulgaria, German 
Democratic Republic, Indonesia, Kenya, Morocco and Nigeria, as well 
as Finland, a non-member). Some of them — Finland, Kenya, Morocco 
and Pakistan — stressed that the unilateral declarations of the nuclear- 
weapon States were not enough and should be complemented through 
comprehensive, binding assurances.

However, there were also considerable differences of opinion re
garding non-first-use pledges. Pending achievement of a permanent solu
tion, some members, including Bulgaria and the German Democratic 
Republic, suggested steps that they felt would contribute to the creation 
of favourable conditions for fruitful negotiations, such as the non-first- 
use obligation already assumed by certain nuclear-weapon States. 
Nigeria believed that all the remaining nuclear-weapon States should be 
urged to assume such guarantees. Algeria, pointing out that the negotia
tions on negative security assurances were at a standstill, considered that 
a solemn non-first-use declaration by the nuclear-weapon States would 
constitute an important step towards the conclusion of an international 
instrument satisfactory to the non-nuclear-weapon States. Morocco, 
among others, expressed readiness to support the adoption of a resolu
tion of the Security Council, which, it felt, could constitute a valuable in
terim arrangement. The Netherlands reiterated its wiUingness to contri
bute to a possible harmonization of the existing unilateral assurances of 
the nuclear-weapon States in order to incorporate them into a common 
formula, to be embodied in a Security Council resolution.

Contrary to those opinions, Indonesia voiced its considerable 
difficulty with regard to an interim approach because, in its view, that
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would impede the negotiation of a legally binding instrument giving 
assurance to non-nuclear-weapon States, which was the crux of the issue. 
It also considered that a Security Council resolution would not constitute 
an effective guarantee since it would not be legally binding. Some delega
tions, moreover, felt that neither Security Council resolution 255 (1968) 
nor the unilateral declarations offered credible assurances, and stressed 
that real assurances could come about only through a legally binding in
ternational instrument.

A number of delegations considered that the existing unilateral dec
larations of the nuclear-weapon States were inadequate legally as well as 
substantively; from the legal point of view, they were not binding as they 
were unilateral and unverifiable. As to their substance, they contained 
conditions and restrictions, except in one case, and as a result were in
effective. Accordingly, several members, including Algeria, Argentina, 
Morocco and Pakistan, stressed the need for negative security assur
ances, without any conditions or restrictions, in the form of a legally 
binding international instrument. In that context, Argentina observed 
that while nuclear-weapon States were continuing with the imposition of 
conditions for granting negative security assurances and with relentless 
vertical proliferation, the non-nuclear-weapon States had not assented to 
any form of horizontal proliferation. Therefore, according to Argentina, 
the non-nuclear-weapon States merited no less credibility than the 
nuclear-weapon States. If, for the latter, a unilateral declaration should 
be considered sufficient as an assurance, then it should likewise be suffi
cient for non-nuclear-weapon States only to declare that they did not 
possess or intend to acquire nuclear weapons in order to benefit from 
those assurances. Brazil, in the light of recent events in the South Atlan
tic, raised also the question of the credibility of the commitments to 
negative assurances undertaken by the nuclear-weapon Powers pursuant 
to article 3 of Additional Protocol II to the Treaty of Tlatelolco. In its 
view, the interpretation was simple and unconditional, namely, “not to 
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Contracting Parties of 
the Treaty”. However, France, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States had given interpretative declarations which amounted to 
virtual reservations, in spite of the provision of the Treaty (article 27) 
that it should not be subject to reservations.

The German Democratic Republic stressed that any international 
agreement on security assurances should apply to those States which re
nounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons and did not 
have them on their territories or under their jurisdiction or control, 
whether or not they were members of a military alliance. In its view, the 
non-stationing commitment constituted an essential current considera
tion. Bulgaria felt that no difference should be made between non- 
nuclear-weapon States which were or were not members of an alliance 
structure, presumably built to serve strictly defensive purposes. It further 
stressed that non-use undertakings should not be conditional formula
tions which were susceptible to various highly subjective interpretations 
or which might even provide for withdrawal from the obligations.

179



According to Nigeria, the issue of negative security assurances 
should be centred on two questions: which non-nuclear-weapon States 
should be eligible for them and under what circumstances nuclear- 
weapon States could withdraw them. In its opinion, unconditional 
assurances should be given to the non-nuclear-weapon States that had 
undertaken firm commitments not to develop, produce or acquire nu
clear weapons, while conditional assurances should be given to those 
which were outside the non-proliferation Treaty.

Several members of the Committee, especially non-aligned coun
tries, expressed views on the obstacles preventing the Committee from 
reaching agreement on a common approach or formula. According to 
Kenya, the main one was the unwillingness of some of the nuclear- 
weapon States to demonstrate the political will and firm commitment 
necessary to reach agreement on a formula which could be included in a 
legally binding international instrument. In Argentina’s view, the situa
tion of negative security assurances could not be changed without 
substantial changes in the positions of certain nuclear Powers.

Since the Committee, unable to find a formula acceptable to all, was 
facing an impasse, some delegations suggested other measures which, 
along with pledges of non-first-use, could increase the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States or serve as interim arrangements. In that context, 
Romania suggested a set of measures ranging from the outlawing and 
destruction of nuclear weapons and the prohibition of their use or of 
their first use to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, against 
which the nuclear-weapon States would undertake not to use nuclear 
weapons. Romania believed that still other measures could be consid
ered, such as some suggested in the ICDSI'^ report, among them, the es
tablishment of a zone free of tactical nuclear weapons in Central Europe.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on the question, which was re-estab
lished as noted above, held nine meetings in all, in the periods from 26 to 
29 April and from 16 June to 22 August. In the discussion, the views 
already expressed in previous years, either in the Working Group or 
plenary meetings, were reiterated and, due to continuing intractable 
differences, no tangible progress was achieved.

In reviewing developments on the item since the Group’s 1982 meet
ings and, in particular, questions relating to its future work, members 
reaffirmed the importance of ensuring the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States and expressed their readiness to continue searching for a 
solution. A number of delegations regretted that there had been little 
positive movement on the question and reiterated the previously ex
pressed view of the group of 21' ̂  that further negotiations in the Ad Hoc 
Group were unlikely to be fruitful as long as the nuclear-weapon States 
did not exhibit genuine political will to reach a satisfactory agreement. 
Australia suggested that the subject should be downgraded in the Com-

The report entitled “Common Security” was transmitted to the Disarmament Com
mission by the Secretary-General as document A/CN. 10/38.

Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement 
No. 27 (A/37/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/335), document CD/280.
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mittee’s programme of work because it had already been exhaustively 
discussed and there did not appear to be anything new for the Ad Hoc 
Working Group to consider. Yugoslavia, which also believed it was not 
necessary for the Group to hold further meetings in the absence of new, 
substantive initiatives on the question, proposed that the Chairman in
stead pursue informal consultations, in particular with delegations of the 
nuclear-weapon States. However, others considered that there was room 
for substantive work by the Group, in spite of the complex and difficult 
nature of the task, and therefore it should continue to explore all possi
bilities for progress.

During the proceedings of the Group, the Chairman suggested three 
approaches, which would not be mutually exclusive, for possible adop
tion by the Group in its consideration of the subject, namely: (a) to con
tinue negotiations towards an agreement on a common formula which 
could be included in an international instrument of a legally binding 
character; (b) to examine the relevance and direct implications of the 
non-first-use of nuclear weapons for the so-called negative security 
assurances; and (c) to adopt any other approach which might help in the 
resolution of some of the problems.

Regarding the method to be followed in the Group’s future work, 
many delegations, while generally welcoming the Chairman’s sugges
tions, indicated that they were flexible on the issue. Additionally, 
Romania specifically suggested the establishment of contact groups to 
consider each of the three subjects it had proposed for inclusion in the 
Group’s future programme of work, namely, eff*orts to reach agreement 
on a common formula, examination of alternatives to such a formula, 
and consideration of means to increase the legal value of the unilateral 
declaration. India proposed a three-stage method of work involving con
sideration of new initiatives, including the change in the French position 
on security assurances and the Soviet Union’s non-first-use declaration; 
the continuation of efforts to elaborate a common formula; and conclu
sions and assessments.

In the discussion, China reiterated that it undertook unconditionally 
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States and nuclear-free zones. The USSR stressed the impor
tance of its unilateral obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons 
and reconfirmed its unilateral commitment never to use or threaten to use 
them against those States which renounced the production and acquisi
tion of such weapons and did not have them on their territories. France 
recalled the change in its unilateral position which it had announced dur
ing the twelfth special session. The United Kingdom and the United 
States pointed out that their unilateral assurances had been offered in 
response to, and given in recognition of, the security concerns expressed 
by the non-nuclear-weapon States, and that those assurances were credi
ble and reliable, and represented firm declarations of policy.

A divergence of views emerged, principally between Western and 
socialist countries, on the relevance of the concept of the non-first-use of
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nuclear weapons to the security assurances made to non-nuclear-weapon 
States. The socialist delegations emphasized that the USSR’s non-first- 
use declaration, made during the twelfth special session, constituted an 
important measure aimed at strengthening the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States. The Western countries argued that the non-first-use con
cept applied to relations among nuclear-weapon States, since it implied a 
possible “second use”; in addition, they felt that the question was not 
relevant to the Group’s work in the light of the ban on the use of force 
already provided for in the Charter of the United Nations. China ex
pressed the view that non-first-use, although it primarily concerned rela
tions among nuclear-weapon States, indirectly affected the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States. Pakistan and Sweden shared the opinion 
that non-first-use was of direct relevance to the work of the Group.

Another question raised in the course of the discussion was that of 
categories of non-nuclear-weapon States which were covered or excluded 
in the five unilateral declarations by the nuclear-weapon States, or which 
should be covered by future arrangements on negative security assur
ances.

In that context, Brazil, on the basis of analysis of the existing uni
lateral declarations, placed the non-nuclear-weapon States in several 
categories, namely, those which: {a) did not possess nuclear weapons; 
{b) had renounced the production and acquisition of nuclear weapons; 
(c) had pledged not to seek nuclear weapons; (rf) were not parties to a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone agreement; (e) did not have nuclear weapons 
on their territories; (/) did not carry out an act of aggression against the 
guarantor or its allies in association or alliance with another nuclear- 
weapon Power; and (g) were parties to the non-proliferation Treaty or a 
similar binding instrument, provided that such unspecified instrument 
also forbade their acquiring nuclear explosive devices.

In its report‘d to the Committee on Disarmament, the Ad Hoc 
Working Group summarized the organization of its work and documen
tation, and indicated briefly the different views that had been expressed 
concerning the various questions it had considered, including those in
volving the political will on the part of nuclear-weapon States; the valid
ity of the unilateral declarations of the nuclear-weapon States and, in 
two cases, their compatibility with obligations under Additional Pro
tocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco; the relationship between non-first- 
use of nuclear weapons and security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon 
States; and the categories of non-nuclear-weapon States implied by the 
unilateral declarations.

In its conclusions and recommendations, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group reaffirmed that non-nuclear-weapon States should be effectively 
assured by the nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons, pending effective measures of nuclear disarmament. 
The substantive negotiations, however, had revealed that specific 
difficulties, related to the differing perceptions of security interests of

Ibid,» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 76.
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some nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, persisted. 
Moreover, the complex nature of the issues involved had continued to 
prevent agreement on a common formula or on an international conven
tion.

In that light, the Group recommended to the Committee that ways 
and means be explored to overcome the difficulties in the negotiations. 
Accordingly, it recommended that a working group be re-established at 
the beginning of the Committee’s 1984 session and that consultations be 
undertaken in order to determine the most appropriate course of action.

On 4 August the group of 21 submitted a statement to the Commit
tee'^ expressing its regret that the nuclear-weapon States had failed to 
meet, at the second special session, the group’s concerns regarding a 
review of their policies and that, in the subsequent discussion in the Ad  
Hoc Working Group, they had persistently upheld their existing 
unilateral declarations which reflected their own subjective approaches, 
with the result that the negotiations on the item could not be carried any 
further. The group of 21 reiterated its belief that the most eflFective 
assurances of security against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
were nuclear disarmament and the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons, and reaffirmed its previously stated position'^ regarding an 
agreement on the question. It held that the inflexibility of the nuclear- 
weapon States had resulted in the impasse, and therefore again urged 
them to display the understanding and political will necessary to reach 
agreement.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

Two items, “Conclusion of an international convention on the 
strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons: report of the Committee on 
Disarmament” and “Conclusion of effective international arrangements 
to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons: report of the Committee on Disarmament”, were in
cluded in the agenda of the thirty-eighth session pursuant to General 
Assembly resolutions 37/80 and 37/81 of the previous year.

The debates, both in plenary meetings and in the First Committee'^ 
neither indicated nor led to any change in the established positions of the 
States concerned. A number of States reaffirmed their call for interna
tional legally binding assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States, most of 
them expressing a preference for an international convention. Kenya, for 
example, in a plenary statement, expressed its conviction that the time 
had come for the adoption, by the Assembly, of a resolution on a con-

Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), document CD/407.
Ibid., Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 2 7 {K /y i/ll and Corr.l), appendix II 

(CD/335), document CD/280.
Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 97th meetings; ibid., 

First Committee^ 3rd to 38th meetings, and ibid., First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, cor
rigendum.
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vention that would guarantee the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Similar positions 
were taken by a number of other, mainly non-aligned, countries in their 
statements in the First Committee. Nigeria demanded that, as a mini
mum and as an earnest of their good intention and commitment not to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States, the nuclear- 
weapon States should agree unconditionally and with the minimum of 
delay to conclude a legally binding instrument on negative security 
assurances. Uganda stressed that all nuclear-weapon States must pledge 
unconditionally not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear-weapon States and that such pledges should be embodied in 
an international agreement of a legally binding nature. In the same vein, 
Madagascar felt that the nuclear-weapon States should give clear, cate
gorical guarantees in a binding international instrument that non- 
nuclear-weapon States would not be threatened or attacked with nuclear 
weapons; that view was shared by Morocco. Zambia said that the ques
tion of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States through 
conclusion of an international convention was of paramount importance 
for it. For the United Republic of Cameroon, the unilateral declarations 
of certain nuclear Powers made no sense unless all other Powers under
took the same commitments and agreed to incorporate them in a binding 
international treaty. Indonesia felt that legal guarantees were needed to 
ensure the security of non-nuclear States pending complete nuclear disar
mament, and Uruguay called for a system of guarantees for States which 
had voluntarily renounced nuclear weaponry.

Those positions of the non-aligned countries were generally sup
ported by the socialist States from Eastern Europe, Bulgaria, the Byelo
russian SSR, Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic 
among them. Czechoslovakia, for example, assured the Committee of its 
readiness to work for the early adoption of an international convention 
of the type mentioned above. It continued to believe that identical 
statements by the five nuclear Powers, buttressed by an authoritative 
decision of the Security Council, could constitute the first step towards 
that goal. The Soviet Union also advocated the speedy solution of the 
question of strengthening the security guarantees of non-nuclear-weapon 
States by the conclusion of an international convention.

The idea of an international convention was questioned, however, 
by a number of Western States, including Spain and, in explanations of 
vote that are discussed below, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands and 
Sweden. Spain, pointing out the complexity of the task, expressed the 
conviction that it was not possible to insist that those guarantees take the 
form of a treaty. It would consider satisfactory whatever arrangements 
would make it possible to reach the envisaged objectives.

Several States expressed their views on the security problems of non- 
nuclear-weapon States in the context of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and of nuclear disarmament measures.

The Netherlands stressed the importance of agreeing on a common
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formula for negative security assurances which would encompass all the 
assurances which each of the nuclear-weapon States had individually 
given to the non-nuclear-weapon States. Such a common formula would, 
in the Netherlands view, strengthen the non-proliferation regime. Por
tugal, as well as Indonesia, Nepal and the Syrian Arab Republic, also 
believed that the adoption of security measures for the benefit of non
nuclear-weapon States would, among other measures in the field of nu
clear disarmament, contribute significantly to the efficacy of the current 
nuclear non-proliferation regime. Romania considered that the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons required, inter alia, genuine and sus
tained measures aimed at nuclear disarmament and the granting of secur
ity guarantees to non-nuclear States. Venezuela pointed out that if the 
nuclear-weapon States were not genuinely prepared to negotiate verifi
able and effective agreements leading to a significant quantitative and 
qualitative reduction in all nuclear weapons, one could not expect States 
that did not possess such weapons, but might see them as a means of 
gaining political or military advantage, to have a genuine interest in 
undertaking a legally binding commitment not to acquire, possess or use 
them. There was, in the opinion of Venezuela, no guarantee against the 
military use of nuclear energy or of nuclear weapons themselves, as long 
as they continued to exist and could be used as instruments of coercion.

A number of delegations regretted that the Committee on Disarma
ment made no progress on the question of negative security guarantees in 
1983. Argentina felt that the Committee had reached a veritable dead
lock and that it did not seem possible to emerge from the area of 
unilateral statements that were not legally binding. Unless there was a 
radical change in the position of nuclear-weapon States, Argentina 
foresaw that further efforts in that area would be futile. The United 
Republic of Cameroon did not think that the Committee on Disarma
ment was moving towards a constructive approach in the matter of con
cluding effective international arrangements to guarantee the security of 
non-nuclear States. It had expected that the Working Group would 
prepare a draft convention on the basis of the draft submitted in 1978. 
The First Committee should seek new initiatives leading to new ap
proaches. Regrets about the lack of progress were also expressed by 
Nepal, Pakistan, Senegal, Togo and Venezuela. Nigeria said the conclu
sion of an instrument on security assurances should take place within the 
multilateral forum of the Committee on Disarmament. Also, Zambia 
said that it was anxious to see progress in the Committee on Disarma
ment in that field, which touched upon the security concerns of the over
whelming majority of the world’s countries.

Several critical comments were made on the positions of nuclear- 
weapon States and their unilateral declarations not to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. Referring to the situation 
in Latin America, Cuba requested practical guarantees that there would 
be no threat or use of nuclear weapons against the Latin American coun
tries. In the view of the Sudan, the stubbornness of the nuclear-weapon 
States in not eliminating the reservations and exceptions in their unilat
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eral declarations ran counter to their commitment to give sound guaran
tees to non-nuclear-weapon States. Indonesia found that nuclear-weapon 
States had, in effect, created a commonality of attitudes, demonstrated 
by their lack of action in providing assurances to the non-nuclear- 
weapon States. Indonesia foresaw two kinds of consequences: expansion 
of blocs because more States wanted protection under nuclear umbrellas, 
or nuclear proliferation in the search for independent means of ensuring 
security. Kenya was concerned that nuclear-weapon States might one day 
attempt nuclear blackmail and, in that connection, noted with apprecia
tion the open declarations of two nuclear-weapon States not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons. According to Nigeria, non-nuclear-weapon 
States were constantly being reminded that unless they paid heed to the 
wishes of the nuclear-weapon States, their very security could not be 
assured. The conditions attached to some of the unilateral declarations, 
in the view of Nigeria, robbed them of their content, value and applica
bility.

Statements along similar lines were made by Brazil, Madagascar, 
Pakistan and the United Republic of Cameroon. Finland, although it 
welcomed the unilateral assurances given so far by the nuclear Powers, 
felt that the security needs of the non-nuclear-weapon States would best 
be served through negotiated arrangements, binding and comprehensive 
in nature. Spain also believed that the unilateral declarations by nuclear- 
weapon States were not enough and that it was important to speed up the 
negotiations for the adoption of measures on that matter.

Of the nuclear-weapon States, only China and the USSR referred to 
the subject of security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States. China 
once again reminded the Committee that on the very day when it first 
successfully conducted its nuclear test, it undertook not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons and not to use them against non-nuclear-weapon 
States and nuclear-weapon-free zones. The Soviet Union, for its part, re
affirmed the declaration that it would never and under no circumstances 
use nuclear weapons against countries that had neither nuclear weapons 
of their own nor foreign nuclear weapons on their territories, and it was 
prepared to conclude necessary agreements on guarantees with non
nuclear States.

Discussing the issue of nuclear-weapon-free zones, Argentina held 
that, in spite of committing themselves not to produce nuclear weapons, 
the States in the area covered by the Treaty of Tlatelolco had not received 
in exchange any real security in their relations with nuclear-weapon 
countries. Sri Lanka expressed full understanding for those who felt that 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone could not exist in a vacuum, and it called for 
an effective commitment from the nuclear-weapon States and States in 
areas contiguous to the zone not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against it. Iraq called on all States, and particularly the nuclear- 
weapon States, to respect the nuclear-weapon-free zones and to provide 
guarantees that they would not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against them.

186



Brazil was of the opinion that the whole question of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones and the extension of negative security assurances had 
to be reassessed in the light of the commitment by the nuclear-weapon 
Powers to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race and to achieve nuclear 
disarmament. The position that nuclear disarmament was the most effec
tive assurance against the threat or use of nuclear weapons was also 
shared by a number of States, including Bangladesh, Hungary, Indone
sia, Mozambique, Pakistan and the Sudan. India particularly stressed 
the need to forswear completely the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons under any circumstances and, in this connection, referred to its 
proposal for a convention on their prohibition.

On 4 November, under the agenda item “Conclusion of effective in
ternational arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”, a draft resolution was sub
mitted by Pakistan. In introducing the proposal on 9 November, Paki
stan reaffirmed its conviction that the most effective assurance against the 
nuclear threat remained the complete prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons and their eventual elimination. However, interim arrangements 
could also play an important role in allaying the legitimate concern of the 
non-nuclear-weapon States as regards threats to their security. Such 
assurances had become all the more essential since meaningful progress 
on nuclear disarmament did not appear likely in the foreseeable future. 
Pakistan regretted that the negotiations undertaken in the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Committee on Disarmament, after some forward 
movement during its 1979 and 1980 sessions, had not proved productive 
since 1981. The second special session, held in 1982, also failed to register 
any progress and there was no response to the concerns of the group of 
21 in that regard from some of the nuclear-weapon States. Pakistan con
tinued to believe that, in order to be effective, assurances to non-nuclear- 
weapon States must be unconditional and of a legally binding nature.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 91 to none, with 5 abstentions (Argentina, Brazil, 
India, United Kingdom and United States). Following the vote, Japan 
expressed reservations about the references in three paragraphs to a 
specific modality of negative security assurances which would seem to 
prejudge the work of the Conference on Disarmament. Japan noted, 
however, that the resolution reflected the trend of the work of the Con
ference’s Working Group, in particular the references to a common for
mula that had figured in its discussions. In the hope that the Conference 
on Disarmament would continue efforts in that direction, Japan had 
voted in favour of the draft resolution.

On 15 December, the draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly by a recorded vote of 141 to none, with 6 abstentions, as reso
lution 38/68, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the need to allay the legitimate concern of the States of the world with 

regard to ensuring lasting security for their peoples,
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Convinced that nuclear weapons pose the greatest threat to mankind and to the sur
vival of civilization,

Deeply concerned at the continuing escalation of the arms race, in particular the 
nuclear-arms race, and the possibility of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, 

Convinced that nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination of nuclear weapons 
are essential to remove the danger of nuclear war,

Taking into account the principle of the non-use of force or threat of force enshrined 
in the Charter of the United Nations,

Deeply concerned about the possibility of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 
Recognizing that the independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of non- 

nuclear-weapon States need to be safeguarded against the use or threat of use of force, in
cluding the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a universal basis, it is im
perative for the international community to develop effective measures to ensure the secu
rity of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons from 
any quarter.

Recognizing that effective measures to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons can constitute a positive contribution to the 
prevention of the spread of nuclear weapons.

Recalling its resolutions 3261 G (XXIX) of 9 December 1974 and 31/189 C of 21 De
cember 1976,

Bearing in mind paragraph 59 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly, in which it urged the nuclear-weapon States to pursue efforts to con
clude, as appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Desirous of promoting the implementation of the relevant provisions of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session,

Recalling its resolutions 33/72 of 14 December 1978, 34/85 of 11 December 1979, 
35/155 of 12 December 1980, 36/95 of 9 December 1981 and 37/81 of 9 December 1982, 

Further recalling paragraph 12 of the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarma
ment Decade, contained in the annex to its resolution 35/46 of 3 December 1980, which 
states, inter alia  ̂ that all efforts should be exerted by the Committee on Disarmament 
urgently to negotiate with a view to reaching agreement on effective international arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons.

Welcoming the in-depth negotiations undertaken in the Committee on Disarmament 
and its A d Hoc Working Group on Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons, with a view 
to reaching agreement on this item.

Noting the proposals submitted under that item in the Committee on Disarmament, in
cluding the drafts of an international convention,

Taking note of the decision of the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Govern
ment of Non-Aligned Countries, held at New Delhi from 7 to 12 March 1983, as well as the 
relevant recommendations of the Organization of the Islamic Conference reiterated at the 
Thirteenth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held at Niamey from 22 to 26 August 
1982, calling upon the Committee on Disarmament to elaborate and reach an agreement on 
an international basis to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons,

Further noting the support expressed in the Committee on Disarmament and in the 
General Assembly for the elaboration of an international convention to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, as well as the difficulties 
pointed out in evolving a common approach acceptable to all,

1. Reaffirms the urgent need to reach agreement on effective international arrange
ments to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons;
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2. Notes with satisfaction that in the Committee on Disarmament there is no objec
tion, in principle, to the idea of an international convention to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, although the difficulties as 
regards evolving a common approach acceptable to all have also been pointed out;

3. Appeals to all States, especially the nuclear-weapon States, to demonstrate the 
political will necessary to reach agreement on a common approach and, in particular, on a 
common formula which could be included in an international instrument of a legally bind
ing character;

4. Recommends that further intensive efforts should be devoted to the search for 
such a common approach or common formula and that the various alternative approaches, 
including in particular those considered in the Committee on Disarmament, should be fur
ther explored in order to overcome the difficulties;

5. Recommends that the Conference on Disarmament should actively continue nego
tiations with a view to reaching early agreement and concluding effective international ar
rangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons, taking into account the widespread support for the conclusion of an international 
convention and giving consideration to any other proposals designed to secure the same ob
jective;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”

On 11 November, under the agenda item “Conclusion of an interna
tional convention on the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”, 
Angola, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Ethiopia, Mongolia, the USSR and Viet Nam submitted a draft 
resolution. In introducing the proposal on 15 November, Bulgaria ex
pressed the opinion of its sponsors that nuclear disarmament and the 
elimination of all types of nuclear weapons would be the most effective 
and reliable measure to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons. However, pending the attainment of 
that ultimate goal, the non-nuclear-weapon States were entitled to 
receive effective security guarantees. The sponsors believed that question 
had recently become even more important and urgent. In the existing cir
cumstances, the international community had reason to demand that 
nuclear-weapon Powers which still abided by war doctrines providing for 
the possible use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States 
having no such weapons on their territories respond to the appeals of the 
overwhelming majority of States to strengthen their security in the most 
effective way. The sponsors regretted that the negotiations in the Com
mittee on Disarmament had not progressed in 1983. Bulgaria stated that 
despite the difficulties, there once again was no objection, in principle, in 
the Committee on Disarmament to the idea of an international conven
tion on strengthening the security guarantees. Proceeding from that 
premise, the sponsors considered that the General Assembly should en
courage the Committee to continue to explore ways and means for over
coming the difficulties and reaching an agreement.

Explaining, before the vote, its abstention on both the proposal in
troduced by Bulgaria and that introduced by Pakistan described above.
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Brazil pointed out that over the past few years it had supported such ini
tiatives, but the attitude of the nuclear-weapon Powers had compelled it 
to revise its position and to withdraw support.

On 23 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 70 to 16 (mainly Western States), with 15 absten
tions.

Following the vote, Japan, which abstained, explained that it 
differed with the views expressed in some of the preambular paragraphs 
and also had reservations about the references in the operative part to a 
particular procedure of negative security assurances, since it would pre
judge the work of the Committee on Disarmament on that matter. Ire
land, which abstained, felt that the draft resolution did not take into 
account the possibility of different approaches to the achievement of in
ternational arrangements and favoured the idea of an international con
vention which would seem to imply further obligations for non-nuclear- 
weapon States. Argentina said it had abstained in both proposals because 
it was necessary to find new ways to make progress towards a truly 
satisfactory solution. Sweden expressed strong reservations about certain 
aspects of concluding an international convention whereby nuclear- 
weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States would enter into some kind of 
mutual obligation, as it felt that the vast majority of non-nuclear- 
weapon States had already made a full undertaking by adhering to the 
non-proliferation Treaty.

The Netherlands said it voted against the resolution because it could 
not condone the accusations against some countries of having prevented 
the Committee on Disarmament from making substantive progress to
wards an agreement. Referring to a NATO declaration to the effect that 
none of its weapons would ever be used except in response to attack, the 
Netherlands stressed that the non-first-use of weapons was the funda
mental pledge, not the non-first-use of nuclear weapons. The prominent 
role of the latter concept in the draft resolution was one of the main 
reasons for its negative vote. The Netherlands also reiterated its reserva
tions about a convention, although it did see some positive changes in the 
wording of the draft, compared with those of previous years.

On 15 December, the draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly by a recorded vote of 108 to 17 (mainly Western States), with 
18 abstentions, as resolution 38/67, which reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Convinced of the need to take effective measures for the strengthening of the security 

of States and prompted by the desire shared by all nations to eliminate war and prevent 
nuclear conflagration,

Taking into account the principle of non-use of force or threat of force enshrined in 
the Charter of the United Nations and reaffirmed in a number of United Nations declara
tions and resolutions,

Considering that, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a universal basis, it is im
perative for the international community to develop effective measures to ensure the secu
rity of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons from 
any quarter.
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Recognizing that effective measures to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons can constitute a positive contribution to the preven
tion of the spread of nuclear weapons,

Noting with satisfaction the desire of States in various regions to prevent nuclear 
weapons from being introduced into their territories, including through the establishment 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among the 
States of the region concerned, and being anxious to contribute to the attainment of this 
objective.

Concerned at the continuing escalation of the arms race, in particular the nuclear-arms 
race, and the increased danger of recourse to use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 

Desirous of promoting the implementation of paragraph 59 of the Final Document of 
the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disar
mament, in which it urged the nuclear-weapon States to pursue efforts to conclude, as ap
propriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Recalling its resolutions on this subject as well as the relevant part of the special report 
of the Committee on Disarmament, submitted to the General Assembly at its twelfth spe
cial session, the second special session devoted to disarmament.

Noting that the Committee on Disarmament considered in 1983 the item entitled 
“Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use 
or threat of use of nuclear weapons” and the work done by its Ad Hoc Working Group on 
this item, as reflected in the report of the Committee on Disarmament,

Noting the proposals submitted under that item in the Committee on Disarmament, in
cluding the drafts of an international convention, and the widespread international support 
for the conclusion of such a convention.

Wishing to promote an early and successful completion of the negotiations in the Con
ference on Disarmament, aimed at the elaboration of a convention on the item.

Further noting that the idea of interim arrangements as a first step towards the conclu
sion of such a convention has also been considered in the Committee on Disarmament, par
ticularly in the form of a Security Council resolution on this subject, and reaffirming the 
calls made in that respect in General Assembly resolutions 35/154 of 12 December 1980, 
36/94 of 9 December 1981 and 37/80 of 9 December 1982,

Convinced that abandoning policies of first use of nuclear weapons would, inter alia, 
constitute a substantive contribution to the efforts to achieve progress towards effective 
strengthening of the security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States,

Welcoming once again the solemn declarations made by some nuclear-weapon States 
concerning non-first-use of nuclear weapons, in particular the obligation not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons, assumed at the highest political level or confirmed at the twelfth 
special session of the General Assembly,

Convinced further that, if all nuclear-weapon States were to assume obligations not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons, that would be tantamount, in practice, to banning the 
use of nuclear weapons against all States, including all non-nuclear-weapon States,

Considering that, in the search for a solution to the problem of security assurances, 
priority should be given to the legitimate security concerns of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States which, by virtue of their forgoing the nuclear option and of not allowing nuclear 
weapons to be stationed on their territories, have every right to expect to be most effectively 
guaranteed against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

1. Reqffirms once again the urgent need to reach agreement on effective international 
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons;

2. Notes with satisfaction that in the Committee on Disarmament there is once again 
no objection, in principle, to the idea of an international convention on this subject, 
although the difficulties involved have also been pointed out;

3. Expresses its regret that the difficulties as regards evolving a common approach ac
ceptable to all, related to differing perceptions of security interests of some nuclear-weapon
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States and non-nuclear-weapon States, have once again prevented the Committee on Disar
mament from making substantive progress towards the achievement of an agreement;

4. Considers that the Conference on Disarmament should continue to explore ways 
and means to overcome the difficulties encountered in the negotiations to reach an ap
propriate agreement on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon 
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

5. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue the negotiations, as recom
mended in the report of the Committee on Disarmament on its 1983 session, with a view to 
concluding an international instrument of a legally binding character to assure non-nuclear- 
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Conclusion of an international convention on the strengthening of the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.

Conclusion

There was again no substantive progress during 1983 towards effective in
ternational assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons, either in the Committee on Disarma
ment or in the General Assembly.

Differing views persisted on the scope, nature and substance, as well 
as form, of possible arrangements. Although many States favoured the 
conclusion of an international convention, opposition to the practical 
implementation of that idea continued. In addition, there were divergent 
views on whether or not the nuclear-weapon States had exhibited genuine 
political will, on the value and application of their unilateral declarations 
regarding the non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon 
States, and on the relevance of pledges on the non-first-use of nuclear 
weapons to security assurances offered to non-nuclear-weapon States.

Without rapprochement between the basic views on security held by 
the non-nuclear-weapon States and the nuclear-weapon States, as well as 
within the group of nuclear-weapon States, the existing impasse seems 
likely to remain. In accordance with the two resolutions adopted by the 
General Assembly, the Conference on Disarmament will continue to ex
plore ways and means to overcome the difficulties in the negotiations.
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C H A P T E R  IX

Cessation of nuclear-weapon tests

Introduction

T h e  c o m p l e t e  c e s s a t io n  o f  n u c l e a r -w e a p o n  t e s t s  is widely considered 
essential for curbing the qualitative nuclear arms race, but the prospect 
for early achievement of such a comprehensive ban remained unlikely as 
of the end of 1983. The General Assembly, in 1978, accorded the highest 
priority to nuclear disarmament in the Final Document* of its first special 
session devoted to disarmament, and regarded the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon testing as a most important initial measure. Similar priority was 
given to the subject outside the aegis of the United Nations, among 
others, by ICDSI,^ which, in 1982, called for concentrated efforts to 
negotiate a treaty banning all nuclear tests and for a voluntary 
moratorium on all such tests pending the conclusion of the treaty. The 
subject has actually been on the agenda of bilateral, trilateral and 
multilateral negotiating forums since the early 1950ŝ  but, despite these 
efforts, only partial results have been achieved. First, the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States signed on 5 August 1963 the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and under Water,^ known as the partial test-ban Treaty, which has 
been the most important achievement so far. Although some 110 States 
are parties to the Treaty, it has two main limitations: it does not limit 
testing underground and two nuclear-weapon States, China and France, 
are not parties. France, however, has not conducted tests in the three 
prohibited environments since 1974.

In spite of the aim of the original parties to the partial test-ban 
Treaty to seek, as stated in its preamble, “to achieve the discontinuance 
of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time”—which was re
called in the preamble of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

 ̂ See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. IIL

 ̂See **Common Securit/\ a report of ICDSI, A/CN. 10/38, pp. 153-154.
 ̂ See The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, 

Sales No. 70.IX.1), part four.
 ̂United Nations, Treaty Series^ vol. 480, No. 6964, p. 43. The text is reproduced in 

Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 2nd edition: 1982 
(United Nations publication. Sales No. E.83.IX.5).
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Weapons^ — negotiations between the USSR, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, which began in 1977 with a view to formulating a com
prehensive nuclear-weapon test-ban treaty and protocol covering nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes, failed to produce such a treaty. The 
three States concerned submitted, on 30 July 1980, the latest in a series of 
reports to the Committee on Disarmament on their negotiations^ but, 
although it recorded considerable progress, the trilateral negotiations 
were suspended in 1980 and had not been resumed as of the end of 1983.

On the other hand, further bilateral negotiations between the Soviet 
Union and the United States since the partial test-ban Treaty came into 
effect have resulted in further limitations in nuclear testing. Under the 
Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests,^ also referred to as the threshold test-ban Treaty, which was signed 
on 3 July 1974, the two agreed not to carry out any tests of weapons hav
ing a yield in excess of 150 kilotons after 31 March 1976, and to keep 
their underground tests to a minimum. A Protocol to the Treaty pro
vided for an extensive exchange of scientific data to increase the accuracy 
of verification measures. Two years later, on 28 May 1976, the two 
signed the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet SociaUst Republics on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes,® which prohibits any individual nuclear explosion 
having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons, any group explosion having an ag
gregate yield exceeding 1,500 kilotons or any group explosion having an 
aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilotons, unless the individual explosions in 
the group can be identified and measured by agreed verification proce
dures. The Protocol to the Treaty set forth specific arrangements for en
suring that no weapon-related benefits precluded by the threshold test- 
ban Treaty could be derived by carrying out a nuclear explosion for 
peaceful purposes. As of the end of 1983, however, neither of the two 
Treaties had entered into force, but both parties were generally under
stood to be observing them.

As to multilateral negotiations, the cessation of nuclear-weapon 
tests has been discussed specifically in the General Assembly and the 
Committee on Disarmament and its predecessor bodies, but only in 
general terms in the Disarmament Commission. The General Assembly 
has adopted numerous resolutions on the subject which may be classified 
in three main groups: those by which it has called for the conclusion of a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty; those by which it has requested the Com
mittee on Disarmament to initiate negotiations on such a treaty; and 
those by which it has called upon the nuclear-weapon States to refrain

 ̂General Assembly resolution 2373 (XXII), annex. The text is reproduced in Status o f 
Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements.

 ̂See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement 
No. 27{A/35/21), appendix II (CD/139), vol. II, document CD/130; see also The Year
book, vol. 5: 1980, chap. VIII.

 ̂United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1042, No. 13446.
8 A/31/125.

194



from further testing pending the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty.
In 1982 the Committee on Disarmament discussed the question in 

detail, including the need for an ad hoc working group to deal with it and 
the mandate of such a group. The United States took the position that if 
consensus could be reached that such a group would deal with its fore
most concerns of verification and compliance, it would join in that con
sensus. That modification of position was cautiously welcomed, and in 
April the Committee decided to establish the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
a Nuclear-Test Ban, with a compromise draft mandate “. . . to discuss 
and define, through substantive examination, issues relating to verifica
tion and compliance with a view to making further progress towards a 
nuclear test ban. . . . ”’ During the second part of the Committee’s ses
sion, in July, the United States announced that it had come to a decision, 
in the existing international climate, not to resume trilateral negotiations 
or to ratify the threshold test-ban and peaceful nuclear explosions 
Treaties. In the meetings of the Group, which took place following the 
United States announcement, different opinions were expressed, primar
ily on the question of its mandate, and no substantive progress was 
made. Moreover, China and France did not participate in its proceed
ings.

In 1982 no tangible progress was made in the General Assembly dur
ing either its second special session devoted to disarmament or its thirty- 
seventh session. In addition to two items on the agenda pursuant to 
resolutions previously adopted on the subject, at the request of the Soviet 
Union a new agenda item entitled “Immediate cessation and prohibition 
of nuclear-weapon tests” was allocated to the First Committee; it in
cluded “Basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibi
tion of nuclear-weapon tests”. The Assembly accordingly adopted three 
resolutions on the subject:

(a) Resolution 37/72, by which, inter aliUy it reaffirmed that a 
treaty prohibiting all nuclear-test explosions for all time was a matter of 
the highest priority; urged the three original parties to the partial test-ban 
Treaty to continue negotiations to that end; likewise urged all members 
of the Committee on Disarmament to assign to the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on item 1 of the Committee’s agenda (“Nuclear-test ban”) a man
date which should provide for the multilateral negotiation of such a 
treaty, which the Committee would try to submit to the Assembly in 
1983; and called on the original three, as depositaries, to halt all nuclear- 
test explosions through either a trilateral moratorium or unilateral mora- 
toria;

(b) Resolution Zl/lZ, by which, inter alia, it reaffirmed its convic
tion that a treaty to achieve a comprehensive test ban was of the “greatest 
urgency and highest priority”; noted that in 1982, the Committee on 
Disarmament had established dm Ad Hoc Working Group under item 1 
of its agenda and had requested it to discuss and define issues relating to

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No 27 
(A/37/27 and Corr.l), para. 39.
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verification and compliance with a view to making further progress, and 
that the Group had initiated its work; and requested the Committee to 
continue its consideration of those issues and to take the necessary steps 
to initiate substantive negotiations in order that the draft of a treaty 
might be submitted to the General Assembly at the earliest possible date;

(c) As a result of the Soviet initiative, resolution 37/85, by which, 
inter alia, it referred to the Committee on Disarmament, for its con
sideration, the basic provisions of a treaty, which were annexed to the 
resolution.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The issue of the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests was not considered as 
a separate item by the Disarmament Conmiission in 1983. It was, how
ever, addressed by several members during the general exchange of views 
or in concluding statements'® and, in addition, in the context of item 4 of 
the Commission’s agenda concerning the arms race, particularly its 
nuclear aspects, and a general approach to disarmament (see page 9 
above).

Among the measures of nuclear arms limitation and disarmament 
which were singled out as being particularly important, the comprehen
sive banning of the testing of nuclear weapons was mentioned as being a 
high priority requirement by a number of States, including Bulgaria, 
Egypt, Nigeria, Spain, Sweden and Yugoslavia. Bulgaria, for instance, 
placed the item first in a list of fundamental questions of disarmament to 
which the Eastern European countries attached great importance, while 
Spain stated, in the context of agenda item 4, that a complete prohibition 
on nuclear tests was an objective of the greatest importance to all. 
Sweden, for its part, noted that a comprehensive test-ban treaty would be 
of great importance in stopping the qualitative arms race.

The Soviet Union stressed that a reliable barrier to the creation of 
new types and systems of nuclear weapons would be the prohibition of 
their testing, and that a good basis for speedy agreement on the question 
was found in the basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, which it had proposed to the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirty-seventh session. The USSR later related its 
proposal for the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests to its policy on the 
prevention of nuclear war.

Japan, noting that ideals and noble words were not the equivalent of 
real disarmament, emphasized the importance of making step-by-step 
efforts to establish a world-wide, interconnected seismological observa
tory network so that reliable verification mechanisms could enable a 
comprehensive nuclear test-ban convention to become reality. Regarding 
the matter as one of urgent priority, Japan felt that an atmosphere of 
mutual trust and confidence would grow as such efforts proceeded.

See A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
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Mexico observed that the item entitled “Nuclear-test ban” had been 
at the top of the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament since 1979 
and, given the lack of progress on that item and others, felt that two of 
the three depositaries of the partial test-ban and non-proliferation 
Treaties had maintained a stance which contradicted their undertakings.

As it was unable to achieve consensus on a set of recommendations 
for submission to the Commission’s Committee of the Whole, the Con
tact Group which had been established to deal with item 4 suggested that 
the Committee include in its report to the Commission an annex entitled 
“Compilation of proposals for recommendations on agenda item 4”. 
Among them, it included a recommendation containing three alternative 
proposed texts," shown as tentative by being placed almost entirely in 
brackets, all of them referring to negotiation and conclusion of a 
nuclear-test-ban treaty; it also included two bracketed texts, to be added 
at the end of the recommendation, which called for a moratorium on or 
stoppage of nuclear tests, pending the conclusion of a treaty. Due to the 
lack of agreement on a set of recommendations, the Disarmament Com
mission decided that item 4 of its agenda would be considered further at 
its 1984 substantive session.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

In 1983, the item on a nuclear-test ban was once again the lead item on 
the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament.

In his statement before the Committee on 15 February, the Secre- 
tary-General noted that no issue in the history of nuclear arms limitation 
had been given more prominence and attention than that of the com
prehensive test ban but, in spite of tremendous intellectual and technical 
efforts, including those by the Committee on Disarmament, it still re
mained unresolved. Recalling that his predecessors were unanimous in 
their strong support for a solution of the problem, which was long over
due, he urged the Committee to make every effort to reach agreement on 
that key question.

In their opening statements as well as during later stages of the Com
mittee’s session,'^ a large number of delegations associated themselves 
with the sentiments expressed by the Secretary-General. To Sweden, it 
appeared that no issue was blocking international disarmament as much 
as the absence of serious negotiations on a ban on the testing of nuclear 
weapons, and that the only reason for a country to refuse to negotiate 
such a ban seriously was its own desire to continue the testing and devel
opment of such weapons. Brazil stressed that the question of the nuclear- 
test ban was directly relevant to the prevention of nuclear war since, in its 
view, it constituted an essential step towards nuclear disarmament. Brazil

' • Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), annex VIII, sect. I, recommendation 3.

'2 Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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was, however, pessimistic as to the prospects for its immediate solution, 
given the positions of four nuclear-weapon States.

Members of the group of 21 and the socialist States in the Commit
tee generally reaffirmed the view that the Committee on Disarmament 
should proceed without further delay to negotiations on the text of a 
nuclear-test-ban treaty and that the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group, first set up in 1982, should be broadened accordingly. Argentina 
felt that the efforts of a working group with a mandate so limited that 
there was room for doubt as to its actual usefulness were no substitute 
for negotiations. For many members, among them Algeria, Ethiopia, the 
German Democratic Repubhc, India, Mexico, Mongolia, Pakistan, Sri 
Lanka and Sweden, problems of verification and compliance with a 
nuclear-test ban were either solved or very close to solution and should 
not, therefore, be used to delay negotiation of all other important aspects 
of a future treaty. Pakistan held that as long as verification issues were 
considered in isolation from the purpose and scope of a nuclear-test ban, 
the Working Group was destined to make little progress towards agree
ment on a treaty.

On the other hand, various Western and other members of the Com
mittee, including Australia, Belgium, Italy and Japan, as well as 
Norway—a non-member —felt that the compromise mandate of the Ad  
Hoc Working Group, which had been agreed upon by consensus, pro
vided a valuable area for discussion which was far from exhausted. It 
permitted consideration of a broad range of substantive questions which 
had long been stumbling blocks in the search for a comprehensive test 
ban and which should be clarified without further delay, they held. The 
United Kingdom and the United States, for instance, pointed, among 
other things, to the need to examine verification for the case of a total 
absence of nuclear explosions, including those described as peaceful, on 
a world-wide basis; the United States also identified two areas for further 
study: seismic means of verification and a regime to ensure compliance. 
It reiterated that while it was not at the time prepared to negotiate a 
treaty, it had no ulterior wish to avoid discussion of other aspects of a 
test ban. Therefore, it held, the mandate was sufficiently broad in all 
respects. Italy also felt that the 1982 mandate did not prevent the Work
ing Group from taking up any question connected with a comprehensive 
test ban. Australia, while recognizing that the mandate—limited to 
issues of verification and compliance—had been perceived by all as only 
a beginning, thought that those issues required further attention. Japan 
also believed that unless they were given adequate consideration, the 
road to a truly meaningful draft treaty would be very difficult to find.

The Soviet Union noted that the question had been under discussion 
for nearly 30 years in various forums, with a view to arriving at an appro
priate treaty, and that it and a majority of the Committee felt negotia
tions should be brought to the speediest possible conclusion. It con
sidered that the Ad Hoc Working Group the previous year had had an 
exchange of views on verification and that it was regrettable that some 
States had argued abstractly about control. It held that the compromise

198



mandate had been agreed to on the understanding that it was provisional 
and would be reviewed in 1983. For the USSR, the complete cessation of 
nuclear-weapon tests by all States and in all environments would be a 
major step in the direction of lessening the nuclear threat and curbing the 
nuclear arms race. In order to contribute to an early solution of that 
problem, it was tabling for consideration by the Committee the “Basic 
provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests”'̂  which it had originally submitted to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-seventh session, as mentioned above, and it re
viewed the highlights and main features of that proposal. The Soviet 
Union further reaffirmed its proposal that all nuclear-weapon States 
declare a moratorium on all nuclear explosions, including those con
ducted for peaceful purposes, pending the conclusion of a nuclear-test- 
ban treaty.

In his general statement to the Committee on Disarmament, Vice- 
President Bush of the United States noted that a comprehensive ban on 
nuclear tests was one of the major issues before the Committee. It also 
remained a long-term goal of his Government, which would continue to 
work towards its achievement. Referring to the work of the Group of 
Scientific Experts on a global monitoring system, he stressed that 
verification was one area, in particular, in which the United States be
lieved greater progress had to be made in order to proceed towards a ban 
on nuclear tests. In that connection, he mentioned the instrumentality of 
the United States in forming the Ad Hoc Working Group in 1982, and 
expressed the hope that the Committee would continue its work in that 
area in 1983.

At an early stage France reiterated its decision not to participate in 
the proceedings of the Ad Hoc Working Group in 1983. It stated that its 
decision did not mean that it underestimated the importance of estab
lishing an eff'ective and non-discriminatory international verification 
system. China, also declining participation in the Group, maintained its 
long-standing position that if the United States and the Soviet Union 
took the lead in halting the testing, improvement and production of 
nuclear weapons and in reducing by 50 per cent all such weapons and 
means of delivery, it would then be prepared to assume similar obliga
tions through negotiations with all other nuclear-weapon States and to 
reduce its nuclear weapons proportionally until all were destroyed.

On 29 March 1983, the Committee on Disarmament decided to re
establish the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban on the basis 
of its 1982 mandate"* and appointed Ambassador G. Herder, later suc
ceeded by Ambassador H. Rose, both of the German Democratic Repub
lic, as its Chairman. It also decided that the mandate might thereafter be 
revised by the Committee, and that it would consider that question with 
appropriate urgency. In that regard, the Chairman of the Committee set

‘3 Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), document CD/346; the text of the “Basic provisions” is 
reproduced in The Yearbook^ vol. 7: 1982, chap. X, resolution 37/85, annex.

Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 10.
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5 April as the date for examination of the Working Group’s mandate, 
which was further considered at an informal meeting of the Committee 
on 12 April. Thereafter, in a plenary meeting, he summarized the debates 
that had taken place, both formal and informal, on the issue. The Chair
man stressed that it had once again become clear that while a number of 
delegations held the view that the existing mandate was too narrow and 
that its scope should be widened, others were of the opinion that the 
mandate had not nearly been exhausted and that a great deal of useful 
work could still be done under it. Consequently, he concluded that no 
consensus had emerged on a revision of the mandate, either by drawing 
on the proposal that had been tabled by the group of 21 in 1981,'^ 
modified as suggested orally by India at the plenary meeting of the Com
mittee on 5 April 1983, or on the basis of the new draft proposed on 
behalf of the group of socialist countries by Mongolia at the same 
meeting. While recording that conclusion, which, he stated, did not rule 
out further informal contacts on the issue, the Chairman noted some 
constructive trends which, in his view, had emerged from the consulta
tions, in particular the acceptance of a broad interpretation of the ex
isting mandate. He felt that such a flexible approach could open the way 
for a wide-ranging, substantive examination by the Working Group of 
most, if not all, essential and relevant issues relating to the item on the 
Committee’s agenda. In commenting on the Chairman’s conclusions, the 
Soviet Union stressed that no broadened interpretation of the mandate 
could be a substitute for broadening the mandate itself. Argentina 
pointed out that the rules of procedure of the Committee on Disarma
ment already provided for the right of each delegation to raise any issue 
which it might deem relevant to the question under discussion.

Once the re-established Ad Hoc Working Group began its work, 
most of the Committee’s activity on the item was carried out in the 
Group’s closed meetings, although delegations also continued to address 
it in plenary meetings, often through documents submitted to and in
troduced in the Committee.

In particular, during the second part of the session, Sweden in
troduced its “Draft treaty banning any nuclear-weapon test explosion in 
any environment”,*̂  which prompted several comments regarding its 
provisions. In the introduction, it reviewed the unsuccessful efforts over 
20 years for the cessation of all testing of nuclear weapons. In that light, 
Sweden built upon the draft treaty it had submitted in 1 9 7 7 ,taking into 
account developments since then, in particular, the progress achieved in

*5 Ibid., Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/36/27), appendix II (CD/228), 
document CD/181.

•6 Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr. 1), appendix II 
(CD/421), document CD/381.

Ibid., Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/32/27), annex II, docu
ment CCD/526/Rev.l; the draft treaty is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, ap
pendix VI.
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trilateral talks,’* other working papers of the Committee‘S and the work 
of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, outlined below. As to the 
draft treaty itself, it would be comprehensive, provide for parties to keep 
under consideration the question of arrangements for nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes and be open to all States; its verification ar
rangements would be ready for implementation when the treaty entered 
into force. Those arrangements would include the international exchange 
of seismological and other data, as well as international on-site inspec
tion and certain consultative, expert and secretariat machinery. The text 
of the draft treaty together with its protocols is reproduced in appen
dix VIII below.

Czechoslovakia felt that both the Swedish initiative and the earlier 
Soviet document, already referred to above, were comprehensive pro
posals which contained common elements on a number of basic aspects 
of a future treaty and would permit the Committee on Disarmament to 
start serious drafting work; therefore, it held, the mandate of the Work
ing Group was obviously totally inadequate and should be adjusted. To 
the German Democratic Republic, it also appeared that both documents 
envisaged similar provisions with regard to such main issues as the scope 
of prohibition, a solution for the question of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes, the procedure for the entry of the treaty into force 
and the overall approach to verification. It was convinced that certain 
differences between them concerning detailed questions of verification 
could be overcome through negotiations. Cuba, with regard to the 
Swedish draft treaty, questioned the need to include references to large 
non-nuclear explosions or provision for a system of exchange of data on 
atmospheric radioactivity. Australia and the Netherlands felt that the 
Swedish document was an imaginative attempt to encompass various 
proposals on the issue. They remained sceptical, however, about the 
prospects of regulating the use of nuclear explosions for peaceful pur
poses, believing they should also be banned.

The United Kingdom, in the second part of the session, stated that a 
comprehensive test ban which met all the necessary requirements would 
be an important measure of disarmament, but that it must take place 
within the framework of an effective nuclear disarmament process and 
take full account of the need for States to protect their security. Bearing 
that in mind, it submitted two working papers to the Committee:^® the 
first on peaceful nuclear explosions in relation to a nuclear-test ban and 
the second on verification aspects of a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

*8 Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/35/27), appendix II (CD/139),
document CD /130; see also The Yearbook, vol. 5: 1980, chap. VIII.

particular, ibid.. Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 27 {K n s /ll) , appendix II 
document CD/95 (Australia); ibid., Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/37/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/335), document CD/312 (Netherlands); and ibid.. 
Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 2 7 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), 
document CD/346 (USSR).

20 Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27(Kmm and Corr.l), appendix II
(CD/421), documents CD/383 and 402.
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The question of the scope of such a treaty was commented upon by 
several delegations in connection with the first paper. In it the United 
Kingdom argued that since any nuclear explosive device was capable of 
being used as a weapon, confidence in a comprehensive treaty could only 
be ensured if a ban on all nuclear explosions accompanied its entry into 
force and it subsequently questioned whether nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes could be carried out under arrangements precluding 
any possibility of military benefits. The United Kingdom, for its part, 
stated that it would be prepared to renounce permanently the right to 
conduct nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes as part of an agree
ment on a comprehensive test ban of all nuclear explosions in all en
vironments. The Netherlands also took that view and observed that there 
were few potential applications for peaceful nuclear explosions. Con
sidering environmental and other problems, it concluded, peaceful 
nuclear explosions were of marginal economic value, if any.

Brazil found that position to be inconsistent with the obligations 
entered into under the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty, as well as under arti
cle V of the non-proliferation Treaty, by which potential benefits from 
any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions would be made available 
to non-nuclear-weapon States parties. It also found it to be inconsistent 
with the progress reported in the trilateral negotiations in 1980 and with 
the terms of the unratified bilateral Treaty of 1976 on peaceful nuclear 
explosions. In Brazil’s view, that reflected a continuing discriminatory 
approach which must be changed, in a manner consistent with the obliga
tions of the nuclear Powers, to one of willingness to negotiate seriously 
and multilaterally with regard to the nuclear-test ban. Later, the Soviet 
Union stated that the United Kingdom’s document indicated that since 
the suspension of the trilateral talks in 1980, the Western participants 
therein had changed their position in respect of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes (which, it had been agreed, would be dealt with in a 
protocol), seismic verification (which, it had been agreed, could be 
worked out in detail by experts), and on-site inspections (which, it had 
been agreed in principle, could be on a voluntary basis). The USSR, for 
its part, was convinced that progress depended on widening the areas of 
agreement rather than raising additional problems. Moreover, it con
tinued to attach great importance—albeit secondary by comparison with 
the goal of the complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests—to nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes and was convinced also that an appro
priate regime for their conduct could be worked out after the conclusion 
of the prospective treaty.

In its reply to such statements, the United Kingdom, stressing that a 
great deal of work was required if remaining diff“erences were to be over
come, felt that the question was not whether nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes should be addressed in a treaty, but how; in that light 
it did not see any inconsistencies in its approach and that set out in the 
trilateral report, which had also called for a separate protocol to preclude 
military benefits. It emphasized that a satisfactory solution of that issue 
was crucial to the success of any nuclear-test-ban treaty.
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Another question that gave rise to a substantive debate in the Com
mittee was the verification system of a future nuclear-test ban. In addi
tion to the United Kingdom, several members, among them Australia, 
Japan, Norway and Sweden, submitted working papers^* dealing with 
various aspects of that question. The United Kingdom felt that there 
would be an unacceptable risk in a test-ban treaty which did not provide 
adequate assurance against non-compliance. It argued that currently 
available verification means left gaps which might make it possible to 
conduct underground nuclear-weapon-test explosions at yields up to 
some tens of kilotons without detection. Commenting on that argument, 
the Soviet Union maintained that currently available seismic means of 
detection and identification —as indeed those which had existed even 10 
to 20 years before—were quite sufficient to provide adequate assurance 
of compliance with a treaty, in combination with other verification pro
cedures, such as on-site inspections on a voluntary basis, which had 
earlier been agreed to in principle. With reference to the questions raised 
in both of the United Kingdom’s documents, it stressed that they were 
not new and, as the tripartite negotiations had shown, could be solved on 
a mutually acceptable basis if there were a sincere desire for and interest 
in the conclusion of a treaty. The other papers dealt with such areas as in
stitutional arrangements, seismic exchanges and airborne radioactivity.

On separate occasions during the session, on the basis of its meet
ings of 7 to 18 February and 11 to 22 July, the Ad Hoc Group of Scien
tific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect 
and Identify Seismic Events, consisting of experts from 20 countries and 
a representative from the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), 
submitted its fifteenth and sixteenth progress r e p o r t s . D r .  Ola 
Dahlman, the new Chairman of the Group, in introducing the later 
report, stated that although significant progress had been made towards 
reaching a consensus on the draft text of its third and final report to the 
Committee on Disarmament, the Group needed one more meeting in 
1984 to complete its work, particularly with regard to the detailed 
technical instructions which would be annexed to the report. He further 
informed the Committee of the preparations being made for a new exper
imental exercise to be held in 1984 on the exchange and analysis of 
seismological data through the Global Telecommunication System of 
WMO.

A number of States, including Australia, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, the USSR and the 
United States, commented on the reports of the Ad Hoc Group, gener
ally expressing appreciation for its work. Australia felt that there was 
much that the Group could do in further refining operating procedures 
and techniques in anticipation of the day when negotiations on a compre
hensive test ban commenced. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, while

Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), documents CD/384 and CD/400 (Australia); CD/388, 
CD/389 and CD/390 (Japan); CD/395 (Norway); and CD/403 (Sweden).

22 Ibid., documents CD/348 and CD/399.
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attaching great importance to the work of the Group, emphasized that its 
future activity should be solely in the context of actual negotiations on a 
treaty, since otherwise that activity would mislead world public opinion 
as to the true situation in the Committee on Disarmament on the issue. 
At its plenary meetings on 12 April and 2 August respectively, the Com
mittee adopted the recommendations contained in the Group’s progress 
reports concerning its future sessions.

As indicated above, the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test 
Ban met throughout the Committee’s session under its 1982 mandate. On 
29 April, it adopted its programme of work which provided for the 
examination of all aspects of a comprehensive test-ban treaty relevant to 
the issues of verification and compliance, in conformity with the provi
sions of paragraph 31 of the Final Document of the Tenth Specid Ses
sion of the General Assembly, and enumerated specific topics for discus
sion, within the mandate, as follows:

1. Requirements and elements of verification
2. Means of verification, inter alia:

{a) national technical means
{b) international exchange of seismic data

3. Procedures and mechanisms for consultation and co-operation
4. Committee of Experts
5. Procedures for complaints
6. On-site inspection

It agreed to draw upon existing proposals, prior experience and the work 
of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. The Working Group held 
17 meetings between 8 April and 16 August.

Following the conclusion of its work, the Group submitted its report 
to the Committee.^^ It reported, inter alia, that differences of opinion 
persisted with regard to the scope of a nuclear-test ban, particularly in 
respect of the question of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes; the 
positions taken were essentially the same as those voiced in plenary 
meetings. The Group further registered a general recognition that the 
participation of all nuclear-weapon States was important in order to 
achieve an effective nuclear-test-ban treaty, although some delegations, 
in the interest of achieving early agreement, felt that it could come into 
force with the adherence by the USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States.

The report also affirmed that the Group had conducted an examina
tion of the substance of all the items set out in its programme of work 
and had identified the areas of agreement, as well as of continuing 
disagreement, with respect of the various elements and means of a verifi
cation system for a nuclear-test-ban treaty.

The Working Group was not able to make a consensus recommen
dation regarding the subsequent course of action which the Committee

Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 27-32.
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on Disarmament should take on the item owing to the continuing dis
agreement as to whether the mandate of the Group had been fulfilled and 
thus needed revision to enable negotiations to commence. In conclusion, 
the Group reported that a large number of delegations had requested that 
the question of the mandate be taken up by the Committee at the begin
ning of its 1984 session. At its plenary meeting on 23 August, the Com
mittee on Disarmament adopted the report of the Group.

In plenary meetings at the end of the session, Australia and Pakistan 
expressed support of the view that ihtAdHoc  Working Group should be 
accorded a negotiating mandate in 1984, while the United Kingdom and 
the United States felt that many difficulties had yet to be overcome and 
that forced consideration of the mandate hindered progress on substan
tive matters.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At the thirty-eighth session, over 50 Member States addressed the issue 
of the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests in their statements in plenary 
meetings and in the First Committee.^^

Noting the twentieth anniversary of the partial test-ban Treaty of 
1963, many among them, including Austria, Brazil, Burma, Cuba, Cy
prus, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Ireland, Madagascar, Nepal, New Zea
land, Qatar, Sweden, Venezuela and Zambia, expressed regret over what 
they saw as the failure of nuclear-weapon States parties to honour the 
undertaking contained in the preamble of that Treaty, to seek to achieve 
the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time. 
Austria observed that in spite of the tremendous efforts expended on the 
subject, the prospects for its solution had become even gloomier because 
the debate, in particular in recent years, had disclosed the fundamental 
obstacle to progress: the unwillingness of some nuclear-weapon States to 
relinquish nuclear-test explosions as a means of enhancing the effec
tiveness of their nuclear arsenals. To Brazil it appeared that the continual 
testing of nuclear weapons was incompatible with the above-mentioned 
undertaking of the original parties to the Treaty, and that the reported 
position of the United States called for clarification to ascertain whether 
it amounted to an implicit denunciation of the Treaty.

Critical remarks were also addressed to nuclear-weapon States par
ties with regard to their commitment under article VI of the non
proliferation Treaty of 1968. Sweden held that without a nuclear-test 
ban, the risk of proliferation of nuclear weapons was increasing day by 
day. It further argued that, having neglected their obligations, nuclear- 
weapon States could not expect universal accession to that Treaty. 
Pakistan contended that a comprehensive test ban was the essential first 
step towards progress in nuclear disarmament, and making it into a long-

24 Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 97th meetings; ibid., 
First Committee, 3rd to 40th meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, cor
rigendum.
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term goal would have negative effects on both vertical and horizontal 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

A number of countries voiced frustration over the continuing im
passe on the issue in the Committee on Disarmament. Eastern European 
and some other States held that the lack of progress was due to the atti
tude of some Western countries, particularly two nuclear-weapon States. 
Czechoslovakia stated that proof of the political nature of their position 
was reflected in those countries’ negative approach to the basic provisions 
of a treaty the Soviet Union had submitted the previous year, which had 
codified understanding reached trilaterally. Argentina deplored that the 
question of a nuclear-test ban was no longer a priority issue for one of 
the main and essential protagonists. That view had trapped the Commit
tee on Disarmament with a Working Group with a limited mandate. The 
USSR held that the United States position indicated that the complete 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests as an arms limitation measure had 
fallen victim to its new nuclear-weapon programmes. At the same time, 
the USSR proposed a moratorium on all nuclear explosions pending the 
conclusion of a treaty, and reaffirmed its readiness to give eff̂ ect to the 
bilateral Treaties limiting underground nuclear-weapon tests and under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, provided the United 
States would do likewise.

Speaking on behalf of the ten member States of the European Com
munity, Greece reiterated their support for the provisions of the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session with regard to the complete 
cessation of nuclear tests. A number of Western and other States drew 
particular attention to the question of verification of such a ban. The 
United States said that it was continuing to seek ways to verify nuclear- 
testing limitations eff*ectively. The Netherlands attached great impor
tance to the speedy conclusion of a comprehensive treaty which would 
encompass so-called peaceful nuclear explosions, and was convinced that 
while a number of problems, technical as well as organizational, remain
ed to be solved, adequate verification of such a ban was feasible. It ap
pealed to all delegations involved in the deliberations in the Committee 
on Disarmament to approach the remaining problems in a positive and 
realistic frame of mind. In view of the current level of technological 
sophistication, Japan regarded the questions of verification and com
pliance as central to a comprehensive test ban in the 1980s, and hoped the 
Committee would continue to consider those issues seriously in order to 
narrow the diff'erences between member States. Although Egypt regarded 
verification and control as important, it agreed with the view of the 
group of 21 in the Committee on Disarmament that current means were 
sufficient, and it was political decision that was lacking.

For a number of countries, one of the major prerequisites for 
achieving a nuclear-test-ban treaty was a solution of the problem of its 
scope. In addition to the Netherlands, New Zealand and Turkey main
tained that any future treaty should ban all types of nuclear explosions, 
including those conducted for peaceful purposes. Brazil, however, held 
that by raising that question as an obstacle to the achievement of an
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eflfective test ban, the United States, the United Kingdom and some of 
their allies were, in fact, insisting on discussing the non-existent, while 
ignoring the ongoing testing of nuclear weapons.

A number of States, among them Egypt, Mongolia, Morocco, Ni
geria, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Uganda and Zambia, emphasized their belief 
that China and France should join the efforts in the Committee on Dis
armament to elaborate a nuclear-test-ban treaty. For Egypt, it seemed 
absurd to reach agreement on such a treaty without the participation and 
approval of all nuclear-weapon States. Nigeria could not envisage the 
conclusion of a treaty that failed to win the concurrence and commit
ment of all the nuclear-weapon States.

China reiterated its proposal to the effect that after the Soviet Union 
and the United States had agreed to stop testing, improving and manu
facturing nuclear weapons and agreed to reduce them by half, a widely 
representative international conference should be convened with the par
ticipation of all nuclear-weapon States to negotiate the general reduction 
of nuclear weapons.

In addressing the Assembly, President Mitterrand of France stated 
that his country was concerned about the controversies over its tests and 
announced that it had decided to open its underground nuclear-test sites 
to a fact-finding visit of scientific personages from the South Pacific 
region; he hoped that that example would be followed by other nuclear- 
weapon States. New Zealand, Papua New Guinea and Samoa, while gen
erally welcoming that decision, expressed anew their deep concern over 
continued testing of nuclear weapons in that region, while Chile, Fiji and 
Solomon Islands emphasized their firm opposition to such testing on the 
grounds of its adverse effects on the regional flora, fauna and economy.

On 11 November, three draft resolutions were submitted to the First 
Committee under the agenda items entitled “Cessation of all test explo
sions of nuclear weapons”, “Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear- 
test-ban treaty” and “Immediate cessation and prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests”.

On 15 November, Mexico introduced the first draft resolution, 
which was also sponsored by Bangladesh, Ecuador, Kenya, Pakistan, Sri 
Lanka, the Sudan, Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia and, 
subsequently, by Colombia, Costa Rica, Indonesia and Mali. Mexico, on 
behalf of the sponsors, observed that the draft text reflected that of the 
previous year’s resolution 37/72, and added that the three States which 
were the depositaries of the non-proliferation Treaty held the future of 
that Treaty largely in their hands by virtue of their commitment under ar
ticle VI. The sponsors wished them to realize that a comprehensive test 
ban would contribute not only to the cessation of the arms race, but also 
to the strengthening of the non-proliferation Treaty. Accordingly, in its 
preambular part the draft resolution recalled the commitments made by 
the three nuclear-weapon States in the partial test-ban and the non
proliferation Treaties, referred to the negative influence that the lack of 
compliance with those undertakings had had on both the first and the
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second Review Conferences on the non-proliferation Treaty, and ex
pressed the conviction that the maintenance of such a situation would 
not augur well for the Third Review Conference, in 1985. By the opera
tive part of the text, the Assembly would request immediate initiation of 
the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear- 
weapon tests in the renamed Conference on Disarmament. The sponsors 
were optimistic, Mexico stated, that that task would be facilitated by the 
fact that the negotiating body had received some concrete proposals.

On 22 November, the First Committee adopted the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 100 to 2 (United Kingdom and United States), with 
28 abstentions.

In explanation of its negative vote, the United Kingdom stated that 
the draft resolution referred only to nuclear-weapon tests and avoided 
the issue of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes in the context of a 
comprehensive test ban; the draft also proposed a moratorium, which 
the United Kingdom had consistently rejected.

In explaining their abstentions, New Zealand and Samoa stated that 
they could not accept that the draft was limited to the prohibition of the 
testing of nuclear weapons, and New Zealand further objected to the call 
for a moratorium limited to the three original parties to the partial test- 
ban. Argentina, Brazil, India and Zambia explained their abstentions on 
the grounds of the linkage established in the draft between a test-ban 
treaty and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

Among the States which explained affirmative votes, Fiji had a reser
vation because the draft was limited to weapon tests, but decided to vote 
for it because of its policy of general support for such initiatives. Algeria 
similarly voted for the proposal because it reflected many of its concerns, 
despite some reservations it had. The Soviet Union stated that it would 
vote in favour of the draft resolution because it wished to share in the ap
peal it contained for an immediate initiation of negotiations on a 
nuclear-test-ban treaty. The Soviet Union also noted that it was willing to 
examine proposals submitted by other States on the subject and that it 
had proposed a moratorium on nuclear tests until the conclusion of 
agreement. Mongolia, in explaining its support of the draft, stated that it 
regarded its paragraph 5 (see below) as particularly important; it was also 
concerned because all the nuclear Powers were not represented in the 
subsidiary body of the negotiating Committee. Cuba stated that its 
affirmative vote on the draft should not be interpreted as a change in its 
position with respect to the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty. Ireland, also 
voting affirmatively, agreed with the general thrust of the text but would 
not draw the conclusions contained in its paragraph 3.

The second draft resolution was sponsored by Australia, the Baha
mas, Canada, Denmark, Ecuador, Fiji, Finland, Japan, Kenya, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solo
mon Islands, Sweden and Uruguay, and subsequently also by Colombia, 
the Philippines, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain and Thailand. In in
troducing the proposal on 11 November, New Zealand, after recalling
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the commitment undertaken 20 years before by the three Powers that 
then possessed nuclear weapons to continue negotiations with a view to 
putting an end to all nuclear tests in all environments, observed that 
nuclear testing had shown no sign of ending. In the view of the sponsors, 
the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty would show 
more clearly than anything else that the nuclear Powers were committed 
to ending the arms race and to reducing their nuclear stockpiles, as well 
as to preventing other countries from acquiring nuclear weapons. From a 
substantive point of view, there were two main problems to be resolved 
before a treaty could be concluded—scope and verification. Regarding 
scope, the sponsors sought a ban on all nuclear explosions since, they 
believed, any nuclear explosive device could be used for warlike pur
poses. Moreover, there was doubt whether such devices could be used 
effectively for any non-military purpose. As to the question of verifica
tion, it was generally accepted that an effective system of verification was 
an essential requirement for a test-ban treaty, but the question was what 
constituted such a system. As there were means of detecting all but rela
tively small nuclear explosions, the risk of some undetected tests must be 
weighed against the greater ones involved in continued testing. Which
ever view was accepted, the verification problem had to be resolved 
before such a treaty could be concluded. New Zealand further noted that 
although the draft might not fully satisfy every Member, it respected the 
autonomous nature of the Committee on Disarmament while covering 
the central problems and, in the sponsors’ view, represented the highest 
level of agreement that could be reached at the time.

On 22 November, the Committee adopted the draft resolution by a 
recorded vote of 99 to none, with 31 abstentions.

In explanation of their positions, the German Democratic Republic, 
Mongolia and the Soviet Union stated that their abstentions on the draft 
were because it did not provide for practical negotiations on the issue. 
The German Democratic Republic found paragraph 6 (a) (see below) to 
be insufficient, and the USSR particularly objected to that paragraph and
6 (c) as well. India objected to paragraph 6 (c) as being unnecessary, and 
held that by including such issues the draft resolution would impede 
progress in the Committee on Disarmament. In its view, the first step to 
progress on a treaty would be to revise the mandate of the Ad Hoc Work
ing Group so that it could start negotiations. Argentina abstained 
because, while supporting the banning of weapon tests, it disagreed with 
limiting the peaceful use of nuclear energy, and found the scope of a 
treaty envisaged in the draft to be too general.

Brazil, which voted in favour, stated that it had had in mind par
ticularly the procedural recommendations contained in its operative 
paragraphs, especially paragraph 6, which, it believed, showed a positive 
trend towards starting negotiations; its affirmative vote was not to be 
taken as an endorsement of the paragraphs dealing with the future scope 
of a test-ban treaty. Indonesia also voted in favour, although it felt that 
by merely requesting the Committee on Disarmament to resume its 
examination of the issues with a view to negotiations, the draft fell short

209



of expectations. In its opinion, the Committee should be requested to 
embark on serious negotiations immediately. Ireland, while voting in 
favour, regretted that the text did not convey a greater sense of urgency.

On 15 November, Hungary introduced the third draft resolution, 
which was also sponsored by Angola, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, MongoHa, Poland, the Ukrainian SSR, the USSR 
and Viet Nam. In its introduction, Hungary pointed out that, in the view 
of the sponsors, the immediate cessation and prohibition of all nuclear- 
weapon tests would be a major step in advancing international efforts to 
prevent nuclear war and halt the nuclear arms race. Despite the fact that 
endless meetings of various forums had addressed the problem without 
success, Hungary felt that the draft treaties submitted by the Soviet 
Union and Sweden had brought the international community closer to 
concluding an agreement. The sponsors believed that the work done by 
the Committee on Disarmament provided sufficient material for pro
ceeding without further delay with the negotiation of a nuclear-weapon- 
test ban. Based on those main assumptions, the draft resolution would 
urge all States to exert every effort towards the speediest elaboration of a 
multilateral treaty on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests by all 
States, and would urge the Conference on Disarmament to proceed 
promptly to negotiations, with a view to formulating such a treaty, tak
ing into account all existing drafts and proposals and future initiatives, 
and for that purpose to assign to its subsidiary body a negotiating man
date under an appropriate item of its agenda.

On 22 November, the First Committee adopted the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 98 to 4 (China, France, United Kingdom and 
United States), with 26 abstentions.

In explanation of vote, the United Kingdom stated that its negative 
position was because the draft referred only to nuclear-weapon tests, 
avoiding the issue of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, on which 
there were fundamental differences to be resolved. New Zealand, for that 
reason and because the draft contained nothing about the essential need 
for verification, abstained. Samoa abstained because of its established 
view that a test ban should be general and complete.

Ireland, voting affirmatively, stated that it had done so with some 
hesitation in view of the proposal’s restrictive nature. Argentina stated 
that it supported the text because it referred satisfactorily to the complete 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

Explaining its position on all three draft resolutions discussed 
above, France held that any test ban should be placed within the frame
work of an effective nuclear disarmament process. It could not, there
fore, associate itself with such proposals until the two main nuclear 
Powers, by the reduction of their arsenals, had created conditions that 
would, in turn, permit it to enter into commitments, including commit
ments on testing. It could not support any of the draft resolutions 
because they would attempt to involve France in the elaboration of a test- 
ban treaty in the absence of such conditions.
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The General Assembly, at its 97th plenary meeting, on 15 December, 
voted on the draft resolution entitled “Cessation of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons” (introduced by Mexico). It was adopted as resolu
tion 38/62 by a recorded vote of 119 to 2, with 26 abstentions. It reads as 
follows:

The General Assemblyy
Bearing in mind that the complete cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, which has been 

examined for more than twenty-five years and on which the General Assembly has adopted 
more than forty resolutions, is a basic objective of the United Nations in the sphere of dis
armament, to the attainment of which it has repeatedly assigned the highest priority, 

Stressing that on seven different occasions it has condemned such tests in the strongest 
terms and that, since 1974, it has stated its conviction that the continuance of nuclear- 
weapon testing will intensify the arms race, thus increasing the danger of nuclear war. 

Reiterating the assertion made in several previous resolutions that, whatever may be 
the differences on the question of verification, there is no valid reason for delaying the con
clusion of an agreement on a comprehensive test ban.

Recalling that since 1972 the Secretary-General has declared that all the technical and 
scientific aspects of the problem have been so fully explored that only a political decision is 
now necessary in order to achieve final agreement, that when the existing means of verifica
tion are taken into account it is difficult to understand further delay in achieving agreement 
on an underground-test ban, and that the potential risks of continuing underground 
nuclear-weapon tests would far outweigh any possible risks from ending such tests.

Taking into account that the three nuclear-weapon States which act as depositaries of 
the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water undertook in that Treaty, twenty years ago, to seek the achievement of the discontin
uance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and that such an undertaking 
was explicitly reiterated in 1968 in the preamble to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, article VI of which further embodies their solemn and legally binding 
commitment to take effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear-arms race at an 
early date and to nuclear disarmament,

Bearing in mind the growing negative influence that the total lack of compliance with 
those undertakings had on both the first and the second Review Conferences of the Parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, held at Geneva from 5 to 
30 May 1975 and from 11 August to 7 September 1980, respectively.

Convinced the maintenance of such a situation would not augur well for the third 
review conference of that Treaty, which is to take place in 1985, and even for the future of 
the Treaty itself.

Deploring that, due to the persistent obstruction of a very small number of its 
members, the Committee on Disarmament—which henceforth will be designated as the 
Conference on Disarmament —has been unable to initiate multilateral negotiation of a 
treaty for the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests, as it was specifically requested to do 
in General Assembly resolution 37/72 of 9 December 1982,

Noting that the Conference on Disarmament has already received various concrete 
proposals on this question, including a complete draft for the eventual text of the treaty as a 
whole,

1. Reiterates once again its grave concern that nuclear-weapon testing continues 
unabated, against the wishes of the overwhelming majority of Member States;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that a treaty to achieve the prohibition of all nuclear-test 
explosions by all States for all time is a matter of the highest priority;

3. Reaffirms also its conviction that such a treaty would constitute a contribution of 
the utmost importance to the cessation of the arms race and an indispensable element for 
the success of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, since it is only 
through the fulfilment of the obligations under the Treaty that its three depositary Powers 
may expect all other parties to comply likewise with their respective obligations;
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4. Urges once more the three depositary Powers of the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to abide strictly by their undertakings to seek to 
achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to con
tinue negotiations to this end;

5. Urges also all States that have not yet done so to adhere to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and, mean
while, to refrain from testing in the environments covered by that Treaty;

6. Reiterates its appeal to all States members of the Conference on Disarmament to 
initiate immediately the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all 
nuclear-weapon tests and to exert their best endeavours in order that the Conference may 
transmit to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session the complete draft of such a 
treaty;

7. Calls upon the States depositaries of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, by virtue of their special responsibilities under those two Treaties and 
as a provisional measure, to bring to a halt without delay all nuclear-test explosions, either 
through a trilaterally agreed moratorium or through three unilateral moratoria;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear weapons”.

At the same meeting, the General Assembly also adopted the draft 
resolution entitled “Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban 
treaty” (introduced by New Zealand), by a recorded vote of 117 to none, 
with 29 abstentions, as resolution 38/63, which reads as follows:

The General Assemblyy
Convinced of the urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty capable of 

attracting the widest possible international support and adherence,
Reqffirming its conviction that an end to nuclear-weapon testing by all States in all en

vironments would be a major step towards ending the qualitative improvement, develop
ment and proliferation of nuclear weapons, a means of relieving the deep apprehension 
concerning the harmful consequences of radioactive contamination for the health of pres
ent and future generations and a measure of the utmost importance in bringing the nuclear- 
arms race to an end.

Recalling that the parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmos
phere, in Outer Space and under Water undertook not to carry out any nuclear-weapon- 
test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, in the environments covered by that Treaty, 
and that in that Treaty and in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons the 
parties expressed their determination to continue negotiations to achieve the discontinuance 
of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time,

Recalling also its previous resolutions on this subject,
Taking into account that part of the report of the Committee on Disarmament con

cerning consideration of the item entitled “Nuclear-test ban” during its session in 1983,
Noting, in particular, that Sweden submitted to the Committee on Disarmament a 

draft treaty banning any nuclear-weapon-test explosion in any environment which took in
to account both the report on the trilateral negotiations submitted to the Conmiittee in 1980 
and the basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests proposed by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1982,

Recognizing the important role of the Conference on Disarmament in the negotiation 
of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

Recognizing the importance to such a treaty of the work assigned by the Committee on 
Disarmament to the A d Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co
operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events on a global network of stations 
for the exchange of seismological data.

212



Recalling paragraph 31 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, relating to verification of disarmament and arms control agreements, 
which stated that the form and modalities of the verification to be provided for in any 
specific agreement depend on, and should be determined by, the purposes, scope and nature 
of the agreement,

1. Reiterates its profound concern that, despite the express wishes of the majority of 
Member States, nuclear-weapon testing continues;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that a treaty to achieve the prohibition of all nuclear-test 
explosions by all States for all time is a matter of the greatest importance;

3. Expresses the conviction that such a treaty would constitute a vital element for the 
success of efforts to halt and reverse the nuclear-arms race and the qualitative improvement 
of nuclesu* weapons, and to prevent the expansion of existing nuclear arsenals and the 
spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries;

4. Notes that the Committee on Disarmament, in the exercise of its responsibilities as 
the multilateral disarmament negotiating forum, re-established at its session in 1983 dtnAd 
Hoc Working Group under item 1 of its agenda, entitled “Nuclear-test ban”, and that the 
A d Hoc Working Group considered the issues under its mandate;

5. Also notes that the Committee on Disarmament agreed that the mandate of the Ad  
Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban may thereafter be revised as decided by the 
Committee, which will consider this question with appropriate urgency, and that the Com
mittee discussed the matter;

6. Requests the Conference on Disarmament:
{a) To resume its examination of issues relating to a comprehensive test ban, with a 

view to the negotiation of a treaty on the subject and, in accordance with that part of the 
report of the Committee concerning this item, to take up the question of a revised mandate 
for the A d Hoc Working Group during its 1984 session;

(^) To determine, in the context of its negotiations on such a treaty, the institutional 
and administrative arrangements necessary for establishing, testing and operating an inter
national seismic monitoring network as part of an effective verification system;

(c) To initiate investigation of other international measures to improve verification 
arrangements under such a treaty, including an international network to monitor atmos
pheric radioactivity;

7. Urges all members of the Conference on Disarmament, in particular the nuclear- 
weapon States, to co-operate with the Conference in fulfilling these tasks;

8. Calls upon the Conference on Disarmament to report on progress to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty”

Finally, at the same meeting, the General Assembly adopted the 
draft resolution entitled “Immediate cessation and prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests” (introduced by Hungary), by a recorded vote of 
118 to 4, with 24 abstentions, as resolution 38/72. The resolution reads 
as follows:

The General Assembly^
Deeply concerned over the continuing nuclear-arms race and the growing danger of 

nuclear war,
Convinced that the conclusion of a multilateral treaty on the prohibition of nuclear- 

weapon tests by all States would constitute a vital element for the success of efforts to halt 
and reverse the nuclear-arms race and the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, and 
to prevent the expansion of existing nuclear arsenals and the spread of nuclear weapons to 
additional countries,

Convinced also that the elaboration of such a treaty is a task of the highest priority and
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should not be made dependent on the attainment of any other measure in the field of dis
armament,

Deploring that the Committee on Disarmament has to date been unable to carry out 
negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on such a treaty,

Recalling its previous resolutions on this subject,
1. Urges all States to exert every effort for the speediest elaboration of a multilateral 

treaty on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests by all States;
2. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to proceed promptly to negotiations with a 

view to elaborating such a treaty as a matter of the highest priority, taking into account all 
existing drafts and proposals and future initiatives, and for that purpose to assign to its 
subsidiary body a negotiating mandate under an appropriate item of its agenda;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session an item en
titled “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 38/72 on the immediate cessation 
and prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests”.

Conclusion

In 1983, no progress was made towards the solution of the question of 
the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. On the contrary, in the view of 
many States, the debate disclosed that some major Powers were not 
ready in the current situation to relinquish nuclear-test explosions as a 
means of enhancing the effectiveness of their nuclear arsenals.

Despite a number of concrete proposals submitted during the year in 
the Committee on Disarmament, and the continued activities of the 
Committee’s Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban and the Ad  
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative 
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, no approach towards 
compromise or a consensus solution of the outstanding issues developed. 
The view was held by a large number of States, both in the Committee on 
Disarmament and in the General Assembly, that a major obstacle to 
progress was the continued refusal of two nuclear-weapon States, sup
ported by some other countries, to accede to change in the mandate of 
the Committee’s Working Group to enable it to commence actual multi
lateral negotiations on the formulation of a treaty. On the other hand, 
the States resisting such a change in the mandate held that the current 
one was far from exhausted and, moreover, that it embraced the major 
outstanding issues, including verification and control and nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes, which had to be resolved before such 
negotiations could be constructively undertaken.

Frustration over the deadlock gave rise in the Assembly, among 
other things, to a linkage being established in resolution 38/62 between a 
nuclear-test ban and the future of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons. It appeared, however, from several statements as well 
as from the voting pattern, that that move caused certain misgivings, 
even for some States favouring the conclusion of an agreement on an 
urgent basis.

Given the positions on the issue as the year ended, it seemed unlikely 
that there would be any early major breakthrough towards solution of 
the question.
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C H A P T E R  X

Nuclear-weapon-free zones

Introduction

T h e  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  g e n e r a l  a n d  c o m p l e t e  d i s a r m a m e n t , as the 
ultimate objective of disarmament efforts, is likely to be unattainable in 
the near future has generated interest in partial disarmament measures in 
the United Nations and in a number of States and regions. Among these 
measures, the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones was launched as a 
means of halting the spread of nuclear weapons.' It is believed that the 
absence of nuclear weapons from a particular region would spare the 
countries concerned from the threat of nuclear attack or involvement 
in nuclear war and contribute to the achievement of disarmament, 
particularly nuclear disarmament. Furthermore, the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones has been considered an effective means of 
assuring the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use of nuclear 
weapons, thus enhancing their security. The Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly^ reaffirmed this belief by 
stating that the estabhshment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis 
of arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the region con
cerned constituted an important disarmament measure, and that the 
process of establishing such zones in different parts of the world should 
be encouraged with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely 
free of nuclear weapons.

Since 1957, many proposals have been made for nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, but until now only one such zone has been established, that is, 
the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America. The efforts made in this 
direction could be classified in four categories: (a) treaties prohibiting 
nuclear weapons in certain geographical areas; (b) treaties prohibiting 
nuclear weapons in certain environments; (c) declarations proclaiming 
certain regions or continents denuclearized; and (d) studies on the ques
tion of the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

The Antarctic Treaty^ of 1959 belongs to the first category: it en
sured the use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only and prohibited

* For details, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations 
publication, Sales No. 70.1X.1), chap. 15, and The United Nations and Disarmament: 
1970-1975 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.76.IX.1), chap. V.

2 See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, paras. 60 and 61.

3 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 402, No. 5778, p. 71.
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any nuclear explosions and the disposal of radioactive waste material 
there. The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)^ of 1967 established the first nuclear- 
weapon-free zone within a populated area.

Treaties belonging to the second category have excluded nuclear 
weapons from such environments as outer space (Treaty on Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies), the sea-bed and 
the ocean floor (Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nu
clear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof) and the Moon (Agree
ment Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies).® An example of the third category is the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa of 1964. Falling under the fourth category is 
the comprehensive study on nuclear-weapon-free zones that was carried 
out by an ad hoc group of governmental experts in 1975 and transmitted 
to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session.*̂  In 1982, the General 
Assembly created a new ad hoc group to review and supplement the 1975 
study.

At its thirty-seventh session, as at other recent sessions, the Assem
bly had four agenda items on the subject entitled: {a) “Implementation of 
General Assembly resolution 36/83 concerning the signature and ratifica
tion of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nu
clear Weapons in Latin America”, (6) “Implementation of the Declara
tion on the Denuclearization of Africa”, (c) “Establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East” and (rf) “Establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia”. As in previous 
years, the subject was also considered to some extent during the sessions 
of the Disarmament Commission and the Committee on Disarmament.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

The question of nuclear-weapon-free zones was taken up by the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission at its 1983 substantive session in con
nection with three agenda items.’

Among the measures suggested under agenda item 4 on the elimina
tion of the danger of nuclear war, several delegations, including Egypt, 
Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia, mentioned the creation of nuclear-

Ibid., vol. 634, No. 9068, p. 281.
5 For the texts of the treaties, see resolution 2222 (XXI), annex (outer space Treaty); 

resolution 2660 (XXV), annex (sea-bed Treaty); and resolution 34/68, annex (Moon Treaty). 
The texts are reproduced in Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament 
Agreements, 2nd edition: 1982 (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.83.IX.5).

6 Comprehensive Study o f the Question o f Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in All Its 
Aspects (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.76.1.7). The study was initially trans
mitted to the General Assembly as document A/10027/Add.l.

7 For the records of the debate, see A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.IO/PV.65- 
72/Corrigendum .
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weapon-free zones in different parts of the world as important regional 
arrangements. Some delegations referred to specific regions. The Ger
man Democratic Republic and Mexico spoke in favour of the creation of 
a zone free of nuclear battlefield weapons in Central Europe. Egypt re
called its 1977 proposal concerning the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East, while Bulgaria referred to its initia
tive on making the Balkans a nuclear-weapon-free zone. During its 
speech on agenda item 4, Argentina referred to the Latin American 
nuclear-weapon-free zone and stressed that the United Kingdom was re
sponsible for the introduction of nuclear weapons into it, an act which 
Argentina regarded as a violation of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. The United 
Kingdom replied that its actions were not inconsistent with its obligations 
under the Treaty, to which Argentina was not a party.

The Contact Group established to consider item 4 was unable to 
achieve consensus on a set of recommendations. The result of its work 
was a document entitled “Compilation of proposals for recommenda
tions on agenda item 4”, which was eventually annexed to the Commis
sion’s report. One of its 22 recommendations reads as follows:

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in different parts of the world on the 
basis of agreements and/or arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the region 
concerned should be encouraged, with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely 
free of nuclear weapons. In the process of establishing such zones, the characteristics of 
each region should be taken into account. Those agreements or arrangements should be 
fully complied with and the effective respect for the status of such zones by nuclear-weapon 
States should be subject to adequate verification procedures, thus ensuring that the zones 
are genuinely free from nuclear weapons.®

Due to the lack of consensus, the Contact Group recommended that 
consideration of the item be continued at the 1984 substantive session 
with a view to formulating concrete recommendations on it.

As in the previous year, the Commission decided, in 1983, to estab
lish a working group to deal with agenda item 6, the question of South 
Africa’s nuclear capability, as requested by the General Assembly in 
resolution 37/74 B. During the plenary discussion on the item, some 
20 delegations expressed their views. In the Working Group, a text sub
mitted by the African Group was the basis for discussion. However, the 
consultations conducted by the Chairman revealed divergent positions 
regarding, inter alia, the legal and political interpretation to be placed on 
South Africa’s actions and policy, in particular its policy of apartheid, 
the verification of its nuclear capability and its eligibility for access to 
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. In the absence of a consensus text 
or recommendations, the Working Group agreed that two working 
papers, one submitted by Mauritius on behalf of the African States 
members of the Disarmament Commission and the other submitted by 
the Federal Republic of Germany, should be annexed to its report (the 
first-mentioned paper in both its original and revised versions), and be

® Official Records o f the General Assemblyy Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 
(A/38/42), annex VIII, recommendation 11.
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taken as a basis for discussion at the following session of the Disarma
ment Commission.®

The Commission also established a working group to deal with item 7, 
the report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security 
Issues (ICDSI), also known as the Palme Commission, entitled “Com
mon Security”*° and to make recommendations thereon to the Commis
sion as requested by the General Assembly in resolution 37/99 B. During 
the examination of the proposals and recommendations of the ICDSI 
report, differing views were expressed in the Working Group as regards 
the principles, proposals and recommendations contained in the report. 
During the plenary discussion, Mexico suggested that the Commission 
give priority to the proposal outlined by ICDSI for the establishment of a 
tactical or battlefield nuclear-weapon-free zone in Europe. In a working 
paper, Mexico recommended that the Commission endorse that proposal 
and that provisions on geographical delimitation, verification machinery 
and other relevant points for the treaty or convention to be concluded 
should be negotiated without delay between NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization." That proposal was supported by a number of 
delegations, including the German Democratic Republic,'^ whereas other 
delegations voiced their objections to it on various grounds. In an official 
reaction to the proposal, quoted in a working document, the Federal 
Republic of Germany stated that the proposal was unacceptable since, in 
view of the conventional superiority of the Warsaw Treaty Organiza
tion in Europe, such a zone would actually increase the risk of confronta
tion.'^

On the recommendation of the Working Group, the Disarmament 
Commission noted that in many cases the proposals of ICDSI dealt with 
eflForts under way in the Commission itself, and recommended that the 
report be duly taken into account in ongoing and future disarmament 
efforts.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

During the 1983 session of the Committee on Disarmament, the question 
of the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of the 
world received considerable attention from a number of delegations. As 
the subject was not considered as a separate item, statements were made 
in the context of the items on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear disarmament, and on effective international arrangements to 
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons. It was also mentioned, although to a lesser degree, in

9 Ibid., annexes XIV-XVI.
A/CN. 10/38.
A/CN.10/47.
Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 

(A/38/42), annex I.
13 Ibid., annex II.
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statements on some other topics, such as chemical weapons and the com
prehensive programme of disarmament."’

On the whole, two kinds of statements were made in the Committee 
on Disarmament on the subject: one expressing general support for the 
creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones as a partial disarmament measure 
on a regional level, and the other expressing support for the creation of 
such zones in specific regions.

States expressing general support stressed the increased interest in 
the concept and the importance and urgency of establishing denuclear
ized zones. One of the factors contributing to the urgency of the matter, 
according to Romania, was the acceleration of the arms race in the 
sphere of tactical and intermediate-range nuclear weapons, together with 
a shift in strategic thinking towards consideration of the limited use of 
nuclear weapons.

Some delegations, including Romania and Yugoslavia, supported 
the establishment of such zones as one of the measures which could be 
reached through regional disarmament efforts. In that context, Indonesia 
referred to paragraph 31 of the Political Declaration of the Seventh 
Conference of the Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Coun
tries,*  ̂by which they affirmed that the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in different parts of the world on the basis of arrangements 
freely arrived at among the States of the region concerned should be en
couraged with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely free of 
nuclear weapons.

Other delegations, among them Egypt, Finland and Romania, sup
ported the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones as a realistic 
means available to non-nuclear-weapon States of safeguarding their in
terests against the nuclear threat. Romania also expressed its view on cer
tain basic requirements that agreements for the establishment of such 
zones should meet, including the following: {a) they should provide for 
equal security assurances for all the countries of the zone on the basis of 
a solemn undertaking by the nuclear-weapon States not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against them and to respect the 
denuclearized zone status; {b) they should not restrict the use of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes in any way but should, on the contrary, 
guarantee all States, on an equal footing and without discrimination, 
unlimited rights and possibilities as regards research in that sphere and 
the use of the achievements of nuclear science for their development; 
(c) they should provide for a clear and fair system of verification, based 
on the principle of the equality of States; and {d) such zones should be 
seen as an integral part of a coherent system of measures designed to lead 
to the total elimination of nuclear weapons.

See ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 33-73, 74-76, 77-80 and 
87-88, respectively. For a record of the debate, see ibid.y appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.

Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, document CD/354. The complete text of the 
final documents of the Conference was circulated as an official document of the General 
Assembly and the Security Council under the symbol A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
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Some Latin American States expressed their views on the usefulness 
of creating nuclear-weapon-free zones as a regional disarmament meas
ure but, at the same time, some doubts on the adequacy of the guarantees 
to the non-nuclear-weapon States belonging to such zones against the use 
of nuclear weapons by the nuclear-weapon States. Argentina recalled 
reports in the international press that there had been nuclear weapons 
aboard ships of the United Kingdom’s fleet sent to the South Atlantic in 
1982 which, in its opinion, necessitated serious reflection on the real 
validity and significance of nuclear-weapon-free zones. In such a case, 
Argentina questioned the value of negative security assurances, even if 
they had been in full force and embodied in a legally binding interna
tional instrument. It concluded that the only alternative to what it con
sidered as inequality between nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States 
would be the total elimination of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of 
all States.

Several delegations, including Mexico, Romania and Yugoslavia, 
supported the Swedish proposal for the creation of a battlefield nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in Central Europe as a confidence-building measure 
which would contribute to the security of Europe. While supporting fully 
the Swedish proposal, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Demo
cratic Republic, Hungary and Poland advocated enlarging the zone to in
clude a wider geographical area. On the other hand, the Federal Republic 
of Germany expressed doubts concerning current proposals for the crea
tion of nuclear-weapon-free zones. It held that they did not meet, or did 
not meet fully, the conditions spelled out in the Final Document which, 
in its opinion, limited its recommendations for the establishment of such 
zones to whole regions. The Federal Republic of Germany further 
pointed out that the decisive question was whether or not nuclear 
weapons were targeted at a particular territory, not where they were sta
tioned. In its view, negotiations which would lead only to a limited 
geographical disengagement of nuclear arsenals in Europe would not 
enhance stability, but merely create an illusion of greater security.

Several States expressed their support for the creation of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in other regions. Some of them, including Cuba, 
Finland, Hungary, Romania, Sweden and Yugoslavia, supported the es
tablishment of such a zone in Northern Europe. Finland pointed out its 
long-time interest in the concept, expressed in both the global context, by 
initiating expert studies within the United Nations, and the regional con
text, by putting forward as early as 1963 the proposal for the creation of 
a Nordic nuclear-weapon-free zone to consolidate permanently, through 
international arrangements, the nuclear-weapon-free status of the Nor
dic region.

The delegations of Bulgaria and Romania, fully supported by Cuba, 
Hungary and Yugoslavia, reiterated initiatives for the creation of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Balkans. Indonesia said that the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South-East Asia would 
enhance the eff'ectiveness of the zone of peace, freedom and neutrality
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declared by the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) in 
1971.

During the discussion on security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon 
States, Kenya expressed its support for the denuclearization of Africa as 
an important element for its security, but at the same time voiced its con
cern at the military buildup in South Africa, with the full co-operation, 
including nuclear collaboration, of certain great Powers. Ethiopia 
stressed the urgency of keeping Africa free from nuclear weapons, in 
view of the growing international concern that South Africa’s nuclear- 
weapon capability was posing grave danger, not only to the security of 
African States, but also to international peace and security in general.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

In 1 9 8 3 , as at several previous sessions, the Assembly had four items on 
the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones on its agenda entitled: 
(q) “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 37/71 concerning 
the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlate- 
lolco)”, {b) “Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization 
of Africa”, (c) “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East” and {d) “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia”. In addition, in the context of the zone in the 
Middle East, a separate item entitled “Israeli nuclear armament” was 
considered.

In the general debate at the thirty-eighth session, a large number of 
States expressed their support for the concept of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones and the specific proposals for establishment of such zones, espe
cially in regions of their particular concern. In addition to the establish
ment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in areas which have been discussed 
for years in the United Nations, a number of delegations made references 
to the idea of creating zones in some other parts of the world, such as 
Northern Europe, the Balkans, the Pacific Ocean and Central Europe.

In the First Committee many delegations reiterated their support for 
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, especially in specific 
regions. A number of them saw the Treaty of Tlatelolco as a model for 
the realization of similar proposals in Africa, the Middle East, South 
Asia and possibly other regions. Some of them dealt with the principles 
on which the creation of the zones should be based, while others expressed 
some doubts about their usefulness.

In the existing international situation, there were two facts which 
Argentina considered to be directly related to the question: an intensifica
tion of the initiatives to establish denuclearized zones in various parts of 
the world and, secondly, an alarming geographical proliferation of nu-

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd, 52nd, 83rd, 97th and 
103rd meetings; ibid.. Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 3rd to 38th, 41st, 49th and 
51st meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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clear weapons. Thus, there was a great need to continue to work on the 
basic characteristics that a nuclear-weapon-free zone should possess in 
order for it to create genuine security for countries which had renounced 
nuclear weapons. Argentina further elaborated on the implications of its 
conflict with the United Kingdom over the Falkland/Malvinas Islands, 
inter alia, the conclusions that might be drawn from that experience for 
denuclearized zones and for the prevention of nuclear war. It recalled 
resolution 170 (VIII) of the General Conference of the Agency for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL), in which 
it expressed concern because of “the introduction of nuclear weapons, on 
the part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
in areas included in the geographical zone defined by paragraph 2 of Ar
ticle 4 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco”. According to Argentina, experience 
in the South Atlantic showed that the nuclear Powers continued to have 
full freedom of action and that the introduction of nuclear weapons was 
an ever-present possibility. It believed that a solution should be sought in 
a further detailed study of the subject, especially with regard to the 
verifiable guarantees to which countries which undertook a nuclear- 
weapon-free status were entitled.

In its reply to Argentina, the United Kingdom said it gave full sup
port to the Treaty of Tlatelolco to which, it pointed out, Argentina had 
failed to become a party. It also said it had been the practice of the 
British Government (and of other nuclear-weapon States) neither to con
firm nor to deny the presence or absence of nuclear weapons in a particu
lar place at a particular time, but claimed it had observed its obligations 
under Protocols I and II of the Treaty.

Brazil stressed that adequate verification procedures to ensure that 
the nuclear-weapon Powers complied with their obligations regarding 
nuclear-weapon-free zones should be recognized as one of the essential 
prerequisites for their establishment. It also emphasized the urgent need 
for an effective mechanism to ensure that nuclear-weapon Powers did not 
violate their legally binding obligation not to introduce nuclear weapons 
into zones that enjoyed a nuclear-weapon-free status.

Speaking on the prevention of nuclear war, India stressed that un
due emphasis was laid on piecemeal and peripheral aspects of disarma
ment, such as nuclear-weapon-free zones, in order to delay progress 
towards nuclear disarmament. It reiterated its view that the creation of 
such zones made sense only if they were conceived of as a part of a credi
ble programme for the urgent achievement of nuclear disarmament. In 
addition, India said it was rightly acknowledged by the international 
community that the initiative for the creation of such zones must come 
from the countries of the region concerned and must follow the process 
of mutual consultations among them. Further, the region to be covered 
must be viable in the sense of being a well-defined geographical and geo
political unit. However, in view of the fact that any nuclear war would 
engulf the entire world, it believed that the idea of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones had become unrealistic.
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Bulgaria supported the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
various regions of Europe and of the world in general where that would 
contribute to the strengthening of international security. Located in the 
Balkan Peninsula, at the crossroads of three continents, Bulgaria was 
vitally interested in transforming that region into a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone. Further, it was very conscious of the importance of establishing 
peace and lasting co-operation throughout the Mediterranean as a 
whole. Turkey favoured the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
wherever and whenever possible and practically feasible. However, cer
tain conditions had to be met prior to their establishment and that, in 
turn, called for an adequate level of co-operation, understanding and 
confidence among the parties involved. In its view, only after each party 
concluded from its own assessment that such a level had been reached 
would it be prudent to get involved in serious undertakings.

Speaking on behalf of the ten member States of the European Com
munity, Greece expressed their belief that the creation of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in certain parts of the world could make an important 
contribution to disarmament and to the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, provided all States concerned were prepared to subscribe to 
them on the basis of agreements freely entered into and in keeping with 
internationally recognized principles.

The Soviet Union supported the idea of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
in various regions, in particular. Northern Europe, the Balkans, the Mid
dle East and Africa. It was also in favour of the proposal to create a zone 
free of battlefield nuclear weapons along the line separating the NATO 
and the Warsaw Treaty countries. According to Romania, the most sig
nificant measure for limiting the sphere of use of nuclear weapons was 
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, with the nuclear Powers 
undertaking never to resort to nuclear weapons or, in general, to the use 
of force in such zones.

Finland said that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
was yet another measure by which States could build confidence, enhance 
security and lessen the danger of nuclear conflict. Such zones must be 
created freely by the States concerned, but it was evident that in order to 
be effective, all such arrangements should be subject to negative security 
guarantees by the nuclear-weapon States. Finland recalled its initiative 
with regard to a comprehensive Nordic arms control arrangement and 
expressed its readiness to continue to pursue that objective.

A. Treaty for the Prohibition o f Nuclear Weapons in Latin America

Since the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco by all the five nuclear-weapon States by 1979, only 
one item concerning that Treaty has remained on the Assembly’s agenda: 
the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I which concerns 
the application of the Treaty to territories in the Latin American region 
for which outside States have de jure or de facto responsibility, such as 
the colonial Powers.
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On 17 November, a draft resolution entitled “Implementation of 
General Assembly resolution 37/71 concerning the signature and ratifica
tion of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” was intro
duced in the First Committee by Mexico, the depositary Government of 
the Treaty. The draft, submitted on 11 November, was sponsored, as at 
the previous session, by 20 Latin American countries’’ and subsequently 
also by El Salvador.

In introducing the draft resolution, Mexico noted that its text was 
very similar to that of resolution 37/71, one of the five substantive 
changes being that in operative paragraph 1 the General Assembly no 
longer “regrets” but rather “deplores” that the signature of Additional 
Protocol I by France had not been followed by the corresponding ratifi
cation, notwithstanding the elapse of almost five years and the invita
tions which the General Assembly had addressed to it. Mexico further 
stated that it was deeply disappointed by the fact that France had not 
complied with the previous resolutions of the General Assembly and ex
pressed a belief that that was due to lack of time or the pressure of other 
high-priority issues on those who were in charge of French foreign 
policy.

A number of countries explained their positions at the time of voting 
on the draft resolution in the First Committee. Before the vote, the 
United States, although intending to vote in favour, expressed its regret 
that the draft resolution continued to single out one country for not hav
ing ratified the Protocol, while there were countries within the region 
itself which had not ratified or adhered to the Treaty. Full adherence to 
the Treaty by all those States would substantially enhance the Treaty’s 
effectiveness in ensuring that Latin America remained a zone free of 
nuclear weapons.

After the vote, France stated that it was obliged to abstain because it 
found it unacceptable to be singled out while certain countries within the 
sphere of application of the Treaty had neither signed nor ratified it, nor 
had they invoked the clause permitting its entry into force with regard to 
them.

Brazil, which voted in favour, believed it had become necessary to 
establish in the Treaty of Tlatelolco a system of verification of com
pliance by the nuclear-weapon Powers with all the Treaty’s provisions 
and that its affirmative vote did not prejudice its position concerning the 
need for a system of verification.

Venezuela stated that it had to abstain in the voting on the draft 
resolution for the same reason it had in 1982,'* but it reaffirmed its sup
port for the letter and spirit of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Argentina also 
explained its abstention by a reference to the reasons that had caused it to

Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nica
ragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, and Uruguay.

For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XI.
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take a similar position the previous year.” Mali expressed its commit
ment to the establishment of denuclearized zones throughout the world 
as a contribution to the security of all peoples, but said it had to abstain, 
owing to the wording of operative paragraphs 1 and 2 of the draft which, 
in its opinion, interfered with the internal procedures followed by States 
in relation to their security. Cuba reiterated its position that it was not a 
party to the Treaty since the nuclear Power in its area had been pursuing 
a hostile and aggressive policy towards Cuba and continued to maintain 
a military base on its territory.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 23 No
vember by a recorded vote of 118 to none, with 7 abstentions (Argentina, 
Cuba, France, Guyana, Malawi, Mali and Venezuela), and adopted by 
the General Assembly, as resolution 38/61, on 15 December by a re
corded vote of 135 to none, with 9 abstentions. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967, 3262 (XXIX) of 9 December 

1974, 3473 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 32/76 of 12 December 1977, S-10/2 of 30 June 
1978, 33/58 of 14 December 1978, 34/71 of 11 December 1979, 35/143 of 12 December 
1980, 36/83 of 9 December 1981 and 37/71 of 9 December 1982 concerning the signature 
and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

Taking into account that within the zone of application of that Treaty, to which 
twenty-three sovereign States are already parties, there are some territories which, in spite 
of not being sovereign political entities, are nevertheless in a position to receive the benefits 
deriving from the Treaty through its Additional Protocol I, to which the States that de jure 
or de facto are internationally responsible for those territories may become parties.

Recalling that the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the 
Kingdom of the Netherlands and the United States of America became parties to Addi
tional Protocol I in 1969, 1971 and 1981, respectively,

1. Deplores that the signature of Additional Protocol I by France, which took place 
on 2 March 1979, has not yet been followed by the corresponding ratification, notwith
standing the time already elapsed and the pressing invitations which the General Assembly 
has addressed to it;

2. Once more urges France not to delay any further such ratification, which has been 
requested so many times;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session an item en
titled “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 38/61 concerning the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”

B. Denuclearization o f Africa

Since the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa was adopted in 
1964 by the Organization of African Unity, the General Assembly has re
peatedly called upon all States to consider and respect the continent of 
Africa as a nuclear-weapon-free zone. By resolution 37/74 B of 9 Decem
ber 1982, the General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to con
tinue to follow closely South Africa’s evolution in the nuclear field and to

Ibid.
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report thereon to the Assembly at its thirty-eighth session. In his report,^® 
the Secretary-General stated that he had followed closely South Africa’s 
activities, but since he had neither received nor identified any further in
formation on the subject, he had nothing to add to his earlier reports.^’

On 11 November, Sierra Leone, on behalf of the Group of African 
States, submitted two draft resolutions, one entitled “Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa” and the other entitled 
“Nuclear capability of South Africa”. Both drafts underwent revisions, 
as discussed below.

On 17 November Sierra Leone introduced both of the draft resolu
tions in the First Committee, stating that the African States wished, in 
submitting the two drafts, to reaffirm their long-standing commitment to 
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war in general, the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and, in particular, the prevention 
of the introduction of such weapons into Africa. The African States had 
continued to abide by and to support fully the objectives of the Declara
tion on the Denuclearization of Africa. Sierra Leone stressed that they 
were alarmed by the fact that South Africa had attained the capability to 
manufacture nuclear weapons. They also regretted that several States, in 
particular certain Western States, some of which were nuclear-weapon 
countries, as well as Israel, had continued to collaborate with the South 
African regime in the military and nuclear fields. Sierra Leone drew at
tention to operative paragraph 7 of the draft on the implementation of 
the Declaration as the most substantive new element, by which the Gen
eral Assembly would request the United Nations Institute for Disarma
ment Research (UNIDIR) to undertake, in co-operation with the Depart
ment for Disarmament Affairs and in consultation with the Organization 
of African Unity, to provide data on the continued development of 
South Africa’s nuclear capability, with a view to identifying and examin
ing practical measures for the speedy implementation of the Declaration 
and the promotion of the overall objective of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. In addition, it drew attention to new elements in the 
draft on South Africa’s nuclear capability, particularly those reflected in 
operative paragraph 2, support for the independent States of southern 
Africa in safeguarding their territorial integrity and national sovereignty, 
and operative paragraph 8, condemnation of the decision of a major 
Power to permit certain corporations in its territory to transfer nuclear 
assistance to South Africa.

20 A /38/196.
21 A/35/402 and Corr.l, A/36/430 and A/37/432.
22 See A/38/624, paragraphs 5-14, for further details. The Group of African States is 

composed of: Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Comoros, Congo, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, 
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozam
bique, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, United Republic of Cameroon, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Zaire, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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On 21 November, the sponsors submitted a revised draft resolution 
on the implementation of the Declaration in which, in operative para
graph 8, the Secretary-General was requested to provide the necessary 
support to UNIDIR to enable it to carry out the task entrusted to it. On 
23 November, the sponsors submitted a new revised draft resolution, in 
which operative paragraph 7 was shortened.

On 21 November, the sponsors also submitted a revised version of 
the second draft resolution, in which the ninth preambular paragraph 
was expanded by urging immediate and unconditional withdrawal of 
South African troops from Angola. On 23 November, a second revised 
draft resolution was submitted and on 25 November Sierra Leone, on 
behalf of the sponsors, orally revised operative paragraph 8 to refer to 
“some Member States” instead of “a major Power”.

On 25 November the First Committee took action on the draft on the 
implementation of the Declaration. It approved operative paragraph 8 
separately, by a recorded vote of 103 votes to 1 (United States), with 
22 abstentions. It then approved the draft resolution as a whole by a re
corded vote of 121 to none, with 6 abstentions (Belgium, France, Israel, 
Portugal, United Kingdom and United States). On 20 December the Gen
eral Assembly voted separately on operative paragraph 8 and adopted it 
by a recorded vote of 123 to 1, with 22 abstentions. The Assembly then 
adopted the draft resolution as a whole, as resolution 38/181 A, by a 
recorded vote of 142 to none, with 6 abstentions. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa adopted by the 

Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity at its 
first ordinary session, held at Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964,

Recalling resolution 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961, its earliest on the subject, as 
well as its resolutions 2033 (XX) of 3 December 1965, 32/81 of 12 December 1977, 33/63 of 
14 December 1978, 34/76 A of 11 December 1979, 35/146 B of 12 December 1980, 36/86 B 
of 9 December 1981 and 37/74 A of 9 December 1982, in which it called upon all States to 
consider and respect the continent of Africa and its surrounding areas as a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone.

Recalling that in its resolution 33/63 it vigorously condemned any overt or covert at
tempt by South Africa to introduce nuclear weapons into the continent of Africa and 
demanded that South Africa refrain forthwith from conducting any nuclear explosion in 
the continent of Africa or elsewhere.

Recalling its resolution 35/146 A of 12 December 1980, by which it, inter alia, ex
pressed its appreciation to the Secretary-General for his report on South Africa’s plan and 
capability in the nuclear field and expressed its deep alarm that the report of the Secretary- 
General had established South Africa’s capability to manufacture nuclear weapons.

Reaffirming that South Africa’s continued development of a nuclear capability seri
ously jeopardizes the realization of the objective of the Declaration and poses a grave threat 
not only to the security of African States but also to international peace and security. 

Recalling also its resolution 37/100 F of 13 December 1982, by which it, inter alia, re
quested the Secretariat, in particular the Department for Disarmament Affairs, and the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research to lend assistance to States and 
regional institutions which may request it in the context of regional disarmament measures 
taken at the initiative and with the participation of all the States concerned.

Taking note of the report of the Director of the United Nations Institute for Disarma
ment Research,
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Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the activities of the Advisory 
Board on Disarmament Studies,

Taking note with concern of the report of the Disarmament Commission, in particular 
its paragraph 24 dealing with the question of the nuclear capability of South Africa,

Convinced of the urgent need for the international community to consider practical 
measures for the realization of the objective of the Declaration,

1. Strongly reiterates its call upon all States to consider and respect the continent of 
Africa and its surrounding areas as a nuclear-weapon-free zone;

2. Reqffirms that implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
Africa adopted by African heads of State and Government would be a significant measure 
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and 
security;

3. Condemns South Africa’s continued pursuit of a nuclear capability and all forms 
of nuclear collaboration by any State, corporation, institution or individual with the racist 
regime which enable it to frustrate the objective of the Declaration which seeks to keep 
Africa free from nuclear weapons;

4. Calls upon all States, corporations, institutions and individuals to terminate forth
with any form of collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa which enables it to 
frustrate the objective of the Declaration;

5. Demands once again that the racist regime of South Africa refrain from testing, 
manufacturing, deploying, transporting, storing, using or threatening to use nuclear 
weapons;

6. Demands once again that South Africa submit forthwith all its nuclear installa
tions and facilities to inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency;

7. Requests the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, in co-operation 
with the Department for Disarmament Affairs and in consultation with the Organization of 
African Unity, to provide data on the continued development of South Africa’s nuclear 
capability;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the necessary support to the United 
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research to enable it to carry out the task entrusted 
to it under the present resolution and for the Institute to submit a report to the Assembly 
at its thirty-ninth session;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item 
entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa”-

On 25 November, the First Committee also took action on the draft 
resolution on the nuclear capability of South Africa, approving it by a 
recorded vote of 112 to 4 (France, Israel, United Kingdom and United 
States), with 11 abstentions. On 20 December the General Assembly 
adopted it by a recorded vote of 133 to 4, with 11 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/181 B. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 34/76 B of 11 December 1979,35/146 A of 12 December 1980, 

36/86 A of 9 December 1981 and 37/74 B of 9 December 1982,
Bearing in mind the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa adopted by the 

Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity at its 
first ordinary session, held at Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964,

Recalling that, in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, it noted that the accumulation of armaments and the acquisition of armaments 
technology by racist regimes, as well as their possible acquisition of nuclear weapons, 
presented a challenging and increasingly dangerous obstacle to a world community faced 
with the urgent need to disarm.

Taking note of resolution GC(XXVII)/RES/408 on South Africa’s nuclear capabil
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ities, adopted on 14 October 1983 by the General Conference of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency during its twenty-seventh regular session,

Recalling that, in its resolution 33/63 of 14 December 1978, it vigorously condemned 
any overt or covert attempt by South Africa to introduce nuclear weapons into the conti
nent of Africa and demanded that South Africa refrain forthwith from conducting any nu
clear explosion in the continent of Africa or elsewhere,

Recalling its resolution 35/146 A of 12 December 1980, by which it, inter alia, ex
pressed its appreciation to the Secretary-General for his report on South Africa’s plan and 
capability in the nuclear field and expressed its deep alarm that the report of the Secretary- 
General had established South Africa’s capability to manufacture nuclear weapons,

Noting with regret that, despite international concern over the nuclear capability of 
South Africa and the recognized need to deal concretely and expeditiously with it, the 
Disarmament Commission failed to conclude consideration of this important item on its 
agenda with specific recommendations during its 1983 session.

Gravely concerned that South Africa, in flagrant violation of the principles of interna
tional law and the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, has not only 
continued but has in fact intensified its military attacks and other acts of aggression and 
subversion against independent States of southern Africa, in particular Lesotho, Mozam
bique and Angola, part of whose territory still remains occupied by South African forces.

Strongly condemning the military occupation by South African troops of parts of the 
territory of Angola in violation of its national sovereignty, independence and territorial in
tegrity, and urging the immediate and unconditional withdrawal of South African troops 
from Angolan soil.

Expressing its grave disappointment that, despite repeated appeals by the international 
community, certain Western States and Israel have continued to collaborate with the racist 
regime of South Africa in the military and nuclear fields and that some of the same Western 
States have, by a ready recourse to the use of the veto, consistently frustrated every effort in 
the Security Council to deal decisively with the question of South Africa,

1. Condemns the massive build-up of South Africa’s military machine, including its 
frenzied acquisition of nuclear-weapon capability for repressive and aggressive purposes 
and as an instrument of blackmail;

2. Expresses its fu ll support for the Governments of the independent States of 
southern Africa in their efforts to guarantee and safeguard their territorial integrity and 
national sovereignty;

3. Reaffirms that the racist regime’s acquisition of nuclear-weapon capability consti
tutes a very grave danger to international peace and security and, in particular, jeopardizes 
the security of African States and increases the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

4. Requests the Disarmament Commission to consider substantively and as a matter 
of priority South Africa’s nuclear capability during its session in 1984, taking into account, 
inter alia, the findings contained in the report of the Secretary-General on South Africa’s 
plan and capability in the nuclear field, with a view to adopting concrete recommendations 
on the question;

5. Requests the Security Council, for the purposes of disarmament and to fulfil its 
obligations and responsibilities for the maintenance of international peace and security, to 
take enforcement measures to prevent any racist regimes from acquiring arms or arms tech
nology;

6. Further requests the Security Council to conclude expeditiously its consideration 
of the recommendations of its Committee established by resolution 421 (1977) concerning 
the question of South Africa with a view to blocking the existing loopholes in the arms em
bargo so as to render it more effective and prohibiting, in particular, all forms of co
operation and collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa in the nuclear field;

7. Condemns all forms of nuclear collaboration by any State, corporation, institu
tion or individual with the racist regime of South Africa since such collaboration enables it 
to frustrate, inter alia, the objective of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa 
which seeks to keep Africa free from nuclear weapons;
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8. Condemnsy in particular, recent decisions by some Member States to grant licences 
to several corporations in their territories to provide equipment and technical and mainte
nance services for nuclear installations in South Africa;

9. Calls upon all States, corporations, institutions and individuals to terminate forth
with all military and nuclear collaboration with the racist regime, including the provision to 
it of such materials as computers, electronic equipment and related technology;

10. Demands once again that South Africa submit forthwith all its nuclear installa
tions and facilities to inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to follow very closely South Africa’s evolution in 
the nuclear field and to report thereon to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session.

In connection with the voting on the two draft resolutions in the 
First Committee, 19 countries explained their positions in respect of one 
or both texts.

Among those voting in favour of both draft resolutions were the five 
Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden. 
Denmark, speaking on their behalf, stated that they supported the gen
eral purpose of the draft resolution on the nuclear capability of South 
Africa, but expressed certain reservations, particularly deploring what 
they regarded as the inappropriate singling out of individual countries 
and groups of countries and the failure to make a clear distinction be
tween the responsibiUties of the Security Council and the General 
Assembly. Ireland shared the former reservation and Austria, the latter. 
Spain expressed reservations about parts of both resolutions, and 
Albania said its affirmative vote did not change its position as regards the 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones. In connection with the adoption 
of related draft resolutions on other nuclear-weapon-free zones, Brazil 
explained that it would vote in favour of the draft on the implementation 
of the Declaration because of the specific characteristics of the situation 
prevailing in South Africa.

The Soviet Union said it had consistently supported the denucleari
zation of Africa and condemned South Africa’s attempts to acquire 
nuclear weapons, but had abstained in the separate vote on operative 
paragraph 8 of the resolution on the first-mentioned question, because it 
implied a departure from the established system of financing the activ
ities of UNIDIR by means of voluntary contributions. It also held that 
the creation of a denuclearized zone in Africa should not be assumed to 
affect the principle of freedom of navigation on the high seas. Bulgaria 
stated its concern about the acquisition of nuclear weapons by South 
Africa.

Australia, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, Ma
lawi and the Netherlands all voted in favour of the resolution on the im
plementation of the Declaration as a whole, but —except for Malawi — 
abstained in the separate voting on its paragraph 8, and abstained also on 
the draft resolution on South Africa’s nuclear capability. Canada ex
pressed its appreciation of some improvements in the wording of the 
first-mentioned draft, but also its preference for the original wording of 
paragraph 8 since it believed that the study called for should be financed 
out of existing resources. The Federal Republic of Germany also favoured
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a strict interpretation of that paragraph; however, it stressed its high 
degree of identification with the draft’s objectives, in spite of that reser
vation and certain ambiguities concerning the extent of the zone. Japan 
stated that paragraph 8 of the draft lacked conclusive evidence to sup
port it, and Malawi said it would have abstained, had a separate vote 
been taken on paragraphs 3 and 4. In explaining its abstention on the sec
ond draft resolution, Australia said that it supported those paragraphs 
which focused on South Africa’s potential to increase the danger of 
nuclear proliferation. The Netherlands also found both positive and 
negative aspects in the two drafts.

Belgium and Portugal abstained on both proposals. Belgium said 
the text of the first draft did not clearly indicate that the forms of nuclear 
collaboration mentioned were limited to the acquisition of a nuclear- 
weapon capability. Portugal believed the language used in certain para
graphs was excessive.

France, the United Kingdom and the United States abstained on the 
draft resolution on the Declaration (the United States was the only one to 
vote against its paragraph 8), and all three voted against the draft on 
South Africa’s nuclear capability. While they supported in principle the 
objectives of the drafts, the United Kingdom held it would be wrong to 
limit the right to develop programmes for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy in individual cases for political reasons, the United States found 
some language in the two drafts potentially harmful to their underlying 
objectives and France believed the two texts did not make the necessary 
distinction between the peaceful and military uses of nuclear energy.

In connection with the item entitled “Policies of apartheid of the 
Government of South Africa”, the General Assembly adopted, in 1983, 
several resolutions with some disarmament-related provisions.

By resolution 38/39 A, entitled “Situation in South Africa”, the 
General Assembly, inter alia, reiterated its condemnation of the policies 
of certain Western States, especially the United States, and Israel and of 
their transnational corporations and financial institutions that had in
creased political, economic and military collaboration with South Africa 
despite repeated appeals of the General Assembly. The Assembly again 
requested IAEA to refrain from extending to South Africa any facilities 
which might assist it in its nuclear plans and, in particular, to exclude 
South Africa from all its technical working groups. The resolution was 
adopted by a recorded vote of 124 to 16 (mainly Western States), with 
10 abstentions. By resolution 38/39 D, entitled “Sanctions against South 
Africa”, the General Assembly, inter alia, requested the Security Council 
to consider action under Chapter VII of the Charter towards comprehen
sive and mandatory sanctions against South Africa, through appropriate 
measures, including prohibition of all co-operation in the military and 
nuclear fields. The resolution was adopted by a recorded vote of 122 to 
10 (Western States), with 18 abstentions. By resolution 38/39 F, entitled 
“Relations between Israel and South Africa”, the Assembly, inter alia, 
strongly condemned the continuing and increasing collaboration of 
Israel with South Africa, especially in the military and nuclear fields, and
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demanded Israel to terminate all such collaboration. The resolution was 
adopted by a recorded vote of 106 to 18 (mainly Western States), with 
17 abstentions. By resolution 38/39 G, entitled “Military and nuclear col
laboration with ^ u th  Africa”, the General Assembly, inter alia, urged 
the Security Council to take mandatory decisions, under Chapter VII of 
the Charter, to ensure the total cessation of all military and nuclear co
operation with South Africa by Governments, corporations, institutions 
and individuals. The Assembly strongly condemned the action of certain 
Western countries and Israel which had provided South Africa with “an 
enormous arsenal of military equipment and technology, as well as 
assistance in its nuclear plans”, and which had allowed corporations 
under their jurisdiction to invest in the armaments industry in South 
Africa. The Assembly further condemned any manoeuvres to create mili
tary pacts or arrangements with the participation of South Africa. The 
resolution was adopted by a recorded vote of 122 to 9 (Australia, 
Canada, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Paraguay, 
Portugal, United Kingdom and United States), with 17 abstentions.

Finally, under the agenda item entitled “Review of the implementa
tion of the Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security”, 
the Assembly adopted resolution 38/190, by paragraph 11 of which it 
called upon all States, particularly the members of the Security Council, 
to take appropriate and effective measures to promote the fulfilment of 
the objective of the denuclearization of Africa. The resolution was 
adopted by a recorded vote of 135 to none, with 12 abstentions (mainly 
Western States).

C. Establishment o f a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region o f the
Middle East

Under the item entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the region of the Middle East”, Egypt submitted a draft resolution in the 
First Committee on 11 November and introduced it on 15 November, 
stating that it was almost a reproduction of General Assembly resolu
tion 37/75. Explaining why it was necessary to repeat the previous year’s 
resolution, Egypt pointed out that for nine years it had been taking the 
initiative on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Mid
dle East, being aware that the effective realization of that objective 
necessitated the widest possible international support both inside and 
outside the region. The importance of establishing the zone stemmed 
from the fact that it would contribute not only to reducing tension and 
the threat of war in the Middle East, but also to enhancing security in the 
region of the Mediterranean and Europe. Egypt further stressed that 
although there had been consensus on the question since the thirty-fifth 
session of the General Assembly, it was fully aware of the political 
realities in the region and that the time might not yet be right to work on 
a practical approach acceptable to all the parties concerned. However, it 
firmly believed that there was a basic minimum position that should be 
maintained and which the draft represented.
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On 23 November, the Committee approved the draft resolution 
without a vote and five countries explained their positions. Brazil said 
that it did not object to consensus because of the specific characteristics 
of the situation prevailing in the Middle East. Cuba, India and Zambia 
made it clear that the fact that they did not oppose the consensus was 
without prejudice to their positions concerning the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, mentioned in operative paragraph 1.

Israel joined the consensus on the resolution but expressed some res
ervations regarding the modalities included in the text. It believed that 
the most effective way to achieve the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
weapons to the Middle East would be the creation of a zone modelled 
on the lines of the Tlatelolco Treaty. The preliminary consultations 
necessary to achieve that aim should be carried out directly among the 
States of the region, during which they should address the modalities for 
the establishment of the zone, the obligations and rights of the contract
ing parties and the machinery and procedures for ensuring effective com
pliance by the States with the obligations undertaken by each of them. 
Israel expressed a reservation because the draft omitted mention of the 
negotiating process, without which such an arrangement was unlikely to 
come about.

On 15 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft as resolu
tion 38/64, also without a vote. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 3263 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3474 (XXX) of 11 Decem

ber 1975, 31/71 of 10 December 1976, 32/82 of 12 December 1977, 33/64 of 14 December 
1978, 34/77 of 11 December 1979, 35/147 of 12 December 1980, 36/87 of 9 December 1981 
and 37/75 of 9 December 1982 on the establishment of a nuciear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East,

Recalling also the recommendations for the establishment of such a zone in the Middle 
East consistent with paragraphs 60 to 63, in particular paragraph 63 (d), of the Final Docu
ment of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,

Emphasizing the basic provisions of the above-mentioned resolutions, which call upon 
all parties directly concerned to consider taking the practical and urgent steps required for 
the implementation of the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of 
the Middle East and, pending and during the establishment of such a zone, to declare 
solemnly that they will refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from producing, acquiring or in any 
other way possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices and from permitting 
the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory by any third party, to agree to place all 
their nuclear facilities under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards and to 
declare their support for the establishment of the zone and deposit such declarations with 
the Security Council for consideration, as appropriate.

Reaffirming the inalienable right of all States to acquire and develop nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes.

Emphasizing further the need for appropriate measures on the question of the prohibi
tion of military attacks on nuclear facilities,

Bearing in mind the consensus reached by the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth ses
sion that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East 
would greatly enhance international peace and security,

Desirous to build on that consensus so that substantial progress can be made towards 
establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,
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1. Urges all parties directly concerned to consider seriously taking the practical and 
urgent steps required for the implementation of the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the region of the Middle East in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the 
General Assembly and, as a means of promoting this objective, invites the States concerned 
to adhere to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

2. Calls upon all States of the region that have not done so, pending the establish
ment of the zone, to agree to place all their nuclear activities under International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards;

3. Invites those States, pending the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the region of the Middle East, to declare their support for establishing such a zone, consis
tent with the relevant paragraph of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, and to deposit those declarations with the Security Council;

4. Further invites those States, pending the establishment of the zone, not to develop, 
produce, test or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or permit the stationing on their ter
ritories, or territories under their control, of nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices;

5. Invites the nuclear-weapon States and all other States to render their assistance in 
the establishment of the zone and at the same time to refrain from any action that runs 
counter to both the letter and spirit of the present resolution;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session on the implementation of the present resolution;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East”.

The item entitled “Israeli nuclear armament: report of the Secretary- 
General” was included in the provisional agenda of the thirty-eighth ses
sion in accordance with General Assembly resolution 37/82 of 9 Decem
ber 1982. In the r e p o r t , t h e  Secretary-General stated that he had 
continued to follow Israeli nuclear activities, taking into account infor
mation published by IAEA. He had received no new information in that 
regard and consequently had nothing to add to his earlier report to the 
General Assembly on the subject.^^

On 11 November, Iraq, Jordan, Morocco, Qatar, the Sudan and the 
United Arab Emirates submitted a draft resolution on the item in the 
First Committee, which was subsequently also sponsored by Bahrain, 
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Mali, Mauritania and Yemen. In introducing the draft on 17 November, 
Iraq stated that Israel was following a policy of militarization, especially 
in the nuclear field, and that its policy was accompanied by a total 
disregard of international law, security and the United Nations resolu
tions. Iraq stressed that collaboration between Israel and South Africa 
posed a grave danger to peace and security in the whole world. The spon
sors of the draft asked the General Assembly to condemn Israel’s refusal 
to renounce officially the acquisition and possession of nuclear weapons 
and the Security Council to take urgent and effective measures to imple
ment its resolution 487 (1981). Given the danger to regional peace and 
security posed by Israel’s poHcy of nuclear armament, Iraq believed that 
what was needed was action, rather than a number of condemnations.

The Committee took a vote on the draft resolution on 23 November.

23 A/38/199.
24 A/37/434.
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First, it approved operative paragraph 3 by a recorded vote of 79 to 26, 
with 19 abstentions. The draft resolution as a whole was then approved 
by a recorded vote of 90 to 2 (Israel and United States), with 35 absten
tions.

Several delegations explained their votes before or after the vote. In 
explaining its negative vote, Israel stated that the draft resolution intro
duced an imbalance into the international debate on the question and 
thereby hindered all efforts to bring regional problems under control. 
The draft was, according to Israel, discriminatory because it singled out 
Israel for investigation and was based on a study produced by a United 
Nations Group of Experts whose terms of reference had prejudged the 
outcome of the study. Israel further stressed two points. It found the 
draft resolution discriminatory considering that many countries, among 
them Arab States, were not parties at all to the nuclear non-proliferation 
Treaty, while some other Arab countries, which were parties to the 
Treaty, had not fulfilled their obligations in accordance with it. Sec
ondly, the alleged nuclear and military co-operation between Israel and 
South Africa should be dismissed as unsubstantiated speculation. Israel 
expressed its readiness to begin negotiations on the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone between the States of the Middle East. Israel 
also added that the adoption of operative paragraph 3 would constitute 
interference by the General Assembly in the affairs of IAEA, a separate 
body.

The United States said its decision to cast a negative vote was due to 
the discriminatory character of the draft, in that it singled out one 
Member State and ignored the number of States which had neither be
come parties to the non-proliferation Treaty nor placed their nuclear fa
cilities under IAEA safeguards. It added that operative paragraph 3 rep
resented an inappropriate attempt by the General Assembly to instruct 
IAEA on a matter which related directly to the interpretation of the 
Agency’s statutory provisions, a function properly reserved to the IAEA 
Board of Governors and the General Conference.

Belgium said it had called for a separate vote on paragraph 3 of the 
draft because it objected to the clause whereby the General Assembly 
would have assumed the right to interfere in the affairs of IAEA, and 
explained its abstention on the draft as a whole by the fact that the scien
tific co-operation between the Agency and all its member States applied 
to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, not to armament. Australia, too, 
could not accept operative paragraph 3 and abstained in the vote on the 
draft as a whole.

In explaining its abstention in the votes on operative paragraph 3 
and the draft as a whole, Argentina said that in past years it had voted 
for similar versions of draft resolutions, but it believed that the matter 
was more serious in the current session and felt obliged to abstain by vir
tue of its position of principle.

Some States which supported the draft explained their difficulties 
with certain aspects of it. India said its vote was without prejudice to its
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stand on the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty. While supporting the 
efforts of the international community to prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, Peru stressed that it was essential that safeguards be 
applied universally. It expressed reservations about those paragraphs 
which contained provisions it found irreconcilable with the division of 
responsibilities between the General Assembly and the Security Council. 
Venezuela felt that the draft, as a whole, was in keeping with its interna
tional politics, but it expressed reservations about operative paragraph 1, 
because it condemned one single State for not renouncing the possession 
of nuclear weapons, and it abstained in the vote on operative paragraph 3.

On 15 December, the General Assembly took a vote on the draft 
resolution. It first approved paragraph 3 by a recorded vote of 79 to 28, 
with 31 abstentions. The draft resolution as a whole was then adopted as 
resolution 38/69, by a recorded vote of 99 votes to 2, with 39 absten
tions. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its previous resolutions on Israeli nuclear armament,
Recalling its relevant resolutions on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 

in the region of the Middle East,
Recalling also its resolution 35/157 of 12 December 1980 on military and nuclear col

laboration with Israel,
Recalling its repeated condemnation of nuclear collaboration between Israel and South 

Africa,
Recalling Security Council resolution 487 (1981) of 19 June 1981 and taking note of the 

special report of the Special Committee against Apartheid on recent developments concern
ing relations between Israel and South Africa,

Noting with concern Israel’s refusal to comply with Security Council resolution 487 
(1981),

Further noting with grave concern Israel’s persistent refusal to adhere to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, despite repeated calls by the General 
Assembly, the Security Council and the International Atomic Energy Agency, and to place 
its nuclear facilities under Agency safeguards.

Conscious of the grave consequences which endanger international peace and security 
as a result of Israel’s development and acquisition of nuclear weapons and Israel’s col
laboration with South Africa to develop nuclear weapons and their delivery systems.

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,
1. Condemns Israel’s refusal to renounce any possession of nuclear weapons and to 

place all its nuclear activities under international safeguards;
2. Requests the Security Council to take urgent and effective measures to implement 

its resolution 487 (1981) and to ensure that Israel complies with the resolution and places its 
nuclear facilities under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards;

3. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to suspend any scientific co
operation with Israel which could contribute to Israel’s nuclear capabilities;

4. Reiterates its condemnation of the Israeli threat, in violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations, to repeat its armed attack on peaceful nuclear facilities in Iraq and in other 
countries;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to follow closely Israel’s nuclear ac
tivities and the nuclear and military collaboration between Israel and South Africa and to 
report to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session thereon, as appropriate;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Israeli nuclear armament”.
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The question of Israeli nuclear armament was also discussed in the 
framework of the agenda item dealt with in plenary meetings of the 
Assembly entitled “Armed Israeli aggression against the Iraqi nuclear in
stallations and its grave consequences for the established international 
system concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and international peace and security”. 
By resolution 38/9, which was adopted on 10 November by a recorded 
vote of 123 votes to 2 (Israel and United States), with 12 abstentions, the 
General Assembly, inter aliOy reiterated its condemnation of Israel’s con
tinued refusal to implement Security Council resolution 487 (1981); 
noted that the statements made so far by Israel had not removed appre
hensions that its threat to repeat its armed attack against nuclear 
facilities would continue to endanger the role and activities of IAEA; 
considered that any threat to attack and destroy nuclear facilities in Iraq 
and other countries constituted a violation of the Charter of the United 
Nations; requested once again the Security Council to consider the 
necessary measures to deter Israel from repeating such an attack; called 
for the continuation of the consideration, at the international level, of 
legal measures to prohibit armed attacks against nuclear facilities, and 
threats thereof, as a contribution to promoting and ensuring the safe 
development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes; and expressed its 
appreciation to the Secretary-General and the Group of Experts on the 
Consequences of the Israeli Armed Attack against the Iraqi Nuclear In
stallations for their comprehensive study.

In its study, submitted to the Secretary-General on 15 July 1983, the 
Group of Experts came to the following conclusions: (a) the Iraqi 
nuclear installations represented a part of Iraq’s efforts for scientific and 
technical development and its nuclear activities were under the safe
guards of IAEA, which revealed no non-compliance with the safeguards 
agreement concluded between Iraq and IAEA and based on Iraqi adher
ence to the non-proliferation Treaty; (6) the Tammuz-1 reactor was at
tacked and destroyed on 7 June 1981 by Israel, which had not adhered to 
the non-proliferation Treaty nor placed all its nuclear facilities under the 
IAEA safeguards system; the attack was condemned by the Security 
Council, the General Assembly and IAEA; (c) the direct, site-related 
consequences of the attack included three deaths and virtually the total 
destruction of the Tammuz-1 reactor, which resulted in direct losses of 
several hundreds of millions of dollars of investment; (rf) no radiological 
health problems were caused, although there could have been an appre
ciable risk had the attack occurred after the reactor had become opera
tional; (e) the more general consequences of the attack—to which the 
Group attached special importance—included its potentially serious 
damage to international norms and institutions; and (/) if Israel became 
a party to the non-proliferation Treaty, accepted full-scope safeguards 
and complied with the General Assembly’s demand that it should refrain 
from its threat to repeat its armed attacks against nuclear facilities, the 
situation would substantially improve.

25 A/38/337, annex.

237



In the plenary debate on the item, almost all States, including 
Algeria, Bulgaria, Cuba, Cyprus, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic of), Iraq, Kuwait, Qatar, the Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, 
the USSR and Yugoslavia, which took part in the discussion expressed 
their condemnation of the Israeli attack as a violation of the Charter of 
the United Nations and international law and as an attack against the 
non-proliferation Treaty, IAEA and the Agency’s safeguards regime. 
Speaking on behalf of the ten member States of the European Commu
nity, Greece expressed the deep concern with which they had approached 
the issue of the Israeli military attack on the Iraqi nuclear installations 
and its serious consequences, believing that it was a violation of the prin
ciples of the Charter and the rules of international law. The Ten repeated 
once more their call to Israel to comply fully with Security Council 
resolution 487 (1981) in all its aspects and stressed the vital importance 
for all countries of refraining from any act of violence which might result 
in escalating tensions in the Middle East.

A number of delegations, including Bulgaria, Egypt, India, Kuwait, 
Pakistan, the USSR and Yugoslavia, commented on the expert study. It 
was regarded as a valuable contribution to a broader understanding of 
the serious consequences which that and similar acts could have for inter
national co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and for the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

After referring to its previous statements on the matter in the Secu
rity Council and in the General Assembly, Israel stated that the Group of 
Experts had predictably produced a biased report and noted that Iraq 
had been invited to present its views to the Group, while Israel had not. 
For that and other reasons it mentioned, Israel rejected the draft resolu
tion on the question.

D. Establishment o f a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia

The item on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia was included in the agenda of the thirty-eighth session in accord
ance with resolution 37/76 of 9 December 1982. In his report on the 
item,^  ̂ the Secretary-General stated that he had been in contact with the 
States of the South Asian region with regard to paragraph 4 of that 
resolution. There had been no request by the States concerned for his 
assistance in connection with the subject, but the view had been ex
pressed that he should continue to be available for that purpose.

On 7 November, Pakistan submitted a draft resolution on the item. 
In introducing it on 9 November in the First Committee, Pakistan re
called the relevant paragraph of the Final Document of the first special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and the 
reaffirmation of the objective of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones 
by the Conference of the Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned

26 A/38/198.
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Countries in New Delhi in 1983.^’ Pakistan said it shared with other 
States of the South Asian region a deep commitment to the objective of 
keeping the area free of nuclear weapons; that had been reflected in the 
unilateral declarations made by individual States in the region not to ac
quire nuclear weapons. Pakistan thus believed that proper conditions ex
isted in the South Asian region to carry forward the objective of trans
forming it into a nuclear-weapon-free zone. It further considered that 
nuclear-weapon-free zones constituted an important partial measure in a 
step-by-step approach to general and complete disarmament, especially 
nuclear disarmament. The draft resolution once again reaffirmed the 
General Assembly’s endorsement, in principle, of the concept of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and urged the States of the 
region, and such other neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States as might 
be interested, to continue to make all possible efforts to establish such a 
zone.

Several countries explained their positions in connection with the 
vote in the First Committee. India expressed its view that a draft resolu
tion on a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia had become an annual 
and pointless ritual for the First Committee. It stated that the countries 
of South Asia did not have a consensus on setting up such a zone. India 
had constantly and categorically rejected that proposal and its reasons 
for doing so had been set forth in the past in clear terms.^*

Although voting in favour of the draft resolution, five States ex
plained their positions on the question. Sri Lanka stated that its 
affirmative vote was consistent with its support for the concept of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, which could contribute to the strengthening 
of regional—and thereby international—peace, security and stability. 
However, it believed such a zone could be viable only to the extent that it 
was created with the full consent, support and co-operation of all coun
tries in the zone. The United States supported the concept of establishing 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in South Asia and in other appropriate 
regions of the world. It believed that effective zones negotiated and sup
ported by the States of the region could not only enhance the security of 
those States, but also reinforce non-proliferation goals on a regional 
basis. Japan supported the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, 
whether in South Asia or in any other region of the world. However, it 
reiterated its view that the establishment of such a zone, if it was to 
strengthen the security of the region, would require the fulfilment of a 
number of conditions, among them, that it should be agreed upon by all 
the countries concerned and be based on the initiatives of the countries of 
the region. Zambia reserved its position regarding the second preambular 
paragraph of the draft resolution because of its reference to non
proliferation. Bangladesh stressed the need for contacts and consulta-

See footnote 15.
28 As stated in previous years, the reasons were that such zones must be conceived as 

part of a nuclear disarmament programme, emanate voluntarily from all the States of a 
region and involve a well-defined geographical and political unit.
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tions among the countries of the South Asian region to ensure unanimity 
on the issue, including defining the limits of the zone.

Among those who abstained, four States clarified their positions. 
Brazil held that the draft resolution did not reflect adequately its con
cerns regarding the requirements for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, such as consensus among the States directly involved 
and a commitment on the part of the nuclear-weapon States to respect 
the status of the zone and to refrain from interfering in the negotiating 
process. Sweden expressed its positive attitude with regard to the estab
lishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, but stressed some fundamental 
prerequisites that should be fulfilled. Among them, Sweden mentioned 
the following: general agreement among all the States concerned; non
possession of nuclear weapons by the zonal States; the absence and non
deployment of nuclear weapons in such States; and the commitment by 
nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against targets within the zone. Sweden could not support the draft 
resolution as it was evident that all the States concerned were not in 
favour of it. Although supporting the idea of the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic felt 
that it was impossible to establish such a zone in South Asia because 
there were military bases in the region in which nuclear weapons were 
stationed. Indonesia believed the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
constituted the most effective means of preventing proliferation, but held 
that such proposals should be initiated by the States in the region and 
based on agreements freely arrived at between them, something which, it 
believed, remained to be realized in South Asia.

On 23 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 81 to 2 (Bhutan and India), with 42 abstentions. It 
was adopted by the General Assembly on 15 December, as resolution 38/ 
65, by a recorded vote of 94 votes to 3, with 46 abstentions. It reads as 
follows:

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 3265 B (XXIX) of 9 December 1974, 3476 B (XXX) of 11 De

cember 1975, 31/73 of 10 December 1976, 32/83 of 12 December 1977, 33/65 of 14 Decem
ber 1978, 34/78 of 11 December 1979, 35/148 of 12 December 1980, 36/88 of 9 December 
1981 and 37/76 of 9 December 1982 concerning the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in South Asia,

Reiterating its conviction that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
various regions of the world is one of the measures which can contribute most eflfectively to 
the objectives of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and general and complete disarma
ment.

Believing that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, as in 
other regions, will strengthen the security of the States of the region against the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Noting the declarations issued at the highest level by Governments of South Asian 
States reaffirming their undertaking not to acquire or manufacture nuclear weapons and to 
devote their nuclear programmes exclusively to the economic and social advancement of 
their peoples.

Recalling that in the above-mentioned resolutions it called upon the States of the South 
Asian region, and such other neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States as might be in
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terested, to make all possible efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia 
and to refrain, in the meantime, from any action contrary to this objective.

Further recalling that, in its resolutions 3265 B (XXIX), 31/73 and 32/83, it requested 
the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the purpose of the consultations mentioned 
therein and to render such assistance as might be required to promote the efforts for the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,

Bearing in mind the provisions of paragraphs 60 to 63 of the Final Document of the 
Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly regarding the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, including in the region of South Asia,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,
1. Reqffirms its endorsement, in principle, of the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free 

zone in South Asia;
2. Urges once again the States of South Asia, and such other neighbouring non- 

nuclear-weapon States as may be interested, to continue to make all possible efforts to 
establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and to refrain, in the meantime, from 
any action contrary to this objective;

3. Calls upon those nuclear-weapon States that have not done so to respond posi
tively to this proposal and to extend the necessary co-operation in the efforts to establish a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance as may be required to 
promote the efforts for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and 
to report on the subject to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia”.

♦ *

In the framework of the agenda item entitled “General and complete 
disarmament”, the General Assembly adopted resolution 38/188 I, enti
tled “Review of and supplement to the Comprehensive study o f the ques
tion o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspect^*, by which the 
Assembly requested the Secretary-General to transmit to the Group of 
Governmental Experts on Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones, established by 
resolution 37/99 F, for its consideration and analysis, all the relevant 
documents submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth ses
sion, as well as the records of the debate on that question. The resolution 
was adopted by a recorded vote of 146 to none, with 3 abstentions (India, 
United Kingdom and United States). This resolution is dealt with in more 
detail in chapter XXIII below.

In a letter” dated 11 August 1983 addressed to the Secretary- 
General, the representatives of Antigua and Barbuda and Malaysia to the 
United Nations requested the inclusion of a supplementary item on Ant
arctica in the agenda of the thirty-eighth session of the Assembly, which, 
in the context of the Antarctic Treaty, was related to disarmament.

The item was discussed in the First Committee, and on 28 Novem
ber, Antigua and Barbuda, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Malaysia, Oman, 
Pakistan, the Philippines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Turkey and

A/38/193 and Corr.l.
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Uganda submitted a draft resolution. In introducing it, the represen
tative of Malaysia stated that the draft was the result of negotiations be
tween a number of interested countries on the one hand and the various 
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties on the other. Both sides had 
agreed on a consensus text requesting the Secretary-General to undertake 
a comprehensive, factual and objective study on all aspects of Antarc
tica.

On 30 November, Sierra Leone submitted an amendment on behalf 
of the African Group,which was subsequently withdrawn. At the same 
meeting, the Committee approved the draft resolution without a vote 
and it was adopted on 15 December by the General Assembly, as resolu
tion 38/77, also without a vote.

Conclusion

In 1983, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts 
of the world was discussed in the Disarmament Commission, the Com
mittee on Disarmament and at the thirty-eighth session of the General 
Assembly. A large number of States supported the idea of the creation of 
such zones either in general or in regions of their particular concern. A 
number of delegations considered that the Treaty of Tlatelolco should 
serve as a model for the zones in other parts of the world. Along with the 
debate on the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in Africa, the 
Middle East and South Asia, proposals were put forward for the creation 
of such zones in some other regions, such as the Balkans and Northern 
and Central Europe, but no formal initiatives were taken on these pro
posals at the United Nations.

In the debate it was argued that the creation of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones would prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
strengthen the security of the countries in such zones. However, certain 
prerequisites were emphasized, including the principles that general 
agreement should exist among all countries of the region on the creation 
of such a zone, that the zones should be based on agreements freely ar
rived at between the States of a given region and that the nuclear-weapon 
States should undertake obligations to respect the denuclearized status of 
such zones.

In 1983 two major trends were discernible: an increased interest on 
the part of States in the subject and a growing concern for the verifiabil
ity of agreements on the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones. Regional 
disagreements among prospective parties to proposed nuclear-weapon- 
free zones prevented any of the proposals from moving towards realiza
tion.

30 See A/38/646, para. 6. 
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C H A P T E R  X I

International co-operation in the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy

Introduction

Q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  p e a c e f u l  u s e s  o f  n u c l e a r  e n e r g y  have 
been the subject of discussion within and outside the United Nations be
tween countries that are suppliers and others that are recipients of 
nuclear technology.

Two approaches to this question have emerged. The supplier States 
emphasize the link between the transfer of nuclear technology, equip
ment and materials and the need to prevent horizontal proliferation of 
nuclear weapons through universal adherence to the non-proliferation 
Treaty, whereas the developing countries, the recipients, attach primary 
importance to their right to free and unimpaired access to nuclear energy 
for social and economic development.

Against the background of these conflicting approaches, the need 
for an international consensus in the field of the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy has become apparent. In 1977, 15 supplier countries' agreed on a 
set of guidelines and principles to govern nuclear exports to non-nuclear- 
weapon States. These States adopted criteria calling for the application 
of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards and requir
ing formal assurances against unauthorized applications, including 
restrictions on re-export and on reprocessing and enrichment activities.^ 
Some suppliers have adopted more stringent policies which go beyond 
the requirements set out in the guidelines.^

In 1980, the Conference on the International Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Evaluation (INFCE), which was set up on the basis of a United States ini
tiative, completed an evaluation of data and options regarding less 
proliferation-prone nuclear fuel cycles. Sixty-six States took part in the 
evaluation, and the Conference submitted its report to the participating

* Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, 
Federal Republic of, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, USSR, 
United Kingdom and United States.

2 See The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, chap. IX, for a detailed outline of the guidelines.
3 Ibid., vol. 1: 1976, chap. IX; vol. 2: 1977, chap. IX; and vol. 3: 1978, chap. XIII, for 

more detail on individual suppliers’ export policies.
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Governments for their consideration in developing nuclear-energy 
policies/

In connection with one of the aspects of the fuel cycle considered at 
INFCE, namely, assurances of supply of nuclear fuel, services and 
technology, the Board of Governors of IAEA decided, on 20 June 1980, 
to establish the Committee on Assurances of Supply (CAS), open to all 
members of the Agency. The Committee advises the Board on means of 
ensuring long-term availability of such supplies in accordance with 
mutually acceptable considerations of non-proliferation and the 
Agency’s role and responsibilities in relation thereto. The work of CAS 
in 1983 is discussed in chapter XII below.

The recipient countries, for their part, largely in response to 
developments on the supply side, attach increasing importance to the 
possibilities offered by mutual assistance, self-reliance and co-ordinated 
action in the United Nations and other bodies. In that context, they have 
proposed a United Nations conference to promote international co
operation on the question. By resolution 35/112 of 5 December 1980, on 
the basis of their initiative, the General Assembly decided to convene the 
United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co
operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, and to establish a 
Preparatory Committee for the Conference. As of the end of 1982, the 
Preparatory Committee had held an organizational session and two 
substantive sessions.

In 1982, IAEA organized in Vienna the Conference on Nuclear 
Power Experience, which was attended by 63 countries. The Conference 
summarized the experience gained over three decades of nuclear power 
operations, mainly for the production of electricity. One of the main 
conclusions of the Conference was that nuclear power remained gener
ally competitive with coal-fired plants, while oil-fired plants had much 
higher generating costs. There was agreement at the Conference that ra
diation protection at nuclear power plants and fuel cycle facilities had, in 
general, shown an excellent record. It was also widely held that adequate 
technology existed for radioactive waste management.^

Work of the Preparatory Committee for the 
United Nations Conference, 1983

The Preparatory Committee continued its work in 1983, holding its 
fourth substantive session in New York from 28 March to 8 April.

In accordance with General Assembly resolutions 35/112 and 36/78, 
the President of the General Assembly appointed the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and Saudi Arabia as additional members of the Preparatory Com-

 ̂Ibid., vol. 5: 1980, chap. XI.
5 Ibid., vol. 7: 1982, chap. XII.
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mittee. Thus, in 1983, the Preparatory Committee was composed of 
66 Member States/

At the opening meeting, the Chairman of the Committee made a 
statement calling on all members to reach the necessary agreements and 
understanding which were essential for the preparations of the United 
Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co-operation in 
the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy. He went on to say that the Com
mittee had already met three times in unsuccessful attempts to decide 
upon its draft agenda, its draft rules of procedure and the nature and 
form of its concluding documents. The Chairman said there could be no 
denying that the status quo was unsatisfactory and did not enhance the 
dynamic promotion of nuclear technology as a means of meeting grow
ing needs in the social and economic field. Changes were, therefore, 
necessary and perhaps overdue: changes that would lead to more interna
tional co-operation and trade on a wide and non-discriminatory basis, 
favour unrestricted access to nuclear technology for peaceful purposes 
and respect the interests of all countries. Such developments, he con
tinued, would in no way encourage the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
or endanger international security and stability.

The Secretary-General of the Conference made a statement sum
marizing the course of past developments. He also mentioned that the 
Committee had not yet agreed on the content and substance of the 
agenda of the Conference, its rules of procedure and a preparatory 
framework, and hoped that it would be possible for the Committee, at its 
fourth session, to do so. He also emphasized that the Conference would 
represent the first international effort of its kind designed exclusively for 
the purpose of promoting international co-operation for peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy for economic and social development.

The Preparatory Committee held a general discussion on its sub
stantive agenda items. Many representatives expressed support for the 
concerns underlined in the two opening statements, saying that a sincere 
spirit of compromise and mutual trust alone would enable the Commit
tee to resolve the difficult issues before it. Some expressed the belief that 
the establishment of universally acceptable principles of international co
operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy constituted the major 
objective of the Conference, in accordance with the provisions of Gen
eral Assembly resolution 32/50. Others felt that the Conference could 
successfully promote co-operation in the interests of both producers and 
consumers only with the reaffirmation and strengthening of the existing 
principles relating to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and other

 ̂Algeria, Argentina, Austr^ia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslov^ia, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Finland, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, 
Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mex
ico, Morocco, Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Thailand, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United 
Republic of Cameroon, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zaire.
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nuclear explosive devices and the provisions of the IAEA safeguards 
system. While sharing the concern about proliferation, still others 
stressed that non-proliferation considerations should not be made a pre
text for preventing States from exercising their sovereign right to acquire 
and develop nuclear technology for peaceful purposes in accordance with 
national needs and priorities. A view was expressed that nuclear disarma
ment issues, such as non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, would be bet
ter dealt with in an appropriate forum, such as the Committee on Dis
armament.

Reference was also made to the relevant activities of IAEA and 
CAS. In that regard, the representative of IAEA informed the Prepara
tory Committee of the state of the Agency’s preparations for the Confer
ence, which took into account the observations made and the reserva
tions expressed concerning the outline of topics it had submitted at the 
third session of the Committee.

Many representatives emphasized that decisions of the Conference 
on all substantive issues should be by consensus, while other represen
tatives, although recognizing the merit of consensus, considered that 
such a procedure might set a precedent which could adversely aflFect 
future United Nations conferences and might be used by a small minority 
to block decisions which would benefit the majority of the international 
community.

During the general discussion, many representatives expressed the 
view that the Conference should not be unduly postponed, but observed 
that, owing to the lack of agreement on such basic issues as the provi
sional agenda, it would be difficult to determine the framework and the 
schedule for essential preparatory work. As it would not be advisable to 
convene such a conference without serious, detailed preparations, they 
believed the dates previously set for the Conference should be recon
sidered.

In order to facilitate its work, the Preparatory Committee decided 
to establish an informal contact group to meet during the session to take 
up the consideration of the substantive questions before it. In its 
deUberations, the Contact Group devoted its attention mainly to the 
substantive issues of the agenda and, to a certain extent, discussed the 
decision-making process and future preparatory work for the Con
ference. In discussing the agenda, particular attention was given to the 
formulation of item 5 of the draft provisional agenda proposed by the 
Group of IT  during the third session of the Preparatory Committee. In 
that connection, a number of proposals were made. The Chairman, in 
his personal capacity, also suggested a formulation.® All the proposals 
were meant to be additional to the existing formulation of item 5. The 
Contact Group, however, was not able to decide upon the wording of 
that item and, therefore, could not report agreement on a draft agenda.

 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 48 
(A/37/48), part two, annex II, sect. A.

® Ibid., Supplement No. 48 A  (A/37/48/Add.l), pp. 7-9.
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During a general exchange of views on the decision-making process, 
it was suggested that the problem might be solved through an appro
priate statement made by the Chairman of the Preparatory Committee 
and/or the President of the Conference and agreed upon beforehand by 
all the parties concerned. The Contact Group was unable to reach an 
agreement on decision-making.

Consequently, the Preparatory Committee recommended that the 
General Assembly should decide, at its resumed thirty-seventh session, 
not to convene the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of In
ternational Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy in 1983 
and that, at its thirty-eighth session, it should decide on the date and 
venue of the fifth session of the Preparatory Committee. The Committee 
also decided that the Conference secretariat should proceed as far as 
practicable with the preparations for the Conference, in accordance with 
the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly.

International Conference on Radioactive Waste Management

IAEA held an International Conference on Radioactive Waste Manage
ment in Seattle, from 16 to 20 May 1983. It was attended by 528 parti
cipants from 29 member States of IAEA and 8 international organiza
tions. There were 149 papers presented and discussed in 21 technical 
sessions covering five major topics: waste management policy and imple
mentation; handling, treatment and conditioning of wastes from nuclear 
facilities; storage and underground disposal of radioactive wastes; en
vironmental and safety assessment of waste management systems; and 
radioactive releases to the environment from nuclear operations.

The Conference demonstrated that considerable progress had been 
made nationally and internationally towards establishing the goals, 
criteria and safety assessment methods necessary to alleviate concerns 
about long-term health and safety implications. While the major em
phasis of the Conference was on high-level waste management, there was 
also a clear indication that continuing attention must be paid to the 
management of low- and intermediate-level wastes.

Consideration by the General Conference of IAEA, 1983̂

The twenty-seventh regular session of the General Conference of IAEA 
was held in Vienna in October 1983. The General Conference unani
mously approved the application of the People’s Republic of China for 
membership.

During the general debate, the focus was on priority areas such as 
safeguards and non-proliferation, the nuclear fuel cycle, nuclear power 
and safety, and technical assistance and co-operation. Support was ex
pressed for the vital role of the Agency in dealing with nuclear energy

 ̂The text for this section was contributed by IAEA.
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and promoting nuclear science and technology for peaceful uses. The 
Agency’s work on nuclear safety was strongly supported and specific 
reference was made to the programme on nuclear safety standards for 
nuclear power plants (NUSS programme) as being of particular value. 
The development of the incident reporting system was also commended. 
Support was also expressed for specific programmes of IAEA in the field 
of radioactive waste management.

The Regional Co-operative Agreement for Research, Development 
and Training related to Nuclear Science and Technology (RCA) covering 
countries in Asia and the Pacific was commended as an example of co
operation among the developing countries of the region. It was noted 
that the RCA concept was being followed in setting up a similar co
operative agreement in Latin America.

Strong support was expressed for the Agency’s technical co
operation activities, in particular in the area of training and advisory 
services on siting, safety and manpower planning for nuclear pro
grammes in developing countries. Appreciation was expressed for the in
crease in resources for technical co-operation. The Agency’s feasibility 
study on the availability of small and medium reactors was commended 
and encouragement was given for further funds in connection with that 
project.

The importance of the Agency’s safeguards systems in preventing 
the spread of nuclear weapons was appreciated. Many countries con
sidered that support of the institutions that provided for effective inter
national safeguards should be strengthened, and that IAEA safeguards 
should remain credible and subject to continuous examination.

A number of countries stressed the importance of full-scope safe
guards; others expressed the view that greater efforts should be made by 
the nuclear Powers to achieve nuclear disarmament, in conformity with 
article VI of the non-proliferation Treaty. Many delegations gave high 
priority to the Agency’s role in non-proliferation and believed that IAEA 
should make substantial contributions to the preparations for the Third 
Review Conference of the Treaty. Some States felt that the Agency 
safeguards system might have some relevance for the implementation of 
article VI of the Treaty and that a study might be made on the possibility 
of using the safeguards system as a model for verification of an agree
ment to cut off the production of fissionable material for nuclear 
warheads. Suggestions were also made that the Agency would have a role 
to play in respect to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

The General Conference adopted several resolutions, inter alia, on 
the following subjects:

— Protection of nuclear installations devoted to peaceful purposes 
against armed attacks. The resolution declared that all such attacks 
should be prohibited and urged that binding international rules for that 
purpose should be adopted.

— Consequences of the Israeli military attack on the Iraqi nuclear 
research reactor and the standing threat to repeat that attack for (a) the
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development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes and (6) the role and 
the activities of IAEA. The resolution called on Israel to withdraw its 
threat and decided to withhold Agency research contracts with Israel and 
to refrain from holding technical meetings with Israel if, by the next 
General Conference, the threat had not been withdrawn. It also re
quested the preparation of a report on the consequences of an armed at
tack on peaceful nuclear installations and threats thereof on the Agency’s 
safeguards system and the peaceful applications of nuclear energy.

— South Africa’s nuclear capabilities. The resolution demanded that 
South Africa should submit all its nuclear installations to inspection by 
the Agency, called on those member States which had not done so to end 
all nuclear co-operation with South Africa, and requested consideration 
of the implementation by the Agency of General Assembly resolutions 
concerning Agency assistance to South Africa and participation by South 
Africa in IAEA technical groups.

— Convention on Physical Protection. The resolution expressed the 
hope that the Convention on Physical Protection would enter into force 
at the earliest possible date and that it would obtain the widest possible 
adherence.

—Amendment of article VI.A.2 of the Agency’s statute. The resolu
tion requested the Board of Governors to submit its observations and 
recommendations on proposed amendments regarding that matter for 
approval by the next General Conference.

— Staffing of the Agency’s secretariat. The resolution appreciated 
action taken to increase the number of staff drawn from developing 
countries and requested the Director-General to take further steps in that 
direction.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly had on its agenda two 
items on the question of the promotion of international co-operation in 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, namely, “Report of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency” and “United Nations Conference for the Pro
motion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear 
Energy”. Both were considered in plenary meetings, without reference to 
a Main Committee.'®

In presenting the report of IAEA," the Director-General of the 
Agency, Mr. Hans Blix, stated that several significant events had taken 
place in the Agency. He noted that the United States, which had sus
pended its participation in the Agency to undertake a reassessment of its 
activities, resumed its active participation in February 1983. He also 
noted that an application for membership in the Agency by the People’s

See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary 
Meetingsj 45th, 46th and 96th meetings.

The Annual Report fo r 1982, GC(XXVII)/684.
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Republic of China had been approved by the General Conference. Nego
tiations had begun between the Agency and the Soviet Union on that 
country’s voluntary offer to submit some of its peaceful nuclear installa
tions to Agency safeguards and considerable progress towards an agree
ment had been made in those talks. He mentioned the International Con
ference on Radioactive Waste Management held at Seattle in May, which 
is discussed above.

Mr. Blix further stated that work was proceeding in the Agency on a 
broad range of matters relating to its two chief tasks, namely, the promo
tion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and participation in efforts to 
prevent the further proliferation of nuclear weapons. He said that the 
most significant economic use of nuclear energy was the production of 
electricity and believed that if economic recovery was to be maintained, 
the world must continue to shift from its excessive reliance on oil to the 
use of coal and nuclear power as major alternatives. In that connection, 
Mr. Blix noted that IAEA had initiated the first phase of a new study of 
the general case for small and medium-sized power reactors, which 
would devote attention to the question of financing nuclear generating 
plants—a problem especially felt by the developing countries. He further 
noted that IAEA was seeking to establish a world-wide incident reporting 
system by which States could draw lessons from each other’s experience. 
Another safety-promoting venture was the setting up of “operational 
safety review teams” to assist national regulatory bodies in their task of 
ensuring that safety was maintained at the required level during all 
phases of the operation of a nuclear power plant.

Mr. Blix also commented on the importance of other practical appli
cations of nuclear techniques in various fields, such as agriculture, med
icine and industry, which were promoted through the Agency’s technical 
co-operation and assistance programme, and had involved about 500 proj
ects in 1982.

Regarding the need for consensus on a reasonable balance of rights 
and obligations between suppliers and recipients in nuclear trade, 
Mr. Blix noted that CAS had recently made concrete progress on some 
specific technical aspects of the problems before it, and would continue 
to provide a forum in which both sides could bring forward their con
cerns and work together towards what could eventually be a mutually ac
ceptable code of conduct.

In connection with the Agency’s efforts to help prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons through its safeguards system, he stated that the most 
important improvement would be the system’s expansion in scope. In 
1982, there had been further technical developments in and consolidation 
of the safeguards system and discussion of its most effective use.

During the course of the debate in the Assembly, many countries, 
concerned about the proliferation of nuclear weapons, attached impor
tance to the activities of IAEA in the implementation of the non
proliferation Treaty. Australia regarded them as IAEA’s foremost 
responsibility. Austria recognized the Treaty as the most effective barrier
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against a further spread of nuclear weapons and, therefore, called for its 
universal acceptance. The Soviet Union felt the basis for the non-pro- 
liferation regime was the non-proliferation Treaty and stated that all 
questions of international co-operation should be considered in close 
connection with measures for the further strengthening of that Treaty. 
Czechoslovakia supported the idea that all deliveries of nuclear facilities 
and technology, material and fuel should be carried out exclusively 
within the framework of that regime. It believed that only if the non
proliferation Treaty were consistently observed could international co
operation in the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes be success
fully developed. Hungary felt that the non-proliferation regime should 
be strengthened and expressed surprise at the attempts of some States to 
make it appear as an obstacle to international co-operation in the peace
ful uses of atomic energy. China, however, remained critical of the non
proliferation Treaty, calling it discriminatory in nature.

Egypt, Finland and the Soviet Union, among others, expected IAEA 
to play an important role in the preparations for the Third Review Con
ference of the non-proliferation Treaty.

Greece, speaking on behalf of the European Community, recog
nized the Agency’s safeguards system as an essential element of non
proliferation policy and a corner-stone in international nuclear co
operation in that it enabled verification of compliance with commitments 
made. Though recognizing the need for improving the system, Greece 
reiterated its appeal to non-nuclear-weapon States to place their facilities 
under IAEA safeguards in order to strengthen the non-proliferation 
regime. The Soviet Union advocated further strengthening of the effec
tiveness of the IAEA safeguards system and full safeguards coverage of 
nuclear activity of non-nuclear-weapon States. In that context, it had 
declared its readiness to submit to Agency safeguards a part of its peace
ful nuclear activities. Poland also emphasized the importance of the 
IAEA safeguards system. Pakistan was of the view that the system was 
already reliable and effective, and should be protected and universalized 
on a non-discriminatory basis.

Egypt, like other developing countries, underlined the role of IAEA 
in the development of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, particularly 
for the benefit of developing countries. India deplored what it regarded 
as an increase in restrictive and discriminatory policies pursued by major 
suppliers of nuclear material and equipment. Pakistan stated that unilat
eral restrictions on access to nuclear technology, which had grown, could 
not prevent nuclear proliferation, but would only deprive developing 
countries of an essential technology. In its opinion, nuclear non-prolifer- 
ation could be ensured through genuine political will and a consensus to 
achieve progress in nuclear disarmament, rather than by conferring the 
benefits of nuclear technology on a group of privileged States.

During the debate, a number of States, including Australia, Bul
garia, Egypt, the German Democratic Republic, Greece (on behalf of the 
ten member States of the European Community), Pakistan and the Su
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dan, stressed also the IAEA technical assistance and co-operation pro
gramme. Egypt noted the Agency’s role in eliminating the Mediterranean 
fruit fly in Egypt and expressed the need to strengthen technical 
assistance programmes, not only in the nuclear field but also in the fields 
of science, medicine, agriculture and research, particularly with regard to 
developing countries. Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic and 
Poland supported all efforts to expand and increase the effectiveness of 
the technical assistance programme. The Sudan stressed the necessity of 
providing the programme with funds from the Agency’s regular budget 
or from other pre-allocated and guaranteed resources. On the other 
hand, several States, including Bulgaria and Poland, supported the con
cept of voluntary contributions payable in national currencies. Pakistan 
expressed concern at what it regarded as an increasing imbalance be
tween the funds allotted to technical assistance and those reserved for 
safeguards, thus limiting the Agency’s ability to meet legitimate and 
pressing demands for technical assistance from various developing coun
tries. Finland felt the current system of negotiating the yearly target for 
technical assistance was not satisfactory and could be improved.

The United States strongly supported the overall programme of 
IAEA, including the development and implementation of an increasingly 
eflFective safeguards system and the sharing of the benefits of peaceful 
nuclear energy. Greece, Iraq and Pakistan commended IAEA for its ac
tivities in the field of nuclear power and nuclear safety, and Iraq stated 
that IAEA should always strive to reach a balance between its two main 
objectives, namely, promotional activities and safeguards. The Sudan 
stated that IAEA’s safeguards and nuclear safety contributed to confi- 
dence-building.

Many States, including Austria, Egypt, Iraq, the Soviet Union and 
the United States, noted the progress made in CAS in the area of emer
gency and back-up mechanisms. Greece expressed the hope that the con
sensus achieved in CAS would facilitate agreement on principles of inter
national co-operation in the field of nuclear energy. Hungary noted the 
importance to the work of that Committee and felt that speeding it up 
would have a positive effect on the preparation and success of the forth
coming Conference on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Iraq and the Sudan condemned Israel’s attack against the Iraqi safe
guarded nuclear installations and, in exercise of its right of reply, Israel 
rejected what it called the Iraqi attempts to politicize the agenda item on 
the IAEA report with discussions on a subject belonging to another item. 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt and Poland referred to the resolution of IAEA’s 
General Conference on safeguarding peaceful nuclear installations 
against military attacks, and stated that it was the inalienable right of all 
nations not to be subjected to armed attack on their peaceful nuclear in
stallations. Mexico, also referring to the resolution, reiterated its support 
for the establishment of an appropriate forum entrusted with drawing up 
a legal instrument to ensure international protection against such at
tacks.
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On 4 November, Mexico, as acting Chairman of the Board of Gov
ernors of IAEA, introduced a draft resolution on the report of IAEA for
1982, which was also sponsored by Belgium and Bulgaria, Vice- 
Chairmen of the Board. The draft resolution was similar to correspond
ing resolutions of previous years, with a few additions and changes, such 
as welcoming the decision to grant China membership in the Agency, 
referring to the useful outcome of the International Conference on 
Radioactive Waste Management and recognizing the importance of the 
work of IAEA on nuclear safety. The sponsors expressed the hope that 
the draft resolution would be adopted by consensus.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was adopted without a 
vote as resolution 38/8. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Having received the report of the International Atomic Energy Agency to the General 

Assembly for the year 1982,
Taking note of the statement by the Director General of the International Atomic 

Energy Agency of 4 November 1983, which provides additional information on develop
ments in the Agency’s activities during 1983,

Recognizing the importance of the work of and the relevance for the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to promote further the application of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes, as envisaged in its statute, and to improve further its technical assistance and pro
motional programmes for the benefit of developing countries,

Conscious of the importance of the work of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
in the implementation of the safeguards provisions of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear V^eapons and other international treaties, conventions and agreements designed 
to achieve similar objectives, as well as ensuring, as far as it is able, that the assistance pro
vided by the Agency or at its request or under its supervision or control is not used in such a 
way as to further any military purpose, as stated in article II of its statute.

Welcoming the decision of the General Conference of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency of 11 October 1983 to grant membership of the Agency to the People’s Republic of 
China,

Conscious of the useful outcome of the International Conference on Radioactive 
Waste Management, held at Seattle, United States of America, from 16 to 20 May 1983 by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency,

Recognizing the importance of the work of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
on nuclear safety, which increases public confidence in nuclear power.

Bearing in mind resolutions GC (XXVII)/RES/407, GC (XXVII)/RES/408, GC 
(XXVII)/RES/409 and GC (XXVII)/RES/415, as adopted by the General Conference of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency at its twenty-seyenth regular session, held from 10 
to 14 October 1983,

1. Takes note of the report of the International Atomic Energy Agency;
2. Urges all States to strive for effective and harmonious international co-operation 

in carrying out the work of the International Atomic Energy Agency and to implement 
strictly the mandate of its statute in promoting the use of nuclear energy and the application 
of nuclear science and technology for peaceful purposes; in strengthening technical 
assistance and co-operation for developing countries; and in ensuring the effectiveness of 
the Agency’s safeguards system;

3. Expresses its satisfaction at the prospect of mutual benefit arising from the mem
bership of the People’s Republic of China in the International Atomic Energy Agency;

4. Affirms its confidence in the role of the International Atomic Energy Agency in the 
application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Director General of the Interna
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tional Atomic Energy Agency the records of the thirty-eighth session of the General Assem
bly relating to the Agency’s activities.

In explanations of vote after the vote, Australia, although it had 
joined in the consensus, held the view that the fourth preambular 
paragraph was deficient in not referring accurately and objectively to ar
ticle III of the statute of the Agency. Similarly, with reference to 
operative paragraph 2, Australia believed that the Assembly should be 
speaking not of ensuring the effectiveness of safeguards, but of strength
ening their scope and extending their application. The Soviet Union 
believed that the importance of the work of IAEA in ensuring the 
safeguards provided for in the non-proliferation Treaty and other similar 
international agreements, including safeguards under the Agency’s 
statute, was stressed in the fourth preambular paragraph. It also believed 
that operative paragraph 2 made a strong appeal to all States for effective 
and harmonious international co-operation in carrying out the work of 
IAEA. The United States noted the considerable efforts made by all 
groups to develop a jointly sponsored consensus resolution. It stated that 
it believed in the importance of maintaining a strong and continually im
proving safeguards programme, along with a correspondingly strong 
programme for promotion of technical assistance and co-operation in 
sharing the benefits of peaceful nuclear technology.

On 14 December, Mexico introduced a draft resolution on the 
United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co
operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy, which was also spon
sored by Czechoslovakia and Greece. It stated that the feeling of a 
number of delegations that the General Assembly should confine itself to 
the adoption of a very specific draft resolution on the procedures to be 
followed in the future regarding the holding of the Conference and the 
work of the Preparatory Committee had resulted in the current draft 
resolution. By it, the General Assembly would decide, inter alia, that the 
Conference should be held in 1986 and that the Preparatory Committee 
should meet for two weeks at Vienna in June 1984 to complete its work 
on an agreed agenda as well as on other outstanding issues related to the 
Conference. The sponsors hoped that the General Assembly would adopt 
the draft resolution without a vote.

The German Democratic Republic, on behalf of other socialist 
countries, supported the convening of the Conference with the active 
participation of IAEA, provided the questions dealing with the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy were closely linked to measures that would 
strengthen the non-proliferation regime. It was in favour of including in 
the Conference’s agenda a wide range of problems related to various 
aspects of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and considered that only 
agreement through consensus could guarantee the success of the Con
ference.

Yugoslavia stated that the transfer of nuclear technology and the use 
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes constituted a complex political 
problem which had implications for international relations as well as for
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the social and economic development of developing countries. It stated 
that finding solutions for the development and application of nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes called for political action. It also 
believed that no policy aimed against proliferation would be viable if it 
were conducted at the expense of the promotion of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy. It noted that the two substantive issues which the 
Preparatory Committee had been unable to agree upon reflected the 
different approaches of the supplier and recipient countries. It considered 
that the political responsibility for the lack of success in the preparations 
thus far had to be borne by the technologically most developed countries.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was adopted without a 
vote as resolution 38/60. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Reqffirming its resolution 32/50 of 8 December 1977,
Recalling its other resolutions regarding the United Nations Conference for the Pro

motion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy,
Noting the work carried out so far by the Preparatory Committee for the United Na

tions Conference for the Promotion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy,

1. Decides that the United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International 
Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy shall be held in 1986;

2. Requests the Chairman of the Preparatory Committee for the United Nations 
Conference for the Promotion of Internationail Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy and the Secretary-General of the Conference to undertake immediately ap
propriate consultations with Member States which could facilitate the resolution of pending 
issues related to the Conference, including its provisional agenda and rules of procedure, as 
well as to the venue and the actual dates of the Conference, and to report thereon to the 
Preparatory Committee at its fifth session, and decides that the expenses incurred in this 
regard will be covered from existing budgetary resources;

3. Notes with appreciation that the Conference secretariat is proceeding with the 
preparations for the Conference and requests the Secretary-General of the Conference to 
continue those preparations;

4. Also decides that the Preparatory Committee will hold its fifth session at Vienna in 
June 1984, for a period of up to two weeks, in order to complete its work on an agreed 
agenda as well as on other outstanding issues related to the Conference;

5. Requests the Preparatory Committee to submit a report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-ninth session so that the Assembly may consider, in the light of this report, the 
venue and actual dates for the Conference in 1986, as also for further meetings of the Com
mittee;

6. Urges the International Atomic Energy Agency, as well as the specialized agencies 
and other relevant organizations of the United Nations system, to continue to contribute 
effectively to the preparations for the Conference so as to achieve meaningful results from 
the Conference, in accordance with the objectives of General Assembly resolution 32/50;

7. Urges all States to co-operate actively in the preparation of the Conference;
8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en

titled “United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co-operation in the 
Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy”

Following the adoption, Greece stated, on behalf of the European 
Community, that while they welcomed the idea of the United Nations 
Conference, they believed that a proper distinction should be maintained
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between it and the Third Review Conference of the parties to the non
proliferation Treaty. While the two Conferences had quite distinct aims, 
the underlying considerations common to both could have far-reaching 
effects on their work. The United States noted that the resolution 
reflected the all-important spirit of compromise essential to achieving a 
positive outcome at the United Nations Conference. It also emphasized 
that the Third Review Conference of the non-proliferation Treaty should 
have priority, and only after it had been held would the United States be 
prepared to consider further intergovernmental preparations for the later 
Conference.

Conclusion

The prospects for reaching a consensus among the suppliers and the re
cipients of nuclear technology as it relates to nuclear proliferation ques
tions remained essentially unchanged in 1983.

The General Assembly decided that the United Nations Conference 
for the Promotion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy would be held in 1986. The further work of the Prepara
tory Committee, which will take place before the Conference, may facili
tate the resolution of the pending issues and thus pave the way for a more 
unified approach at the Conference itself.

At the end of the reporting period, it was expected that the forth
coming United Nations Conference, which represents the first world
wide eflFort to promote international co-operation in the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy for economic and social development, would result in a 
further clarification of the outstanding issues. The Third Review Con
ference of the non-proliferation Treaty, to be held in 1985, might further 
contribute to that process.

The beginning of negotiations between IAEA and the Soviet Union 
on the submission of some of that country’s peaceful nuclear installa
tions to Agency safeguards and the holding of the International Confer
ence on Radioactive Waste Management may be cited as examples of 
promising activity that took place in the field of international co
operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy in 1983.

ANNEX

United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co-operation 
in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy*

The question of convening an international conference, under the auspices of the 
United Nations system, aimed at promoting international co-operation in the peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy for economic and social development was first considered at the thirty- 
second session of the General Assembly. By resolution 32/50 of 8 December 1977, the 
Assembly spelled out the following four principles on the subject:

* Text contributed by the Secretary-General of the Conference.
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(a) The use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes is of great importance for the 
economic and social development of many countries;

(b) All States have the right, in accordance with the principle of sovereign equality, 
to develop their programme for the peaceful use of nuclear technology for economic and 
social development, in conformity with their priorities, interests and needs;

(c) All States, without discrimination, should have access to and should be free to ac
quire technology, equipment and materials for the peaceful use of nuclear energy;

(d) International co-operation in the field covered by the resolution should be under 
agreed and appropriate international safeguards applied through IAEA on a non-discrimi- 
natory basis in order to prevent effectively the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

After further consideration of the matter at the following sessions, the General Assem
bly, by resolution 35/112 of 5 December 1980, decided to convene in 1983 the United Na
tions Conference for the Promotion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy, in accordance with the objectives of resolution 32/50. The Assembly also 
decided to establish a Preparatory Committee for the Conference.

At its thirty-sixth session, the General Assembly, by resolution 36/78 of 9 December 
1981, endorsed the recommendation contained in the report of the first session of the 
Preparatory Committee that the Conference be held at Geneva from 29 August to 9 Sep
tember 1983. By paragraph 9 of the resolution, the General Assembly urged all States to 
contribute to the successful outcome of the Conference by, inter alia, making available, in 
conformity with international obligations, information on their scientific and technological 
achievements and practical experiences in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

At its thirty-seventh session, the General Assembly had before it the reports of the sec
ond and third sessions of the Preparatory Committee. By resolution 37/167 of 17 Decem
ber 1982, the Assembly, expressing concern at the lack of progress in the Preparatory Com
mittee, decided to reconsider the timing of the Conference and to take suitable decisions 
with regard to the date of the Conference in the light of the results of the fourth session of 
the Preparatory Committee. Again, by paragraph 8 of the resolution, the Assembly urged 
all States to co-operate actively in the preparation and the holding of the Conference.

At its resumed thirty-seventh session, the Assembly, on 10 May 1983, decided, on the 
recommendation of the Preparatory Committee at its fourth session, that the Conference 
would not be convened in 1983. Further, the Assembly took note of the Committee’s deci
sion that the Conference secretariat should proceed as far as practicable with the prepara
tions for the Conference in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the General 
Assembly.

At its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly, by resolution 38/60 of 14 December 
1983, decided that the Conference should be held in 1986 and requested the Chairman of 
the Preparatory Committee and the Secretary-General of the Conference to continue 
preparations. Once again the Assembly urged all States to co-operate actively in the 
preparation of the Conference. The text of the resolution appears above in the main part of 
this chapter.

The contributions which were envisaged in paragraph 9 of resolution 36/78, including 
information on national priorities, projected needs and activities concerning the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, and which were required for the preparations for the Conference, 
were requested in a note verbale addressed to Member States by the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations on 23 November 1982. In a follow-up letter of 14 June 1983, the 
Secretary-General of the Conference reiterated that it was essential to look to the future 
with a view to exploring possible ways and means of promoting international co-operation; 
thus, information concerning national programmes, future priorities and projections of 
needs and activities would be particularly useful. The material provided should, therefore, 
go beyond a mere description of the existing stage of development and status concerning 
the peaceful applications of nuclear energy at the national level and, to be of maximum 
value, should also include some information, ideas or suggestions specifically aimed at 
fostering co-operation in that field.

In response to those communications, some useful and relevant information has been 
provided, but a larger proportion of the material received so far is of a general nature, not 
specifically oriented towards the aims and objectives of the Conference.
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By paragraph 11 of resolution 36/78, the General Assembly invited IAEA to fulfil its 
role, within the scope of its responsibilities, at all stages of preparation of the Conference 
and during the Conference itself, by contributing to the discussion of relevant issues and by 
providing technical data and documentation as needed, particularly in relation to the prog
ress of the work of CAS. Further, by paragraph 12 of that resolution, the Assembly invited 
specialized agencies and other relevant organizations in the United Nations system to con
tribute effectively to the preparations for the Conference by, inter alia, making available 
studies, reports and other appropriate documents concerning the applications of the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy, as well as the results and future prospects of such applications.

By paragraph 7 of resolution 37/167 and paragraph 6 of resolution 38/60, the General 
Assembly again invited IAEA to contribute to the Conference in terms of earlier resolu
tions 32/50 or 36/78, or both, in accordance with its responsibilities under its statute and to 
help achieve meaningful results from the Conference. Close and continuous contacts have 
been maintained with IAEA, as well as the specialized agencies and other concerned organs 
of the United Nations system. As one of the tangible results of those efforts, the Committee 
had before it, at its third session, two conference room papers reproducing lists of topics on 
which IAEA and some of the other concerned organizations had offered to contribute in
puts to the Conference, together with preliminary material on a number of relevant topics. 
In taking note of that, the Committee expressed the hope that the relevant organizations of 
the United Nations system would continue to contribute to the preparation of the Confer
ence. At its fourth session, some additional information was submitted to the Committee.

The General Assembly, by resolutions 35/112 and 36/78, expressed its conviction that 
progress in the work of CAS would greatly contribute to the success of the Conference. 
That Committee’s work is discussed in chapter XII below.

In previous sessions of the Preparatory Committee, advantage has been taken of the 
opportunity for informal inter-agency consultations on a broad range of issues to ensure 
that contributions cover all main areas of interest and are relevant to the aims and objec
tives of the Conference and to avoid duplication as far as possible. The Secretary-General 
of the Conference has also reviewed these matters personally with a number of executive 
heads of specialized agencies and senior United Nations officials.

In a related area of activity, the Secretary-General of the Conference has been in con
tact with the heads of a number of international institutions and intergovernmental organi
zations which may be able to make a useful contribution by way of background material to 
the Conference. As a result, the Nuclear Energy Agency of the Organization for Economic 
Co-operation and Development has offered to prepare a paper on a suitable topic related to 
the aims and objectives of the Conference. Interest in the Conference has also been ex
pressed by, among others, the International Centre for Theoretical Physics, the Interna
tional Institute for Applied Systems Analysis, and the World Energy Conference, which is 
expected to be represented by an observer at the fifth session of the Preparatory Commit
tee. As already indicated in the statement by the Secretary-General of the Conference at the 
third session of the Committee, the Stanley Foundation, which has made useful contribu
tions over the years in arranging seminars related to the themes of United Nations con
ferences, for example, new and renewable sources of energy and the peaceful uses of outer 
space, is considering a meeting on a suitable topic. The Conference secretariat is also en
gaged in correspondence with, among others, scientific and academic circles, and scholars 
in various countries in order to highlight the goals and purposes of the Conference and to 
generate the widest possible interest in and support for it.

In accordance with paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 37/167, the 
Preparatory Committee and the Secretary-General of the Conference are required to make 
appropriate arrangements, inter alia, through regional efforts, with a view to ensuring 
meaningful results from the Conference.

The Conference secretariat is in close contact with the United Nations regional 
economic commissions, particularly with regard to the evaluation of the specific needs and 
expectations of the different regions. The Preparatory Committee had before it, at its 
fourth session, a preliminary study on the possible role of nuclear energy in electric power 
developments in the developing countries of the Asian and Pacific region, which was 
prepared by the Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. The Economic

258



Commission for Europe also outlined its relevant activities in a paper submitted at the same 
session of the Committee. Subsequently, in July 1983, the Secretary-General of the Con
ference had meetings with the executive secretaries of all regional commissions in Geneva 
for an overall discussion of the scope and modalities of regional preparatory activities.

The regional preparations involve two interrelated sets of activities: studies on regional 
experiences, problems and priorities in the field of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and 
regional expert group meetings. Consultancy resources allocated by the General Assembly 
for the preparation of the studies are being utilized to research and prepare papers dealing, 
from a regional perspective, with relevant issues, including constraints faced in the develop
ment of nuclear energy and its specific potentials, needs and priorities; applications of 
nuclear science and technology in food and agricuhure, health and medicine, hydrology, in
dustry, etc.; scope for regional and interregional co-operation; and suggestions regarding 
practical measures to promote such co-operation.

The material and studies thus produced will constitute the basis for the regional prep
arations to be considered at regional expert group meetings. Those meetings will bring 
together experts in varous disciplines in the field who, participating in their individual 
capacities, will review the current situation and future perspectives on the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy in the light of such considerations as the specific needs and potential of each 
region and the role and scope of regional and interregional co-operation. They will also be 
expected to make suggestions regarding practical and effective measures to promote such 
co-operation.

In 1981, by paragraph 4 of resolution 36/78, the General Assembly considered that the 
outcome of the Conference should be embodied in appropriate documents, in a suitable 
format, pertaining, inter alia, to ways and means of promoting international co-operation 
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

As reflected in the report of the second session of the Preparatory Committee, the 
question of document(s) incorporating decisions and conclusions of the Conference was 
considered at an informal meeting of the bureau of the Committee held in April 1982, and 
different points of view were expressed on that occasion. Resolutions and/or a final act in 
the form of a possible “declaration”, “programme of action” or “code of conduct” were 
mentioned. It was the general feeling that the issue could be considered more realistically in 
the light of the decisions concerning the content and substance of the agenda of the Confer
ence and the programme of work of the Committee. It was pointed out that the primary re
sponsibility for drafting the documents incorporating possible conclusions of the Confer
ence lay with the Committee. The Chairman felt that, since that would be a time-consuming 
process, it would be necessary to give early consideration to arrangements for inter- 
sessional work by the Committee through appropriate intergovernmental working and 
drafting groups.

Subsequently, the General Assembly, by paragraph 5 of resolution 37/167, reaffirmed 
the provision of paragraph 4 of resolution 36/78 referred to above. By paragraph 2 of the 
resolution, the Assembly requested the Preparatory Committee and the Secretary-General 
of the Conference, in order to speed up substantive preparations, to make appropriate ar
rangements, including as necessary through inter-sessional work by States members of the 
Committee under the guidance of its Chairman, to ensure meaningful results from the Con
ference. However, as pointed out in the statement by the Secretary-General of the Confer
ence at the fourth session of the Committee, it has not been possible to proceed towards set
ting up meetings or other arrangements for inter-sessional work in the absence of a clear 
agreement within the Committee on the agenda of the Conference and the preparatory 
framework.

A distinctive feature which will give the forthcoming Conference a singular importance 
is that it will represent the first international effort of its kind designed exclusively for the 
purpose of promoting international co-operation in peaceful uses of nuclear energy for 
economic and social development. If the Conference succeeds in laying the foundation of 
co-operation in this field, it will have rendered a valuable service to the international com
munity. By generating confidence and trust, it could also contribute to the development of 
international co-operation in other areas of endeavour under the auspices of the United Na
tions.
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C H A P T E R  X I I

IAEA safeguards and related activities 

Introduction

T his c h a pter  has been  pr o v id ed  by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. It deals primarily with safeguards and related activities of the 
Agency during 1983, and describes the situation at the end of the year. 
IAEA safeguards against the diversion of nuclear materials and other 
equipment or information for military and other prohibited activities 
have been evolving almost since its establishment in 1956, and thus its 
methodology has been described briefly in earlier editions of The Year
book.'

Status of safeguards

A. Safeguards agreements under the non-proliferation Treaty

As of 31 December 1983, non-proliferation Treaty safeguards agree
ments had entered into force for 76 of the 117 non-nuclear-weapon 
States parties to the Treaty at that time. The non-nuclear-weapon States 
having safeguards agreements in force under the Treaty are shown in an
nex I to this chapter.^ For 41 non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
Treaty, the relevant safeguards agreements had not entered into force at 
the end of 1983 and an agreement with the Socialist Republic of Viet 
Nam was under negotiation.

B. Agreements providing for safeguards other than those 
in connection with the non-proliferation Treaty

By the end of 1983, the Agency was applying safeguards in 10 non- 
nuclear-weapon States which were not party to the non-proliferation 
Treaty, namely, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea, India, Israel, Pakistan, South Africa and Spain.

For a complete list of the status of the agreements concerned as of 
31 December 1983, see annex II to this chapter.

> See, for instance, The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, chap. XI; vol. 4: 1979, chap. XIV; or 
vol. 5: 1980, chap. XII.

2 A reference to a party in this chapter, including its footnotes and annexes, does not 
mply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the secretariat of IAEA or of 
•he United Nations concerning the legal status of any country or of its authorities or of its 
designation or concerning the limitation of its frontiers.
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C. Safeguards agreements under the Treaty o f Tlatelolco

Article 13 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco requires States parties to the Treaty 
to enter into safeguards agreements with the Agency. The terms of the 
safeguards agreements negotiated so far under the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
are practically identical to those of the non-proliferation Treaty 
safeguards agreements, with some variations to take account of the dif
ferent provisions of the two Treaties. Three States (Colombia, Mexico 
and Panama) have negotiated safeguards agreements with the Agency 
pursuant to the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Mexico’s agreement had entered into force but was suspended upon 
the subsequent conclusion of an agreement in connection with both the 
non-proliferation Treaty and the Treaty of Tlatelolco. The agreement 
with Colombia entered into force on 22 December 1982 and safeguards 
are now applied pursuant to that agreement. The agreement with Pan
ama was signed on 15 February 1977, but had not yet entered into force 
at the end of 1983.

Related activities

A. International plutonium storage

The concept of international plutonium storage was incorporated into 
the statute of the Agency in 1957 under article XII.A.5. Its aim is the in
ternational physical control of plutonium at the most sensitive fuel cycle 
stage—the storage and handling of plutonium in separated form after re
processing and before use.

In December 1978, an expert group was established on international 
plutonium storage, consisting of experts from 37 States members of the 
Agency. The Expert Group presented its technical report to the Director 
Generd of the Agency, outlining three alternative approaches to the im
plementation of article XII. A.5 of the Agency’s statute as an extension of 
the Agency’s safeguards system. The Expert Group did not reach consen
sus on a concept for international plutonium storage implemented under 
the provisions of the Agency’s statute. The report of the Expert Group 
was submitted to the Agency’s Board of Governors, which requested the 
Director General to submit his views so that consideration could be given 
to possible future arrangements. The Board agreed to hold consultations 
on the matter before further discussion.

B. International spent-fuel management

The Expert Group on International Spent-Fuel Management was first 
convened in 1979 and submitted a final report in 1982.’ The Expert 
Group examined the potential for international co-operation in the man
agement of spent fuel and possible roles which IAEA might play in solv-

3 IAEA-ISFM/EG/26(Rev.l).
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ing problems created by growing accumulations of spent fuel. It also sug
gested areas in which IAEA could adapt its ongoing programmes to new 
needs in the field of spent-fuel management.

The report of the Expert Group was submitted to the Agency’s 
Board of Governors with the recommendation that it request the Direc
tor General to consider the Group’s recommendations on technical 
aspects of spent-fuel management in the formulation of such pro
grammes in the future.

C. Committee on Assurances o f Supply

In June 1980, the Board of Governors decided to establish the Commit
tee on Assurances of Supply (CAS). Its mandate is to consider and advise 
the Board on:

(a) Ways and means by which supplies of nuclear materials, equipment and technol
ogy and fuel cycle services could be assured on a more predictable and long-term basis in 
accordance with mutually acceptable considerations of non-proliferation;

(b) The Agency’s role and responsibilities in relation thereto/

By the end of 1983, CAS had held ten sessions. At its fourth session, 
in November 1981, the Committee established two working groups to 
carry forward its work on two subjects between sessions. It agreed that 
the mandates of the working groups would be:

Working Group 1: to consider the possible formulation of draft principles of interna
tional co-operation in the field of nuclear energy in accordance with the mandate of the 
Committee;

Working Group 2: to consider further the concepts of emergency and back-up mecha
nisms.

At its seventh session, in January 1983, the Committee established a 
further working group (Working Group 3) to consider the question of 
mechanisms for revising international nuclear co-operation agreements.

During 1983, CAS and its Working Group 1 continued their consid
eration of principles of international co-operation in the field of nuclear 
energy and further narrowed down the areas where the views of member 
States diverge. Also, CAS formulated a number of conclusions regarding 
revision mechanisms for examination by the Board of Governors, and 
concluded its consideration of emergency and back-up mechanisms by 
making recommendations to the Board for the establishment within the 
Agency of a system which would contain information to be made avail
able to a member State seeking relief through such a mechanism.

IAEA documents GOV/1997 and GOV/OR.553.
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Physical protection of nuclear material

In response to growing recognition of the need for physical protection 
against theft or unauthorized diversion of nuclear materials and against 
sabotage of nuclear facilities by individuals or groups, the Agency in 
1972 published recommendations on physical protection of nuclear 
materials in use, storage and transit. This publication, subsequently 
revised in 1977, has been widely used by Member States as a guide for 
establishing their national system of physical protection of potentially 
hazardous nuclear material. While physical protection is not part of the 
Agency’s safeguards system, it is recognized that the national systems of 
accounting for and control of nuclear material and of containment and 
surveillance measures, as required for safeguards purposes, are also rele
vant to the national systems of physical protection.

In order to further enhance co-operation among States in the area of 
physical protection of nuclear material, the Agency provided a forum for 
negotiation between governmental representatives of an international 
agreement on physical protection of nuclear material, which was com
pleted on 28 October 1979 with the adoption of the text of the Conven
tion on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material. The Convention 
aims at ensuring that the prescribed levels of protection are applied to 
potentially hazardous nuclear materials during international transport. It 
also provides for establishment by States parties of criminal jurisdiction 
over certain offenses involving nuclear material and extradition of crimi
nals committing such offenses. The Convention was opened for signature 
on 3 March 1980 and has since been signed by 36 States and EURATOM; 
it had been ratified by 8 States by the end of 1983. Before the Convention 
enters into force, 21 instruments of ratification, acceptance or approval 
must be deposited with the Director General of the Agency.

Conclusion

The non-proliferation Treaty is the corner-stone of international non
proliferation efforts. The vast majority of nuclear facilities in the non- 
nuclear-weapon States, as indicated in the annexes below, are under non
proliferation Treaty safeguards, and most others, including complex and 
sophisticated facilities in the countries concerned, are under non-Treaty 
safeguards agreements.

At the same time, as evidenced in this chapter and chapter XI 
above, it has become clear that it is relevant to the perpetuation of the 
non-proliferation regime and to international development for all States 
to have access to technology, equipment and materials for peaceful uses 
of nuclear energy, that is, assurances of supply are necessary for States 
which agree to submit their nuclear activities to full international con
trol.
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ANNEX I

Non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the non-proliferation Treaty 
having safeguards agreements in force under the Treaty

The following 76 non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons have concluded safeguards agreements —now in force— 
pursuant to the Treaty.®

Afghanistan 
Australia 
Austria 
Bangladesh 
Belgium 
Bulgaria 
Canada 
Costa Rica 
Cyprus
Czechoslovakia 
Denmark
Dominican Republic 
Ecuador 
Egypt
El Salvador 
Ethiopia 
Fiji
Finland 
Gambia
German Democratic 

Republic 
Germany, Federal 

Republic of 
Ghana 
Greece 
Guatemala

Holy See Netherlands
Honduras New Zealand
Hungary Nicaragua
Iceland Norway
Indonesia Papua New Guinea
Iran (Islamic Republic of) Paraguay
Iraq Peru
Ireland Philippines
Italy Poland
Ivory Coast Portugal
Jamaica Republic of Korea
Japan Romania
Jordan Samoa
Lebanon Senegal
Lesotho Singapore
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya Sudan
Liechtenstein Suriname
Luxembourg Swaziland
Madagascar Sweden
Malaysia Switzerland
Maldives Thailand
Mauritius Turkey
Mexico Uruguay
Mongolia Venezuela
Morocco Yugoslavia
Nepal Zaire

* In 37 cases, no safeguards are applied because the State concerned does not yet have 
any significant nuclear activities. Full application will begin as soon as the State concerned 
acquires nuclear material or a plant requiring the application of safeguards.
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ANNEX II

Agreements providing for safeguards, other than those in connection with the 
non-proliferation Treaty, approved by the Board as of 31 December 1983

{While the Agency is a party to each o f the following agreements, 
the list mentions only the State{s) party{ies) to them.)

IAEA 
document No.

Party(ies)^ Subject Entry into force INFCIRC

(a) Project agreements

Argentina................. . . .  Siemens SUR-100 13 March 1970 143
RAEP Reactor 2 December 1964 62

C h ile ......................... . . .  Herald Reactor 19 December 1969 137
Finland*’ ................... . . .  FiR-I Reactor 

FINN sub-critical
30 December 1960 24

assembly 30 July 1963 53
Greece*’ ..................... . . .  GRR-I Reactor 1 March 1972 163
Indonesia*’................. . . .  Additional core load

for TRIGA Reactor 19 December 1969 136
Iran (Islamic

Republic ........ . . .  UTRR Reactor 10 May 1967 97
Jamaica*’ ................... . . .  Fuel for research 

reactor
Approved by the 

Board
October 1983̂

Japan*’ ....................... . . .  JRR-3 24 March 1959 3
Malaysia VUnited

States..................... . . .  TRIGA Mark II Reactor 22 September 1980 287
Mexico*’..................... . . .  TRIGA-III Reactor 18 December 1963 52

Siemens SUR-100 21 December 1971 162
Laguna Verde Nuclear

Power Plant 12 February 1974 203
Morocco*’................... . . .  Fuel for research

reactor 2 December 1983 313
P akistan ................... . . .  PRR Reactor 

Booster rods for
5 March 1962 34

KANUPP 17 June 1968 116
Peruc..................... . . .  Research Reactor and

fuel therefor 9 May 1978 266
Philippines*’ ............. . . .  PRR-I Reactor 28 September 1966 88
Romania*’ ................. . . .  TRIGA Reactor 

Experimental fuel
30 March 1973 206

elements 1 July 1983 307
Spain......................... . . .  Coral I Reactor 23 June 1967 99
Turkey....................... . . .  Sub-critical assembly 17 May 1974 212
Uruguay*’.................... . . .  URR-Reactor 24 September 1965 67
Venezuela................. . . .  RV-I Reactor 7 November 1975 238
Viet Nam.................... . . .  Fuel for research

reactor 1 July 1983 308
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Partyiies)^ Subject

IAEA 
document No. 

Entry into force INFCIRC

Yugoslavia*’..................... TRIGA-II 4 October 1961 32
KRSKO Nuclear Power 

Plant 14 June 1974 213
Zaire^.............................. Trico Reactor 27 June 1962 37
{b) Unilateral submissions^

Argentina....................... Atucha Power Reactor
Facility 3 October 1972 168

Nuclear material 23 October 1973 202
Embalse Power Reactor 

Facility 6 December 1974 224
Equipment 22 July 1977 250
Nuclear material, mate

rial, equipment and 
facilities 22 July 1977 251

Atucha Nuclear Power 
Reactor II 15 July 1981 294

Heavy water plant 14 October 1981 296
Heavy water 14 October 1981 297
Nuclear material 8 July 1982 303

Chile .............................. Nuclear material 31 December 1974 256
Nuclear material 22 September 1982 304

C u b a .............................. Nuclear research reactor 
and fuel thereto 25 September 1980 298

Nuclear power plant and 
nuclear material 5 May 1980 281

Zero power nuclear 
reactor and nuclear 
material 7 October 1983 311

Democratic People’s 
Republic of K orea___ Research reactor and 

nuclear material for 
this reactor 20 July 1977 252

India .............................. Nuclear material, mate
rial and facilities 17 November 1977 260

Pakistan ......................... Nuclear material 2 March 1977 248
Spain.............................. Nuclear material 19 November 1974 218

Nuclear material 18 June 1975 221
Vandellos Nuclear Power 

Plant 11 May 1981 292
Four nuclear facilities 11 May 1981 291

United Kingdom............. Nuclear material 14 December81972 175
Viet Nam......................... Research reactor and fuel 

therefor 12 June 1981 293

(c) Treaty of Tlatelolco

Colom bia....................... All nuclear material 22 December 1982 306
Mexico^........................... All nuclear material, 

equipment and facili
ties 6 September 1968 118
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Partyiies)^ Subject

IAEA 
document No. 

Entry into force INFCIRC

Panama......................... All nuclear material

{d) Agreements concluded with 
nuclear-weapon States 
on the basis of voluntary offers 

France........................... Nuclear material in facil
ities submitted to safe
guards 12 September 1981

United Kingdom.............  Nuclear material in facil
ities designated by the 
Agency 14 August 1978

United States...................  Nuclear material in facil
ities designated by the 
Agency 9 December 1980

(e) Other agreements^

Argentina/United States of America........................... 25 July 1969
Australia^’/United States of America......................... 26 September 1966
Austria*5/United States of America............................  24 January 1970
Brazil/Germany, Federal Republic o f^ .......................  26 February 1976
Brazil/United States of America................................  31 October 1968
Colombia/United States of America........................... 9 December 1979
India/Canada^............................................................. 30 September 1971
India/United States of America..................................  27 January 1971
Iran (Islamic Republic of)^/United States of America 20 August 1969
Israel/United States of America..................................  4 April 1975
Japan^/Canada^......................................................... 20 June 1966
Japans/France............................................................. 22 September 1972
Japan/United States of America................................  10 July 1968
Japan‘’/United Kingdom............................................ 15 October 1968
Pakistan/Canada......................................................... 17 October 1969
Pakistan/France........................................................... 18 March 1976
Philippines ̂ /United States of America....................... 19 July 1968
Portugals/United States of America^......................... 19 July 1969
Republic of Korea/United States of America.............  5 January 1968
Republic of Korea‘’/F ran ce ........................................ 22 September 1975
South Africa/United States of America.....................  28 June 1974
South Africa/France...................................................  5 January 1977
Spain/United States of America..................................  28 June 1974
Spain/Canada‘s............................................................. 10 February 1977
Spain/Germany, Federal Republic of^^....................... 29 September 1982
Sweden^s/United States of America............................. 1 March 1972
Switzerland^s/United States of America‘s ...................  28 February 1972
Turkey/United States of America..............................  5 June 1969
Venezuela/United States of America..........................  27 March 1968
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130
91

152
237
110

144
211
154
127
249
85

171
119
125
135
239
120

131
111
233
98

244
92

247
305
165
161
123
122

267



 ̂ See footnote 2 of main text of this chapter.
 ̂Application of Agency safeguards under this agreement has been suspended in the 

State indicated, as the State has concluded an agreement in connection with the non
proliferation Treaty.

c The requirement for the application of safeguards under this agreement was satisfied 
by the application of safeguards pursuant to the agreement concluded by the State in con
nection with the non-proliferation Treaty.

 ̂The designations of parties utilized in this section of the annex are the exclusive 
responsibility of IAEA.

Editorial note

IAEA has informed the United Nations of two additional safeguards agreements by 
which the Agency applies safeguards to the nuclear facilities in Taiwan, China. The rela
tions between the Agency and the authorities in Taiwan are non-governmental and the 
agreements are implemented by the Agency on that basis.
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P A R T  T H R E E

Prohibition or restriction of use 
of other weapons





C H A P T E R  X I I I

Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons 

Introduction

T h e  e f f o r t s  o f  t h e  in t e r n a t i o n a l  c o m m u n it y  to limit or prohibit the 
use of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons date back to 
1874, when the Brussels Declaration prohibited the use of poisons and 
poisoned bullets in warfare. Some limitations on the use of asphyxiating 
or deleterious gases were imposed by the Hague Declaration, IV (2), of 
1899, and the Hague Convention (I>0 of 1907 confirmed the banning of 
poison or poisoned weapons. In spite of those instruments, chemical 
weapons were widely used in the First World War: according to official 
reports, gas casualties numbered about 1.3 million, of which 100,000 
were fatal. That use of toxic gases generated so powerful a sense of 
outrage that countries were encouraged to adopt measures against both 
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. The result was the 
Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925,* which prohibits the use in war of 
asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of all analogous liquids, 
materials or devices, as well as of bacteriological methods of warfare. 
The Protocol has established a general rule of international law and, with 
some exceptions, has in practice been generally adhered to by States. As 
of 31 December 1983, 105 States were parties to the Protocol.^

The subject continued to be discussed in the United Nations in the 
1950s and 1960s primarily as one aspect of various comprehensive dis
armament proposals.^

Scientific developments since the Second World War, that made 
possible the manufacture of chemical and bacteriological weapons which 
would have devastating effects and made the capability of delivering 
them infinitely more efficient than prior to that period, resulted in 
increasing interest in the question of further prohibitions on chemical 
and bacteriological weapons.^ Among the issues that impeded progress 
was the question whether chemical and bacteriological weapons should

 ̂ League of Nations, Treaty SerieSy vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2138, p. 65.
2 See Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 2nd edi

tion: 1982 (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.83.IX.5) and appendix I below.
3 For details, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations 

publication. Sales No. 70.IX.1), chap. 16.
 ̂This led to the study entitled Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and 

the Effects o f Their Possible Use (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.69.I.24), initi
ated on the recommendation of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC).
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be considered jointly or as separate issues; in 1971, agreement was reached 
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) that these 
two aspects should be dealt with independently. As a result, the Conven
tion on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling 
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction was commended for signature by the General Assembly in 
resolution 2826 (XXVI). The Convention was opened for signature on 
10 April 1972 and entered into force on 26 March 1975. At the end of
1983, 98 States were parties to it.’

Since 1971, the discussions on the question of chemical weapons 
have involved a number of complex matters, such as the scope of a pro
hibition and the question of verification. Between 1972 and 1982, 
numerous proposals and working papers were considered in the CCD 
and its successor, the Committee on Disarmament, including texts of 
draft conventions on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. Also, each 
year the General Assembly has adopted resolutions expressing the need 
for negotiations to continue, as a matter of high priority, with a view to 
reaching early agreement on such a comprehensive and effective conven- 
tion.‘ At its tenth special session, in 1978, the Assembly stated in its Final 
Document that it considered the conclusion of such an instrument to be 
one of the most urgent tasks of multilateral negotiations.’

Parallel to the multilateral negotiations, between 1974 and 1980, the 
Soviet Union and the United States conducted bilateral negotiations on 
the question, and in 1979 and 1980 the two countries submitted substan
tial reports to the Committee on Disarmament on the progress which 
they had achieved.'

A significant development in 1980 was the decision of the Commit
tee on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc working group on chemical 
weapons, with a mandate to define, through substantive examination, 
issues to be dealt with in the negotiation of a chemical weapons conven
tion. In 1981, the Group, which was re-established, set out 18 draft 
“elements” for inclusion in such a convention.

A new aspect was added to the discussion in 1980, when allegations, 
which gave rise to controversy, were made on the basis of reports of the 
use of such weapons in certain parts of the world. The General Assembly 
called for an investigation by the Secretary-General, with the assistance 
of a group of experts, which submitted an initial report’ to the Assembly

5 See footnote 2.
* See previous editions of The Yearbook, especially vol. I: 1976, chap. XII; vol. 3: 

1978, chap. XVI; and vol. 6: 1981, chap. XII.
 ̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 

(A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, paras. 21 and 75. (The Final Document is reproduced in The Year
book, vol. 3: 1978, appendix I.)

* Ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/34/27 and Corr.l), appendix III 
(CD/53 and Corr.l), vol. II, document CD/48, and ibid.. Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement 
No. 27 (A/35/27), appendix II (CD/139), vol. II, document CD/112; the reports are sum
marized in The Yearbook, vol. 4; 1979, chap. XV, and vol. 5: 1980, chap. XIII.

s A/36/613, annex.
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at its thirty-sixth session, in 1981, and a final one‘° at its thirty-seventh 
session, in 1982.

In 1982, at its twelfth special session, the General Assembly made no 
tangible progress concerning chemical weapons, despite widespread 
recognition of the urgent need to deal with the question and the submis
sion, among others, of a document by the USSR* ‘ on the basic provisions 
of a convention banning such weapons. The Committee on Disarma
ment, for its part, was able to make only limited progress, although the 
Ad Hoc Working Group was given a broader mandate and intensified its 
work towards the elaboration of a chemical weapons convention. It 
achieved further clarification of some divergent viewpoints, but little ad
vance towards consensus on the questions of scope and verification of 
such a convention.

With regard to bacteriological (biological) weapons, the First 
Review Conference of the parties to the 1972 Convention was held in 
March 1980 for the purpose of ensuring that the purposes of the pream
ble and the provisions of the Convention were being realized.*  ̂ In the 
Final Declaration of the Conference'^ the States parties reaffirmed their 
support of the Convention, their continued dedication to its principles 
and objectives and their commitment to implement eflFectively its provi
sions.

Questions related to chemical and bacteriological (biological) weap
ons were not discussed in a substantive way in the Disarmament Com
mission in 1983.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The question of the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons continued to be considered by the Conunittee on 
Disarmament in pursuance of General Assembly resolutions 37/98 A, B 
and D and in accordance with its programme of work. As at previous ses
sions of the Committee, most of the substantive work in 1983 was carried 
out by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,*^ which was 
re-established on 29 March, on the basis of its former mandate. A large 
number of delegations also made statements on the question in plenary 
meetings of the Committee.'^ There was common agreement that a con
vention on the prohibition of chemical weapons should be comprehen
sive in scope, including all existing and possible types of chemical 
weapons and that current stockpiles should be destroyed and production 
and storage facilities dismantled. However, it was also recognized that 
additional efforts were needed to achieve, at the earliest possible date.

10 A/37/259, annex.
A/S-12/AC. 1/12 and Corr.l. See also footnote 18.
See The Yearbook, vol. 5: 1980, chap. XIV.

15 BWC/CONF.1/10, sect. II.
See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement. 

No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 77-80.
'5 Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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agreement on various aspects on which diflFerences of viewpoint remained. 
Those differences concerned such areas as: the need for the inclusion of a 
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, as covered by the Geneva 
Protocol; the non-production of chemical weapons in the chemical 
industry and verification measures which might be applied thereto; and 
systematic verification to ensure non-development of chemical weapons 
in the future.

The United States submitted a new working paper entitled “United 
States detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban”*® 
elaborating further general points it had presented in 1982.’’ In introduc
ing the paper, its representative reiterated that the United States sup
ported a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons and stressed the need 
for prohibition of the use of such weapons in circumstances not covered 
by the Geneva Protocol. Existing chemical weapons stocks and produc
tion and filling facilities should be promptly declared, and destroyed over 
a 10-year period. The key to an effective convention, he stated, was the 
firm assurance of compliance through effective verification. There should 
be systematic international on-site inspection on an agreed basis on 
declared chemical weapons stockpiles, production facilities and filling 
facilities and on the process of their elimination, as well as on declared 
facilities for permitted production of chemicals posing a particular risk. 
In addition, an effective mechanism for dealing with compliance issues 
would be essential, one that would promote prompt resolution of prob
lems at the lowest possible political level, at the same time permitting 
them to be taken to higher levels, including the Security Council, 
whenever that might be necessary.

A number of delegations continued to hold that since the convention 
was dealing with the comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, it 
would be advisable to include in it a provision prohibiting the use of such 
weapons. Thus, China’s representative held that the scope of the prohibi
tion in the future convention should include a prohibition on use which 
would complement and strengthen the 1925 Geneva Protocol. While 
acknowledging its significance and the role it played, he observed that the 
Protocol had historical limitations and deficiencies and that those could 
be remedied by a convention on the complete prohibition and total 
destruction of chemical weapons, with provisions for effective verifica
tion. Referring to the areas of prohibition under the Protocol and under 
the future convention, the representative of China later in the session 
added that the foremost way to unify the two regimes would be through 
bringing the prohibition in the future convention in line with that of the 
1925 Protocol. That could be done on the common basis of having both 
regimes prohibit the direct and indirect use of the toxic physiological 
effects of chemical substances for fighting purposes, as well as of incor
porating the concept of “chemical warfare agents” in the definition of 
chemical weapons to be included in the convention.

Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), vol. I, document CD/343.
77i/rp'-5eve/i//? Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/37/27 and Corr.l), appendix II 

(CD/335), vol. II, document CD/264.
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Australia supported the inclusion of a prohibition of use in a future 
convention and, noting that it had worked with Argentina, China, Indo
nesia and Pakistan on the matter, made the following points: (a) a new 
convention containing a distinct ban on use would be truly comprehen
sive; (b) the 1925 Geneva Protocol, rather than being weakened, would 
be strengthened; (c) treaties built on each other and there were numerous 
precedents; (d) the 1925 Protocol logically should have ended the use of 
chemical weapons, but unfortunately it did not—indeed the potential for 
use of chemical weapons under the Protocol existed; (e) the Protocol did 
not anticipate that the concept of war would evolve into the larger con
cept of armed conflict; (/) the Protocol allowed for ambiguity as to the 
chemicals to be covered; (g) the Protocol was limited (by reservations 
and interpretations) to non-first-use and to States that were parties to it; 
and (h) the logic of future verification mechanisms, verification not being 
provided for under the Protocol, was that use should be included in a 
future ban. Argentina was one of the countries that were most firmly in 
favour of the inclusion of a prohibition of the use of chemical weapons 
in the scope of the future convention and advocated that an explicit 
reference to such a prohibition be made in it. That would permit the 
possibility of verification of non-use, which was not provided for in the 
Protocol, and would extend the scope of the prohibition to situations of 
hostilities not considered as cases of war or not foreseen in 1925.

On the other hand, a number of delegations expressed apprehension 
that the duplication in the future convention might be detrimental to the 
prohibition of use established by the Geneva Protocol. It was suggested 
that the problem should be solved by stressing the importance of the 
Geneva Protocol in the preamble of the future convention, and including 
in it an article stating that none of its provisions should be interpreted as 
in any way limiting or diminishing the undertakings of States under the 
Geneva Protocol and certain other international agreements.

That view was supported by, among others, the Soviet Union. As it 
announced early in the session, its decision to agree with the solution 
which had been proposed by a number of non-aligned and neutral States 
members of the Committee represented a change in its position. The 
change would make it necessary to amend the wording of the main pro
hibition contained in the “Basic provisions of a convention on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction”, which it had submitted to the Com
mittee the previous year,'* so that it would cover the use of such 
weapons. Consequently, the section of the convention on verification 
should include appropriate procedures regarding compliance with the 
provision on the prohibition of their use. Czechoslovakia, for its part, 
observed that there was consensus that nothing in the convention should 
weaken the Geneva Protocol of 1925. In its view, one of the acceptable 
ways to ensure that would be to cover the prohibition of use by an 
explicit reference to the Protocol and its direct relevance for the parties 
to the convention.

Idl'd,, vol. Ill, document CD/294; footnote 11 also refers.
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Belgium believed the prohibition of use, whether of chemical or bio
logical weapons, had become a prohibition of a general nature deriving 
from the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Because customary international law 
had established sufficiently the fact that the prohibition-of-use regime 
was common to both bacteriological and chemical weapons, Belgium 
expressed some reservations regarding the repetition of that prohibition 
within the framework of a convention on chemical weapons. It believed 
that the real problem lay in the verification of compliance with the pro
hibition enacted by the Geneva Protocol and subsequently enhanced by 
customary international law. In addition, it feared that incorporation of 
the prohibition of use within the convention might create a lacuna with 
regard to bacteriological weapons. It had, therefore, the previous year, 
proposed specific machinery for the verification of the prohibition on the 
use of both biological and chemical weapons.

France also maintained reservations, believing that a repetition of 
non-use in the text of the future convention might create more problems 
than it resolved. In its view, it was essential to avoid in any way under- 
mming the authority of the Geneva Protocol, which was the very basis of 
the regime of the prohibition of use of chemical weapons. France later 
reiterated that it was not convinced of the need for the inclusion of a 
non-use clause, as such a prohibition was already ensured in as complete 
a manner as possible by the 1925 Protocol. However, if a consensus 
emerged in favour of a repetition, it would be necessary to avoid 
anything which would prejudice the authority of the Protocol, and 
therefore it believed the preamble of the future convention ought to con
tain a paragraph reaffirming the Protocol’s validity and stating that it 
formed part of international law.

Sweden advocated caution with regard to inclusion of prohibition 
because of the possible detrimental effects it could have on the Geneva 
Protocol. Such eflFects would be particularly serious if they were to create 
misgivings among the parties to the Protocol about its value. If, 
however, a majority of States were in favour of such an inclusion, that 
would reflect a new situation, which could be discussed. India similarly 
considered that the Protocol was adequate for prohibiting the use of 
chemical weapons. As it constituted a universal legal prohibition against 
their use, which was recognized in both international and customary law, 
India was apprehensive that the duplication of its provisions in another 
instrument might undermine its leg^ force and status. However, having 
reviewed its position, India, too, would be willing to support the incor
poration of a suitable provision for a ban on use in the proposed conven
tion if it supplemented and strengthened the prohibition already contained 
in the Protocol.

Many delegations emphasized, as at previous sessions of the Com
mittee, the importance of verification of compliance with the terms of the 
future convention. In addition to expressing general agreement that its 
verification system should be based on a combination of national and in

Ibid,^ document CD/301.
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ternational means which would complement and supplement each other, 
members voiced narrower differences of view than at previous sessions 
concerning co-operative international means of verification, including 
appropriate provisions for systematic on-site inspections. That was due 
in part to the position adopted by the Soviet Union, mentioned above, 
according to which the procedures for the verification of compliance with 
the prohibition of use should be contained within the section of the 
future convention on verification, including on-site inspection on a 
voluntary basis. Later in the session, the USSR reminded the Committee 
that, while it believed that national forms of verification, national 
technical means and international on-site verification on the basis of a 
justified request were adequate for verification purposes, it had agreed 
nevertheless that verification of the destruction of stocks and of the pro
duction of super-toxic lethal chemicals for permitted purposes should be 
conducted on the basis of mandatory international on-site verification.

Poland emphasized, in commenting on the generally agreed accept
ance of certain on-site inspections as a permanent feature of the interna
tional aspect of the verification system, that if some members were to 
continue to insist on the consideration of only those verification pro
cedures, the Committee’s elaboration of a draft convention would be 
long delayed. There was not, in Poland’s view, only one problem, but 
there were others that deserved equally serious treatment, that also con
cerned verification. Moreover, Poland added, it was high time to com
mence the actual drafting process; that would above all require that the 
Working Group be re-established and set to work.

The German Democratic Republic early in the session expressed its 
reaffirmation of the proposal contained in the Prague Declaration^® for a 
European chemical-weapon-free zone, and stated for its part that it 
stood ready to negotiate towards the creation of such a zone, together 
with interested States.

Viet Nam, speaking as a non-member, outlined the organization and 
findings of the International Symposium on Herbicides and Defoliants in 
War: Long-Term Effects on Man and Nature, which had been held at Ho 
Chi Minh City early in the year and attended by 160 experts, nearly half 
from 21 foreign countries, including both Eastern European and 
Western ones. It reported that there had been considerable damage in the 
host country’s area, not only to tropical forests, which, in heavily sprayed 
areas, were on the point of disappearing, but also to river, maritime and 
coastal ecological systems; there was also strong evidence of harmful 
effects on humans from the use of herbicides and defoliants. Conse
quently, Viet Nam underlined the urgency of achieving a universal pro
hibition of chemical weapons. It felt that a sound basis for the speedy 
drafting of a convention existed in the practical proposals that had been 
put forward, particularly the “Basic provisions” presented by the USSR. 
Viet Nam felt that the future convention must provide for effective 
assurance of its strict application, but that verification methods should

20 A/38/67-S/15556 and Corr.l.
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not interfere in the internal aflFairs of States or create obstacles for the 
chemical industry for peaceful purposes.

The United Kingdom believed that the verification regime for the 
convention should combine routine international on-site inspections with 
the possibility of fact-finding procedures to investigate any doubt which 
might arise about compliance, and that agreement must be reached on a 
procedure for handling complaints. Routine international on-site inspec
tion would be required for four actions contained in the provisions 
envisaged for the convention, namely, destruction of stockpiles, destruc
tion of production facilities, production of super-toxic agents for permit
ted activities, and monitoring to ensure that chemical weapons were not 
being produced after the destruction of existing stockpiles. To facilitate 
an agreement on the last action, the United Kingdom submitted a work
ing paper entitled “Verification of non-prodUction of chemical 
weapons”, '̂ whose aim was to show that the regime required to verify 
non-production need not be as onerous to the chemical industry as had 
been suggested. France believed that the verification system for the 
destruction of stocks should, in the first instance, guarantee that the 
nature and the quantity of the products destroyed in fact corresponded 
to what had been declared. Secondly, there must be no possibility for the 
diversion or substitution of products during the process of destruction. 
Finally, the system should guarantee that the destruction was carried out 
in a manner that was irreversible and that the final products were 
unusable as chemical weapons. In order to guarantee all that, interna
tional verification should be carried out continuously throughout the 
period of destruction operations; that meant that international inspec
tors would have to have access at all times to every part of those opera
tions. As to on-site inspection by challenge, France believed that a con
sensus appeared to be emerging that a State subject to such a request 
should not be able to refuse to accede to it without explanations. It felt 
that once the destruction of stocks and facilities was complete, verifica
tion by the drawing of lots appeared to offer an appropriate method, and 
that on-site inspections should be conducted by an international team.

Argentina stressed that while verification should include systematic 
on-site inspection to investigate possible non-compliance with the con
vention, the system should be simply a mutual reassurance for States and 
not a mechanism of such complexity that by its nature it would entail 
endless negotiations.

According to Yugoslavia, the verification of chemical weapons 
should be implemented on the basis of national and international proce
dures: national verification should not preclude international activity, 
but rather the two should complement each other. Later in the session, 
Yugoslavia introduced a working paper^  ̂ dealing with technical aspects 
of the process of verification having to do with the declaration of stock
piles of chemical weapons, including facilities for the production of

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, document CD/353.

Ibid.y vol. Ill, document CD/393.
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chemical w^fare agents and facilities for filling chemical weapons, the 
destruction of stockpiles and the monitoring of facilities for the produc
tion of super-toxic chemical agents for permitted purposes. Yugoslavia, 
bearing in mind three categories of toxicity of chemical warfare agents, 
shared the view expressed by a number of delegations that control should 
be comprehensive with regard to the verification of the destruction of 
super-toxic chemical agents, while less rigorous measures might be imple
mented for the destruction of the stockpiles of lethal or harmful agents. 
That meant that for the first category on-site inspection should be ap
plied, which might be systematic or random, while for the second and 
third categories, national measures might be accepted with periodic inter
national on-site verification.

Among other pertinent issues addressed in plenary meetings of the 
Committee was the question of the definition of chemical weapons. 
Japan, in referring to the problem, suggested that it was important by the 
time a convention was concluded to identify and list the chemical agents 
known to be used for weapons purposes and that such listing should 
become an accepted common undertaking by States parties to the con
vention. The convention should prohibit the development, production 
and so forth of the listed agents as chemical weapons, although a small 
quantity might be permitted for protective purposes in a very limited 
way. Japan added that there would probably be a need to provide for the 
constant up-dating of such a list.

In addition to the very large number of documents submitted on the 
item in previous years, the Committee and li^AdHoc Working Group in 
1983 had before them numerous new documents, both working papers 
and conference room papers.^^

The Ad Hoc Working Group was re-established by the Committee 
on 29 March under the chairmanship of Ambassador D. S. McPhail of 
Canada. It held 23 meetings between 6 April and 22 August and, in addi
tion, the Chairman held a number of informal consultations. At their re
quest, representatives of Austria, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, 
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland and Viet Nam, which were not 
members of the Committee, participated in the work of the Group. As a 
result of its work, the Group submitted a detailed report to the Commit
tee, which was incorporated integrally into the Committee’s report to the 
General Assembly.

During the session the Working Group intensified its efforts aimed at 
elaborating a convention on the basis of both existing material and new 
proposals. The main tasks of the Group were to attempt to resolve the re
maining major items of substance on which there was still disagreement 
and to record the substance of the areas of agreement which had already 
been achieved. To that effect, on the basis of a proposal by the Chair-

See ibid.. Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paragraph 79, for a list of all 
the documents submitted; the paragraph contains the report of \h&AdHoc Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons to the Committee.

24 Ibid.
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man, the Group decided to set up four contact groups to deal with 
specific spheres of the convention, as follows:

(а) Contact Group A: Existing stockpiles;
( б)  Contact Group B: Compliance provisions and verification issues;
(c) Contact Group C: Prohibition of use;
id) Contact Group D: Definitions.
The remaining two major issues, destruction of existing means of 

production and non-production, and others requiring attention, such as 
the prohibition of transfers and non-development, were considered by 
the Working Group itself. Areas of apparent prior consensus, including 
many aspects of the question of scope, definitions, co-operative and 
confidence-building measures, national implementation and interna
tional verification, and preambular and additional provisions relating to 
substance, were not discussed in detail. They were taken into account by 
the Group, however, in its work and in arriving at its conclusions. In 
spite of considerable general agreement, diflFerences on some important 
issues persisted throughout the 1983 session of the Committee.

Thus, although confirming the degree of consensus achieved the pre
vious year, various delegations in Contact Group A continued to differ, 
while considering the actual steps in the destruction process of chemical 
weapons stocks, about whether verification of destruction should be car
ried out by inspections on a quota basis or by continuous inspection. 
They also maintained their different views on the verification of the 
accuracy of declarations of stocks, the desirability of indicating their 
location and the possibilities of diverting weapons to peaceful purposes.

Although fact-finding procedures related to verification by challenge 
and some aspects of the structure and functions of a consultative com
mittee were elaborated in Contact Group B, agreement was not reached 
on the stringency of the obligation to submit to on-site inspection in cases 
of challenge. Similarly, there was substantive agreement in Group C on 
the incorporation of the prohibition of use in the scope of a convention, 
as well as corresponding verification measures, and general recognition 
of the need for effective investigation of suspected use. The requirement 
remained, however, to work out a consensus formulation for inclusion 
of such a prohibition in the convention that would take into account 
both the Geneva Protocol and existing international law.

As to issues related to definitions, including those for chemical 
weapons themselves, precursors and key precursors, to criteria for draw
ing up a list or lists of precursors and the verification of their production, 
and to small-scale production of super-toxic chemicals for legal pur
poses, which were dealt with by Contact Group D, more work turned out 
to be needed. Accordingly the report was set out in two parts, the first 
contained views which the co-ordinator felt had not met with objections 
from delegations, and the second contained alternative views which had 
not met with agreement and included the objections raised. The difiicul- 
ties encountered were connected mainly with the size of the chemical
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industry, the number of plants and inspectors needed and the possible 
compromise of classified commercial process information.

The Working Group itself found the diflferences on matters concern
ing the existing means of production to be among the most difficult to 
resolve. Problems persisted regarding the declaration of plants. The need 
to inspect, close and seal declared plants was explored, as well as ap
proaches to their elimination. The questions of the timing of declara
tions, the specification of locations, the methods of their elimination and 
possible special requirements for facilities for binary weapons" were also 
addressed. Finally, proposals for systematic international verification 
were advanced.

Regarding the area of non-production of chemical weapons in the 
chemical industry, basic difierences also remained, particularly with 
regard to possible restrictions on chemicals for permitted purposes and 
the development of lists, for example, of key precursors. Differences also 
remained concerning the verification measures which might be applied. 
On the question of the prohibition of transfers, agreement was reached 
that, except for elimination purposes, they would be restricted. It was 
also accepted that further consideration was required regarding the 
allowable circumstances and amounts for such transfers.

On the question of non-development, there was agreement that fur
ther development of chemical weapons should be prohibited, but it ap
peared that reaching consensus on verification by any systematic means
would be difficult because of the need to preserve the right to undertake 
work for protection or for other permitted purposes.

The work and reports of the co-ordinators of the Contact Groups 
were discussed in depth in the Ad Hoc Working Group. The Group was 
able to elaborate substantive provisions, many of which were agreed 
upon, for a chemical weapons convention under main and sub-headings 
as follows:

(a) General provisions
(i) Purpose and commitments

(ii) Definitions and criteria
(iii) Compliance

(b) Specific provisions for elimination
(i) Existing stocks of chemical weapons

(ii) Existing means of production
(c) Other substantive provisions

(i) Future chemical weapons non-production verification
(ii) Verification of the prohibition of use
(iii) Permitted transfers

Binary weapons contain two chemical agents which, although they are not highly toxic 
individually, generate an extremely toxic substance when combined during delivery or upon 
impact.

281



(d) Operational provisions
(i) National means for implementation

(ii) National technical means
(iii) International means for implementation

(e) Co-operation and confidence-building provisions
(i) Consultation and co-operation

(ii) Protection of population and environment
(iii) Promotion of development goals 

(/) Additional provisions
(i) Preamble and other provisions

(ii) Withdrawal.

The Working Group’s report to the Committee consisted of a four- 
section summary —“Introduction”, “Organization of work and docu
mentation”, “Substantive work during the 1983 session” and “Conclu
sions on the substance of a possible convention”—and two annexes, the 
first containing the substantive provisions which it considered should be 
included in a convention, and the second consisting of the mandates of 
the co-ordinators of the four Contact Groups and their reports submitted 
to the Working Group. The portions of annex I which were not agreed to 
by all delegations, whether additional proposals or alternatives to other 
texts, were indicated as such and included in the annex.

The Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, in 
introducing the report to the Committee on Disarmament, commented 
on what the Group had accomplished in 1983 in order to supplement 
what the report itself indicated, and he outlined the process and working 
methods that had resulted in an integrated and systematic document, 
agreed to by the entire Group. Although it did not solve all substantive 
problems, it had made some progress in that regard. In certain areas, the 
intensive examination of comparable positions had revealed greater coin
cidence of views than had previously been apparent, such as agreement 
on the use of chemical names in the declaration of stocks and the useful
ness of on-site automatic instruments in assisting other techniques of 
verification. Some new proposals which had been put forward were in
corporated into the common document, among them, the United King
dom’s proposals for monitoring of non-production; separate Soviet pro
posals on prohibition of use, on prohibition of compounds containing 
the methyl-phosphorus bonds and on details required in declarations of 
stocks; and a proposal by Egypt on assistance in the event of violation. 
At the same time, the Chairman emphasized that there remained major 
areas wherein agreement was needed if there was to be success and that 
would require the making of hard decisions in capital cities. After noting 
that he had mentioned but a few of the many contributions made, he 
commended to the Committee, for its approval, the three recommenda
tions made by the Working Group in its report, in order that a ban on 
chemical weapons might be finalized at the earliest possible time.
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Towards the end of the session, both the Soviet Union and the 
United States made statements in which, while praising the Ad Hoc 
Working Group and its Chairman for their concerted efforts and work
ing methods, each generally held the other responsible for the lack of 
greater substantive progress. In that regard, the USSR emphasized the 
United States further movement towards the production of binary 
weapons, noting that the Senate had earmarked funds for that purpose. 
The situation had also been complicated, the USSR stated, by, among 
other things, the United States avoiding concurrence with draft wordings 
for the future convention and maintaining a rigid position on the ques
tion of the verification of the destruction of stocks, as well as by more 
broadly based disagreements among members in such areas as the con
tent of initial declarations of stocks. For its part, the United 
States —observing that the Federal Republic of Germany, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom felt similarly—held that some key 
delegations had not been sufficiently prepared to discuss some of the 
main issues; for instance, several important proposals put forward in 
working papers had not received a detailed response, and the Soviet 
Union had refused to discuss production and filling facilities. It added 
that the drafting of treaty texts could not proceed faster than the resolu
tion of key issues. The American representative then introduced a work
ing paper^  ̂ inviting member and observer delegations to participate in a 
workshop in the United States in November 1983, which would provide 
opportunities for a first-hand look at the procedures it used for the 
destruction of chemical weapons, briefings on its operations and discus
sion of all viewpoints regarding verification of destruction.

The Committee on Disarmament accepted the following recommen
dations of the Ad Hoc Wprking Group:

{q) That the views set forth in annex I to its report — substantive 
provisions to be included in a chemical weapons convention —be used as 
the basis for the future work of the Group;

(b) That the views contained in the reports of the Contact Groups 
appended as annex II to its report, including the draft formulations for 
possible use in a future convention, together with other relevant previous 
reports and documents of the Committee and future ones, also be utilized 
in the further elaboration of a convention;

(c) That the Working Group resume negotiations at the outset of 
the 1984 session of the Committee on Disarmament aimed at the final 
elaboration of a convention at the earliest date.

In conformity with recommendation (c), the Committee decided, at 
its 237th plenary meeting, on 26 August, that the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons should resume its activities on 16 January 
1984.

fK General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), vol. Ill, document CD/419.
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Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

For the consideration of the question of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons, the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session had before it 
the report of the Committee on Disarmament, including that of its Ad  
Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,^^ the report of the Secre- 
tary-General containing that of the Group of Consultant Experts estab
lished in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 37/98 D on pro
visional procedures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol,^* a number of communications, 16 in all, from various 
Governments related to allegations of the use of such weapons,^’ the 
Communique adopted by the Meeting of Ministers and Heads of Delega
tions of the Non-Aligned Countries, held in New York from 4 to 7 Octo
ber 1983, °̂ and the resolutions adopted by the Seventieth Inter
parliamentary Conference, held at Seoul on 12 October 1983.^‘

Four draft resolutions pertaining to the agenda item on chemical 
and bacteriological (biological) weapons were submitted in the First 
Committee in 1983. Two of them dealt directly with a future treaty or 
convention banning chemical weapons. The other two concerned the 
existing international instrument, the Geneva Protocol, one dealing with 
the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Group of Consul
tant Experts, mentioned above, and the other, which was later with
drawn, with the observance of existing legal constraints on chemical and 
bacteriological weapons and condemnation of actions contravening 
those constraints. The debate connected with these proposals is con
sidered below under two subheadings.

Discussion on chemical weapons treaty negotiations

In the general debate in the General Assembly,^^ almost all delegations 
which spoke on the subject —including Australia, China, France, the 
German Democratic Republic, Greece on behalf of the European Com
munity, El Salvador, India, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Nor
way, Turkey, the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United Republic of 
Cameroon and Yugoslavia—stressed the importance of reaching as soon 
as possible an agreement on a convention prohibiting chemical weapons, 
a number of them referring to the work of the Committee on Disarma
ment in 1983. Canada observed that the Committee had made progress in 
the area of chemical weapons, producing, as a result of co-operation 
extended to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, a consensus 
document outlining the elements of a convention and recommending that 
the Group undertake negotiations from the outset of 1984. After noting

Ibid., Supplement No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 77-80.
28 A/38/435.
29 See A/38/639, para. 4.
30 A/38/495-S/16035.
31 A/38/529.
32 See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary 

Meetings^ 5th to 33rd and 103rd meetings.
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that technological development had made chemical weapons increasingly 
pernicious, as events in recent years had demonstrated, Canada added 
that it would be a real achievement if a draft convention on chemical 
weapons could be agreed upon by the end of 1984.

The representative of the Netherlands, referring to the chemical 
weapons issue as one of the main and most extensively debated items on 
the agenda of the Committee, had hoped that in the current year it would 
have matured sufficiently to allow for practical and fruitful negotiations. 
While substantive progress had been achieved and the analysis of the 
problems involved seemed to have been exhausted, he observed that the 
Committee should be exhorted to engage in a final drive to conclude an 
agreement which would free the world from the spectre of chemical war
fare.

In the First Committee,^^ the delegations speaking either in the gen
eral debate or specifically on the agenda item entitled “Chemical and bac
teriological (biological) weapons” also emphasized the urgent need for 
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. A 
number of them also discussed in detail some more specific issues such as 
the scope of the future convention, the question of the possibility of so- 
called interim measures, the problems of verification and the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament. The majority of them, however, reiterated 
views they had already expressed in other bodies, especially in the Com
mittee on Disarmament and its Working Group.

Regarding the need for prohibiting the use of chemical weapons, the 
representative of China stated that during the Second World War the 
Geneva Protocol had played a significant part in restricting such use. 
However, there were still hundreds of thousands of tons of chemical 
weapons in the arsenals of the super-Powers. That amply proved that 
they did not intend to renounce those weapons of mass destruction. In 
recent years, a chemical arms race centring around quality improvement 
had also played a role in their rivalry for military superiority. Particularly 
worrying, in its view, were reports on the use of chemical or toxic 
weapons in armed conflict. All that underlined the urgent demand for 
speedy negotiations for the conclusion of a convention on the prohibi
tion and destruction of all chemical weapons. Referring to the work of 
the Committee on Disarmament, China pointed out that some headway 
had been made, and the opinion in favour of including a ban on the use 
of chemical weapons in a convention had gained wide support, as that 
would complement and strengthen the 1925 Protocol. It believed there 
should be effective verification, including necessary on-site inspections. 
China stated that it would continue to take an active part in the negotia
tions.

Speaking on behalf of the European Community, the representative 
of Greece stated that the Ten welcomed the fact that some progress had 
been made in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, in

Ibid., First Committee^ 3rd to 39th and 50th and 52nd meetings, and ibid.. First 
Committee, Sessional Fascicle  ̂ corrigendum.
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particular with regard to the questions of the scope of the convention and 
the content of the declarations on stocks to be destroyed; he attributed 
that in part to a more efficient organization of work in ih tA d  Hoc Work
ing Group.

A number of delegations, although acknowledging that some pro
gress had been made in 1983 in the Committee, expressed their disap
pointment that the results fell short of their legitimate expectations. 
Among them were Eastern European States, including the Byelorussian 
SSR, Hungary, Poland and the Ukrainian SSR, and Viet Nam. Several 
of them voiced regret that a new arms race in chemical weapons was tak
ing place, especially through the introduction of new types of weapons, 
particularly binary weapons, and held that while negotiations on the 
comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons were under way. States 
should renounce the production and deployment of all new types of 
chemical weapons. Thus, dissatisfied with the prolonged negotiations in 
the Committee on Disarmament, the German Democratic Republic sug
gested some interim steps, including renunciation of the production and 
deployment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons and 
regional measures against their deployment.

The proposals of those countries for the creation of a chemical- 
weapon-free zone in Europe and a freeze on the production and deploy
ment of chemical weapons pending the conclusion of a comprehensive 
convention met with some objections from several States. The United 
States emphasized that it was against so-called interim measures which 
had been proposed as steps designed to expedite negotiations, because, in 
its view, they would give rise to various problems, including verification 
and protection against the reintroduction of such weapons, and would, 
in short, have precisely the opposite effect. It added that efforts should be 
devoted to the fundamental objective of achieving a complete prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, and that it was convinced that the multilateral 
forum offered the best chance for that at the current time.

On various specific questions, such as the verification of a ban on 
chemical weapons, views similar to those already expressed in the Com
mittee on Disarmament were heard again in the debate in the First Com
mittee.

The first of the two draft resolutions on the negotiation of a conven
tion, which was entitled “Prohibition of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons”, was submitted to the First Committee on 7 November by 
Afghanistan, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, the Ger
man Democratic Republic, Hungary, the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Mongolia, Poland, the Ukrainian SSR and Viet Nam, and was 
later also sponsored by Angola. It was introduced on 10 November by 
the representative of the German Democratic Republic, who stated that 
there were increasing signs that a new round of the arms race in the 
chemical field was being initiated, in that the intention existed to produce 
new types of chemical weapons, and underlined the need for a fresh 
impetus to the negotiations in the Geneva Committee on Disarmament to 
overcome the obstacles hampering the successful elaboration of a con
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vention on chemical weapons. In the interim, agreement on a freeze 
would contribute best to that objective. By the draft resolution which 
referred in its preamble to concern about binary weapons and to propo
sals for chemical-weapon-free zones, the General Assembly would urge 
the Committee on Disarmament to intensify the negotiations in the Ad 
Hoc Working Group, would call for a freeze and would ask States to 
refrain from any action which might impede the negotiations. On 
16 November, the sponsors submitted a revised draft resolution, which 
was introduced the following day, again by the German Democratic 
Republic. In the revised text, which was submitted after consultations 
held in recognition of the need for strong support, the operative para
graph which had concerned the freeze during the negotiations was 
deleted. The German Democratic Republic added that the sponsors of 
the draft resolution, while agreeing to accept the suggestion that it was 
not necessary to include a freeze, remained of the conviction that an 
agreed freeze on chemical weapons would expedite the negotiations on 
the complete prohibition of all such weapons.

Speaking at the time of the introduction of the revised draft resolu
tion, the Federal Republic of Germany outlined its position in the con
text of the proposals before the First Committee. In view of the advanced 
stage of the negotiations, it endorsed the hope that the Committee on 
Disarmament would work resolutely so as to arrive rapidly at the adop
tion of a draft convention. It added, however, that the situation was not 
entirely satisfactory in that some Eastern European delegations, in trying 
to shift the responsibility for lack of progress onto others, were misrepre
senting facts. Although it had welcomed Soviet proposals on inspection 
and verification, it felt that the Soviet Union had not shown readiness to 
apply an adequate verification regime. The Federal Republic of Germany 
could not vote in favour of the first draft resolution, primarily because it 
was an attempt to use forums to propagate political projects, such as a 
chemical-weapon-free zone and a freeze on the production and deploy
ment of chemical weapons, measures that would make the conclusion of 
a universal convention on chemical weapons even more difficult. It had 
repeatedly stated that to be truly weapon-free, a zone must no longer be 
within reach of such weapons and its status must be verifiable. Likewise, 
non-production would have to be verifiable, and the questions to be 
resolved in both cases would be as difficult as those for a convention. The 
Federal Republic would support the second draft resolution (discussed 
next), which was designed to instil momentum in the work of the Com
mittee on Disarmament.

While others emphasized that they supported the complete prohibi
tion and destruction of chemical weapons, Viet Nam, the only country to 
explain specifically its affirmative vote in the First Committee, emphasized 
the importance it attached to the earliest possible conclusion of a conven
tion on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons and said that it 
was, therefore, pleased to be a sponsor of both the resolutions which 
dealt with the question and which fully met that objective.
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Among others abstaining, New Zealand, at the time of voting, 
stated that it could not support the draft resolution because it showed a 
lack of balance in its approach and threatened to hinder rather than to 
advance the work of the Committee on Disarmament; it added that there 
was no justification for singling out one kind of chemical weapon while 
ignoring the existing large arsenals of other kinds. Australia had similar 
reasons for its abstention, and added that the text did not meet its con
cerns with regard to the scope of a future chemical weapons convention 
in that it failed to refer to the inclusion of a ban on use. It also had reser
vations about the references to chemical-weapon-free zones in the pre
amble. Brazil, too, abstained, explaining that the convention should en
compass all types of chemical weapons and noting that the concept of 
chemical-weapon-free zones was not in keeping with its position. India 
was unable to support the idea of the setting up of chemical-weapon-free 
zones as an interim measure, holding that all efforts should be global in 
approach, directed towards the early conclusion of a multilateral conven
tion that would free the entire world of that kind of weapon. The 
Netherlands regarded the draft resolution as an unbalanced and one
sided document which affected the consensus regarding the preparation 
of a chemical weapon ban and which, while criticizing the resumption of 
the production of chemical weapons, at the same time remained silent 
about continuing reports of their use and did not effectively refute them.

The revised draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
23 November by a recorded vote of 73 to 1 (United States), with 49 absten
tions and was adopted by the General Assembly, on 20 December, by a 
recorded vote of 98 to 1, with 49 abstentions, as resolution 38/187 A. It 
reads as follows:

The General Assembly»
Recalling paragraph 75 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 

General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, which states that the 
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and their destruction represents one of the most urgent measures of 
disarmament,

Referring to the unanimous and categorical reaffirmation by all Member States at the 
twelfth special session of the General Assembly, the second special session devoted to dis
armament, of the validity of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session,

Convinced of the need for the earliest conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruc
tion, which would significantly contribute to general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control.

Recalling its resolutions 36/96 B of 9 December 1981 and 37/98 A of 13 December 
1982,

Expressing profound concern at the intended production and deployment of binary 
chemical weapons.

Taking into consideration the decision by the Committee on Disarmament on the man
date for the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, as well as the work of this 
Group during the session of the Committee on Disarmament in 1983,

Deeming it desirable for States to refrain from taking any action that could delay or 
further complicate negotiations.

Aware that the qualitative improvement and development of chemical weapons com
plicate ongoing negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
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Taking note of proposals on the creation of chemical-weapon>free zones aimed at 
facilitating the complete prohibition of chemical weapons,

1. Reqffirms the necessity of the speediest elaboration and conclusion of a conven
tion on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction;

2. Appeals to all States to facilitate in every possible way the conclusion of such a 
convention;

3. Urges the Conference on Disarmament to intensify the negotiations in the Ad  
Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons in fulfilment of its present mandate, to achieve 
accord on a chemical weapons convention at the earliest possible date and, for this purpose, 
to proceed immediately to drafting such a convention for submission to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

4. Reaffirms its call to all States to refrain from any action that could impede negotia
tions on the prohibition of chemical weapons and specifically to refrain from the produc
tion and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons, as well as from 
stationing chemical weapons on the territory of other States.

The second draft resolution on chemical weapons negotiations, en
titled “Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons”, was submit
ted on 11 November by Argentina, Canada, Indonesia, Japan, Kenya, 
Norway, Poland, Sweden and the Ukrainian SSR, and was later also 
sponsored by Australia, Belgium, the German Democratic Republic, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, MongoUa, Spain and Viet Nam. 
In introducing the draft resolution on 17 November, the representative 
of Canada stated that the draft, by which the Assembly would urge the 
Committee on Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, to intensify the 
negotiations on a chemical weapons convention, had become known as 
the “traditional” chemical weapons resolution. Accordingly, he invited 
other States to join as sponsors in endorsing it, and asked that it be 
adopted by consensus so that the full weight of the international com
munity would stand behind it.

Before the vote, New Zealand stated that it strongly supported the 
draft resolution, as it asked the Committee on Disarmament to intensify 
its work with a view to the earliest possible adoption of a convention. 
The Lao People’s Democratic Republic, emphasizing that it was in 
favour of the successful completion of the negotiations, would also vote 
affirmatively. Following the approval of the draft resolution, the 
Byelorussian SSR affirmed that it was in favour of the start of negotia
tions in the Committee on Disarmament Ad Hoc Working Group and 
had supported the proposal on that basis.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
23 November, without a vote, and adopted by the General Assembly on 
20 December, also without a vote, as resolution 38/187 B. It reads as 
follows:

The General Assembly»
Recalling its previous resolutions relating to the complete and effective prohibition of 

the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and to their destruc
tion,

Reaffirming the necessity of strict observance by all States of the principles and objec
tives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June

289



1925, and of the adherence by all States to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Devel
opment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on Their Destruction, signed in London, Moscow and Washington on 10 April 1972,

Having considered the report of the Committee on Disarmament, which includes, inter 
alia, the report of its A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,

Considering it necessary that all efforts be exerted for the resumption and successful 
conclusion of negotiations on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of all chemical weapons and on their destruction,

1. Takes note of the work of the Committee on Disarmament during its session in 
1983 regarding the prohibition of chemical weapons and, in particular, appreciates the 
work of its A d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons and the progress achieved 
therein;

2. Expresses its regret that an agreement on the complete and effective prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruc
tion has not yet been elaborated;

3. Urges the Conference on Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, to intensify, 
during its session in 1984, the negotiations on a convention on the prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction, tak
ing into account all existing proposals and future initiatives with a view to the final elabora
tion of a convention at the earliest possible date, and to re-establish its A d Hoc Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons for this purpose;

4. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on the results of its negotia
tions to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session.

Report o f the Group o f Consultant Experts established 
in pursuance o f General Assembly resolution 37/98 D on 
provisional procedures to uphold the authority o f the 
1925 Geneva Protocol

By its resolution 37/98 D of 13 December 1982, the General Assembly, 
by a vote of 86 to 19, with 33 abstentions, decided to establish procedures 
to make possible the prompt and impartial investigation of information 
concerning possible violations of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol, 
thereby upholding its authority. It also requested the Secretary-General 
to investigate, with the assistance of qualified experts, information that 
might be brought to his attention by any Member State concerning activi
ties that might constitute a violation of the Protocol or of the relevant 
rules of customary international law; to compile and maintain lists of 
experts to undertake such investigations, and of laboratories with the 
capacity to undertake testing for the presence of agents whose use was 
prohibited; to devise procedures, with the assistance of qualified consul
tant experts, for such investigations; and to report to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-eighth session. The Group of Consultant Experts 
established in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 37/98 D on 
provisional procedures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol held two sessions in New York from 9 to 20 May and from 
22 August to 2 September 1983. The Secretary-General’s report of the 
Group was submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth ses
sion, as mentioned above.

The substance of the report was contained in two annexes.
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Annex I, in pursuance of paragraph 5 of the resolution, contained 
the replies of 25 States to a note verbale by which the Secretary-General 
advised all Member States that he would appreciate receiving the names 
of any qualified experts and laboratories whose services they might be in 
a position to provide. By the terms of the resolution, the experts’ services 
would be available at short notice to undertake investigations, and the 
laboratories would have the capability of testing for the presence of 
agents whose use was prohibited. While a number of Western and other 
States replied, some of them extensively, by submitting lists of experts 
and laboratories, three Eastern European States submitted more generally 
worded replies in which they explained their reasons for opposing the 
implementation of the resolution.

Annex II contained the report of the Group of Consultant Experts. 
It consisted of three main chapters: “I. Organization of work and sum
mary of proceedings”, “II. Procedures devised by the Group of Consul
tant Experts” and “Hi. Assembling and systematic organization of docu
mentation”. In addition, the report contained three appendices dealing 
with various specific aspects of an investigation. Chapter II on the pro
cedures was divided into four main sections:

(cf) Criteria to guide the Secretary-General in deciding whether or 
pot to initiate an investigation;

(6) Follow-up actions related to the initiation of an investigation;
(c) Specific guidance for the conduct of an investigation;
{d) Specific tasks relating to the organization and conduct of an in

vestigation.
In connection with the initiation problem, the report underlined that 

the issue was not whether the allegations in connection with a complaint 
were true, but whether they described a situation or incident that might 
be a violation of the Geneva Protocol or of the relevant rules of custom
ary international law. A number of criteria, dealing mostly with the 
nature, amount and timeliness of the information provided by the 
Member State making the complaint, were enumerated to guide the 
Secretary-General in deciding whether an investigation was warranted.

With regard to follow-up actions in connection with a decision to 
undertake an investigation, three different types of situation were en
visaged: “situation I” would obtain when the country where the incident 
reportedly occurred had agreed to accept a team of experts on its terri
tory; “situation II”, when access was not possible, either because the 
Government in question denied it or because the security of the investi
gating team or its logistic support could not be assured; and “situation 
III”, when no possibility existed for visiting either the country in question 
or a neighbouring country. The actual follow-up actions would vary 
according to the requirements of each type of situation, ranging from 
selecting the team of experts to selecting a neighbouring country or coun
tries where evidence might be available, and evaluating such evidence.

The section on specific guidance for the conduct of an investigation 
dealt with a number of different aspects of that question. Guidance was 
provided for the Secretariat on the classification of qualified experts and
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laboratories and on the collection, handling, transportation and methods 
of preservation of samples, including those assumed to be chemical and 
biological warfare agents. Two subsections dealt with the selection of the 
members of the team of experts and of laboratories. A detailed pro
cedure was devised for an on-site investigation, including the evaluation 
of the complaint and examination of alleged victims. Another subsection 
spelt out the contents of the report of a team of experts. The specific 
tasks relating to the organization and conduct of an investigation were 
envisaged in three major phases. Phase I, which would be of a 
preparatory nature, would start immediately after the adoption of the 
proposed procedures. Phase II would begin once a complaint had been 
received by the Secretary-General. Phase III would consist of the activi
ties which the Secretary-General would promptly initiate once a decision 
had been taken to conduct an investigation.

The Group of Consultant Experts pointed out in the report that 
because of the complexity of the subject-matter and the short time avail
able, it had not been possible to review thoroughly certain aspects, par
ticularly those to be covered in chapter III on the assembling and sys
tematic organization of documentation, but also subsections of some 
main sections of chapter II.

In the debate in the First Committee,^^ several delegations referred 
to reports on the alleged use of chemical weapons in different parts of the 
world and expressed concern about the apparent violations of the Gen
eva Protocol which the reports, if true, indicated.

The representative of the United States, referring to his country's 
findings on the use of illegal chemical weapons in Afghanistan and 
South-East Asia, stated that it believed that the Soviet Union and its 
allies had violated the 1925 Geneva Protocol on chemical weapons and 
the 1972 Convention on biological and toxin weapons, and he reviewed 
in detail his Government’s evidence, which, he said, could not be explain
ed away, that had led to that belief. Reiterating that the United States 
was committed to a comprehensive convention, he recalled that in 1982 
the General Assembly had adopted resolutions by which it recommended 
that a special conference be held by the States parties to establish effec
tive procedures to deal with issues concerning compliance with the bio
logical weapons Convention (resolution 37/98 C), and that the Secretary- 
General should establish procedures to investigate promptly possible 
violations of the 1925 Geneva Protocol (resolution 37/98 D). The United 
States felt that it was important that both resolutions be implemented 
promptly. France, referring to the report of the Secretary-General pur
suant to the latter resolution, observed that 17 States had provided 
names of experts or laboratories and that, as a result, the Secretary- 
General would be able to carry out an investigation if the need arose; 
there had also been negative replies raising legal arguments against the 
resolution in that it was tantamount to a revision of the 1925 Protocol.

34 See ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 39th meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Ses
sional Fasciclet corrigendum.
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The resolution could not properly be interpreted that way, France held. 
Democratic Kampuchea, in speaking of reports of the alleged use of 
chemical weapons and bacteriological methods of warfare by Viet Nam 
in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic and Democratic Kampuchea, 
and by the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, also supported the convening of 
a special conference on the biological weapons Convention, provided for 
in resolution 37/98 C.

China considered that it was imperative to formulate procedures 
and measures to investigate the possible violation of the Geneva Pro
tocol, with a view to safeguarding its authority and applying sanctions, 
especially since there had been further reports and evidence regarding the 
use of chemical and toxic weapons. Owing to its geographical proximity 
to the area of alleged chemical weapons attacks, Thailand attached great 
importance to the subject and expressed deep concern at the continuing 
reports of the alleged use of such weapons. Should the reports be true, 
the actions involved not only undermined the efforts aimed at banning 
the use of chemical weapons, but, in its view, also posed a threat to 
States and exposed defenceless populations of the areas concerned and of 
neighbouring countries to the acute and delayed effects of such weapons.

On the other hand, the representative of the Soviet Union referred 
to the United States allegations about the use of chemical weapons of 
Soviet manufacture as myths, which were ludicrous and did not stand up 
to the facts. He added that the Group of Experts to Investigate Reports 
on the Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons, established by the United Na
tions, had reached the conclusion that it was impossible to confirm that 
such weapons had been used, even though there had been efforts by the 
United States to deceive everybody, and concluded by stating that the 
Soviet Union had never used chemical weapons and had never transfer
red them to anyone; on the contrary, it had consistently advocated and 
would advocate in the near future the complete elimination of the means 
of chemical warfare.

The representative of the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, in 
referring to accusations made by the United States against his country 
with regard to the use of chemical weapons, stated that the United Na
tions experts had expressed doubts that such accusations were well- 
founded, and cited from various reports indicating that the testimony of 
refugees could not be meaningfully verified and expressing the belief that 
the toxic substances found were of natural origin and not significantly 
toxic. He added that, on the other hand, it was well documented that the 
United States had used chemical weapons—Agent Orange—in Viet Nam.

The draft resolution relating to the report of the Group of Consult
ant Experts, entitled “Chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons”, was submitted on 11 November by Australia, Belgium, Co
lombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, France, Norway, Sweden and Uruguay; it 
was subsequently also sponsored by the Netherlands and Zaire. In intro
ducing the proposal in the First Committee on 17 November, France 
stated that its purpose was to implement the previous year’s resolution 
37/98 D. France had in mind the fact that the tasks entrusted to the
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Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts, by 
paragraph 7 of that resolution had not been carried out in 1983 because, 
although it had done a remarkable job, the Group had not been able to 
review certain aspects thoroughly. Therefore it would be necessary for 
the experts to continue and to complete their work in 1984. Concerning 
the legal character of the resolution, France explained that it could not be 
interpreted as tantamount to a revision of the Protocol in a manner con
trary to the law of treaties, because it did not, and could not, create any 
new legal obligations for the parties to the Geneva Protocol, which, hav
ing the character of a convention, was beyond the reach of a General 
Assembly resolution. The purpose of the draft resolution was quite 
different: it was designed to secure respect for the Protocol by means of 
investigations whose results would be made available to the international 
community. Action designed to ensure compliance with an obligation 
under international law could not be construed as being contrary to inter
national law, France added. Emphasizing that the initiative was not linked 
to the reports on allegations of use of chemical weapons and expressing 
the wish of the sponsors to place it outside any controversy or political 
context, it hoped that the proposal would be considered constructively, 
as called for by the subject, namely, respect for, and strengthening of 
international law in one of its most serious provisions, that which pro
hibited the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons of mass destruc
tion.

Among the delegations which voted against the draft resolution, 
seven explained their positions before or after the voting. That of Viet 
Nam reiterated the stand it had taken the previous year on resolution 
37/98 D, namely, that it did not meet the objective of eliminating 
chemical weapons; rather, it diverted attention from that urgent task. It 
called for a verification procedure regarding the 1925 Protocol which was 
not legally in keeping with the norms of international law and practice, in 
Viet Nam’s view, and it significantly undermined the Secretary-General’s 
neutral status, forcing him to become involved in highly sensitive, con
troversial political issues. Poland, recalling the controversy and dissent 
in the Committee surrounding resolution 37/98 D, maintained that the 
investigation of information that might be brought to the Secretary- 
General’s attention by any Member State concerning activities that might 
constitute a violation of the 1925 Protocol, or of the relevant rules of 
customary international law, would itself constitute a violation, by aim
ing at revising it, and would contravene the Vienna Convention on the 
Law of Treaties, in particular its articles 39 to 41. The Lao People’s 
Democratic Repubhc stated that the United States used the initiative to 
interfere in the internal affairs of other countries on the pretext that 
chemical weapons were being used in South-East Asia. Afghanistan and 
India referred to the reasons they had given the previous year, with India 
emphasizing that it believed the setting up of machinery, as envisaged, 
outside the framework of the international treaty concerned would be a 
bad precedent. Similar arguments were put forward by the representa
tives of the Byelorussian SSR and the USSR, who stressed the illegality
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of the proposed procedure, as contrary to either the Geneva Protocol 
itself or the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, and who observed 
that it was bdng undertaken against the wishes of a number of States 
parties to the Protocol.

Some of the States abstaining expressed similar views. Argentina felt 
that to introduce, through a resolution of the General Assembly, a sys
tem df verification pertaining to a convention which did not provide for 
such a system was a highly unfortunate precedent. Yugoslavia, although 
favouring effective systems of verification and control of the implementa
tion of international disarmament agreements, emphasized that their ap
plication must be universal, not selective, and based on authentic facts to 
ensure that they were not misused. Mexico absteiined for the same 
reasons it had in the case of resolution 37/98 D, basically, that, in keep
ing with the law of treaties, one could not, in it$ view, amend a solemn 
instrument “ treaty, convention or protocol —except with the participa
tion of all the States parties. Algeria, although recognizing the purely 
procedural aspect of the proposal, none the less felt obliged to abstain 
since it was based upon a resolution containing irregular procedure with 
respect to both doctrine and international practice.

Canada, which supported the draft resolution, explained that it 
believed the terms of the Vienna Convention were quite in harmony with 
those of the Protocol and, moreover, regarded it as a procedural one based 
on the concept that it was important for the United Nations to continue 
work already undertaken. New Zealand said it had welcomed the adop
tion of resolution 37/98 D, which provided for interim procedures to 
uphold the authority of the 1925 Protocol, pending the adoption of per
manent arrangements, and was pleased that a number of countries had 
participated itt its implementation. It did not accept the argument that 
the procedures involved extended the scope of an obligation under the 
terms of the Protocol: Indonesia, expressing its support for any effort 
aimed at the strengthening of the Protocol, stated that its affirmative vote 
should not be interpreted in any way contrary to its position that the 
objectives of the draft resolution would be more appropriately met by a 
comprehensive convention on chemical weapons, such as that being 
sought by the Committee on Disarmament.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 77 to 20, with 29 abstentions, and the General 
Assembly adopted it, on 20 December, by a recorded vote of 97 to 20, 
with 30 abstentions, as resolution 38/187 C. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling the provisions of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 

Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed 
at Geneva on 17 June 1925,

Recalling also its resolution 37/98 D of 13 December 1982,
1. Takes note of the report submitted by the Secretary-General on the implementa

tion of resolution 37/98 D;
2. Requests the Secretary-General to pursue his action to this end and, in particular, 

to complete during 1984, with the assistance of the Group of Consultant Experts established
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by him, the task entrusted to him under the terms of paragraph 7 of resolution 37/98 D and 
to submit his report on the work of the Group;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the General Assembly regularly informed 
on the implementation of resolution 37/98 D.

The fourth draft resolution proposed under the agenda item 
“Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons” had the same title; 
it was submitted in the First Committee on 11 November by Swaziland, 
the United Kingdom, the United States and Uruguay, and later also 
sponsored by Somalia. By the draft resolution, the General Assembly, 
after recalling its previous resolutions relating to the strict observance by 
all States of the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 
and the biological weapons Convention, and noting reports that such 
weapons had been used in military operations in various regions of the 
world, would call anew for strict observance of existing legal constraints 
on chemical and bacteriological weapons and condemn actions that con
travened those constraints, would welcome the ongoing efforts to ensure 
the most effective possible constraints on chemical and biological 
weapons and would urge the Committee on Disarmament to accelerate 
its negotiations aimed at the elimination of chemical weapons.

On 17 November, the representative of the United States announced 
that the sponsors, although greatly concerned about the issue which the 
draft resolution dealt with, were also cognizant of the heavy work-load 
before the Conunittee and the desire of the Chairman to minimize the 
number of proposals before it. Therefore, they had decided not to pursue 
the draft resolution at the current time. Speaking for his own Govern
ment, he emphasized that the withdrawal of the proposal did not indicate 
any lessening of its profound concern about the subject.

Conclusion

Modest but tangible results were achieved in 1983 in the Committee on 
Disarmament on the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
As a result of the negotiations in t\\&AdHoc Working Group on Chem
ical Weapons and its Contact Groups, the Committee succeeded in elab
orating and agreeing on many of the substantive provisions to be included 
in a chemical weapons convention. Some of the limited progress achieved 
may be attributed to more flexible positions on the part of some States 
regarding such long-standing issues as the scope and verification pro
cedure for a future convention. However, crucial differences on certain 
key issues persisted throughout the 1983 session, and they involved the 
major Powers. They concerned such areas as the actual steps in the pro
cess of the destruction of chemical weapons stocks, including the content 
of initial declarations on stockpiles, and whether verification of the 
destruction of stockpiles should be carried out by inspections on a quota 
basis or continuously. Although there was general recognition of the 
existence of a rule of customary international law regarding the non-use 
of chemical weapons and agreement on most issues relating to the incor
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poration of a prohibition of their use in a new convention, positions 
varied as to the scope of such a provision and how it should be reflected 
in the convention.

At the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, the urgency 
and importance of final negotiation of a convention on the comprehen
sive prohibition of chemical weapons was emphasized, and the hope was 
expressed that such a convention would be finalized during the 1984 ses
sion of the Conference on Disarmament (as the Committee on Disarma
ment would then be named). However, in the debate, in both plenary 
meetings of the Assembly and the First Committee, the unresolved 
differences of viewpoint among States remained evident. While the so- 
called traditional chemical weapons resolution urging the Conference on 
Disarmament to intensify the negotiations (38/187 B) was adopted by 
consensus, the new proposal, mentioning binary weapons and chemical- 
weapon-free zones and calling for restraint during the negotiations 
(38/187 A), was adopted by a vote of 98 to 1, with 49 abstentions.

Diffierences of opinion also existed regarding reports on the alleged 
use of chemical weapons in various parts of the world. Disagreement was 
particularly marked with regard to proposals put forward on the relevant 
existing international instruments —the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 
1972 biological weapons Convention—especially in the debate on the 
draft resolution concerning the report of the Group of Consultant Experts 
established in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 37/98 D on 
provisional procedures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Pro
tocol, which had not completed its work; the proposal was finally 
adopted by a vote of 97 to 20, with 30 abstentions (resolution 38/187 C).

The negative position or non-support of 50 States in connection with 
each of the two resolutions which were the subject of controversy illus
trates that, as of the end of 1983, serious difficulties still stood in the way 
of reaching consensus solutions.
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C H A P T E R  X I V

New weapons of mass destruction

Introduction

T h e  e m e r g e n c e  o f  n e w  w e a p o n s  o f  m a ss  d e s t r u c t i o n  was already 
foreseen in 1948, when the Commission for Conventional Armaments 
defined them “to include atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material 
weapons, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons 
developed in the future which have characteristics comparable in destruc
tive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned 
above.”'

In the following years, however, the subject of new weapons of mass 
destruction was not a priority in the discussions on disarmament at the 
United Nations. Only in 1969, on the initiative of Malta, did the General 
Assembly adopt two resolutions inviting the CCD to consider certain im
plications of radiological weapons and military applications of laser 
technology. At that time, however, the CCD did not find those areas to 
be of immediate concern.^ The question of radiological weapons is 
discussed in chapter XV below.

Taking into account the further acceleration of scientific and tech
nological advances during the 1970s, the Soviet Union, in 1975, proposed 
including in the agenda of the General Assembly the question of the pro
hibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.^ Together with 
the proposal, a draft agreement on the subject was submitted, and the 
General Assembly, by resolution 3479 (XXX), requested the CCD to 
proceed to work on such an agreement.

Since then, the Soviet Union and other Eastern European States 
have recommended a general prohibition of the development of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, maintaining that it is 
more difficult to eliminate weapons after they are deployed than to ban 
their development and manufacture. According to that approach, new

 ̂ S/C.3/32/Rev.l; for details, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. 70.IX.1), chap. 2, p. 28.

2 Resolutions 2602 C (XXIV) and 2602 D (XXIV); for details, see The Yearbooky vol. 1: 
1976, chap. XV.

3 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session, Annexes, agenda items 
31, 34-38, 120, 122 and 126, document A /10243.
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types of weapons of mass destruction would include any types based on 
qualitatively new principles of action regarding their method of use, the 
target to be attacked or the nature of their impact.

Most Western States, however, have held that new scientific devel
opments should be dealt with individually as they arise and appear to 
have a weapons potential. They have also felt that some of the potential 
new weapons that have been speculated about would be included in exist
ing weapons categories and should be dealt with in that context. Further
more, the Western States have sought greater clarity in defining the 
weapons to be prohibited.

In 1977, the Soviet Union submitted to the CCD a revised draft 
agreement^ which envisaged, besides a general and comprehensive prohi
bition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, special 
agreements to be concluded on particular types of weapons. A list of 
types and systems of weapons to be prohibited would be annexed to the 
agreement and could subsequently be expanded as new developments 
occurred.

In the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly, a paragraph was included^ which called for the pursuit of 
efforts to prevent the emergence of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction and for their prohibition, simultaneously allowing for 
specific agreements on such weapons as might be identified.

In the debates in the CCD and its successor, the Committee on Dis
armament, from 1978 to 1982, members generally reiterated their 
established views. In 1978, the Soviet Union proposed® the setting up of 
an ad hoc group of governmental experts to consider the various aspects 
of the question. In the same and subsequent years, proposals were sub
mitted by socialist members of the negotiating body for a draft conven
tion on the prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon^ and on infra
sound weapons.® A document prepared by the Soviet Union in 1979’ 
discussed certain possible new weapons of mass destruction, including 
radiological weapons. However, no agreement was reached on any of the 
proposals.

In the General Assembly, during the same period, the subject was 
considered .In  1979 and 1980, Eastern European and non-aligned 
States sponsored draft resolutions by which the Committee on Disarma
ment would again be requested to continue negotiations, with the 
assistance of qualified governmental experts, for the purpose of drafting

 ̂ Ibid., Thirty-second Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/32/27), vol. II, document 
CCD/511/Rev. 1; see also The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, appendix X.

5 Ibid., Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 77.
 ̂ Ibid., Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/33/27), vol. II, document 

CCD/564.
7 Ibid., document CCD/559. (For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, chap. X.)
8 Ibid., vol. Ill, document CCD/575.
9 Ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/34/27 and Corr.l), appendix III 

(CD/53 and Corr.l), vol. II, document CD/35.
10 For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 4: 1979, chap. XVI; vol. 5: 1980, chap. XV; 

vol. 6: 1981, chap. XIII; and vol. 7: 1982, chap. XV.
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a comprehensive agreement and possible agreements on particular types 
of such weapons. The draft resolutions were adopted as resolutions 
34/79 and 35/149. In the following two years, the same States further 
proposed that the permanent members of the Security Council and other 
militarily important States should, as a first step, make declarations, 
identical in substance, renouncing the development of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction, with the Security Council 
thereafter approving those statements. The latter drafts were adopted as 
resolutions 36/89 and 37/77 A.

In 1982, a number of mainly Eastern European States submitted a 
draft resolution by which the General Assembly would call upon all 
States to renounce the use of new discoveries and scientific and 
technological achievements for military purposes. The draft resolution 
was adopted as resolution 37/77 B.

The Western States did not support those resolutions and, although 
agreeing that the question should be kept under review, continued to 
believe that a general agreement would present various difficulties, par
ticularly in the area of verification, which could lead to suspicion and 
would not provide for a distinction between peaceful and military 
research.

There was no substantive consideration of the question of new 
weapons of mass destruction in the Disarmament Conunission in 1983.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

In accordance with its programme of work, the Committee on Disarma
ment considered the item “New types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons” during the 
periods from 11 to 15 April and from 25 to 29 July. Whereas the negotia
tions on radiological weapons took place mainly in the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on the subject, that was re-established by the Committee, the 
question of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction was 
considered at plenary meetings. “ There was no movement towards a 
compromise as only a few members of the Committee made statements 
on the issue, reaffirming their established positions.

The socialist members recalled their earlier proposals. The German 
Democratic Republic summarized its approach to the question by refer
ring to four goals: (a) adoption of a declaration by the permanent 
members of the Security Council, as well as by other militarily significant 
States, renouncing the creation of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction; (b) establishment of an ad hoc group of experts; (c) 
conclusion of a comprehensive or “umbrella” agreement which would be 
supplemented by a list of specific types and systems of prohibited 
weapons; and (d) conclusion of separate agreements on the prohibition 
of specific new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, if that

* * Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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was deemed necessary. Towards the end of the session, it recalled that 
the socialist and other countries had, over the previous eight years, advo
cated the elaboration of an agreement prohibiting such weapons and the 
General Assembly had recognized the significance of the matter in a 
number of resolutions, but there had been no progress. In the view of the 
German Democratic Republic, it was not the complexity of the issue that 
was to blame, but the unwillingness of some countries to participate in 
negotiations aimed at the exclusion of qualitatively new developments in 
the field. To illustrate the urgency of reaching agreement, the German 
Democratic Republic reminded the Committee that a few years earlier, 
attention had been drawn to laser and particle-beam weapons as a possi
ble dangerous development, and that such weapons were no longer 
hypothetical.

Ethiopia attached great importance and urgency to concluding an 
agreement or agreements to prevent the emergence of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, since 
past experience had shown how difficult it was to eliminate weapons 
once they were developed and deployed. Referring to the main objectives 
of resolutions 37/77 A and B, Ethiopia stated that they coincided with 
the wishes of all developing countries. Yugoslavia also stressed the need 
for launching substantive negotiations within the Committee on the ban
ning of all types of weapons of mass destruction.

The USSR emphasized that it was in general against the use of any 
weapons — weapons of mass destruction and conventional weapons. It 
felt that stopping the stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction and 
freezing them quantitatively and qualitatively offered a reasonable alter
native to the threat of nuclear catastrophe.

Romania discussed the subject of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction in the context of military research and development, 
since it held that no other sphere of human activity had more influence 
on contemporary society: it accelerated the arms race, perverted values 
and distorted the true purposes of science. Romania warned that the 
militarization of science led, in particular, to: efforts to attain superiority 
in a specific weapon system; the search for an element of surprise in the 
technological race, which had proved unrealistic in practice; and dif
ficulties for verifying any measure directed at halting and reversing the 
arms race. For those reasons, Romania continued to advocate immediate 
and concrete action in the Committee on Disarmament on the subject of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons. Furthermore, it reiterated its previous proposal for associating 
scientists with the work of the Conmiittee by creating an ad hoc body on 
that question.

In connection with the drafting of the report of the Committee on 
Disarmament to the General Assembly,'^ the Western States which had 
not previously made statements in the Committee on the subject of new 
weapons of mass destruction, expressed their established view on it. Ac

Ibid., Supplement No. 27  (A/38/27 and Corr.l), paras. 84-86.
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cording to them, a general prohibitory agreement would be too am
biguous to be useful in actual situations. They believed it would be more 
appropriate to negotiate agreements to ban potential new weapons of 
mass destruction on a case-by-case basis, as such weapons were iden
tified.

As the Committee on Disarmament could not agree on any specific 
recommendation for future action on the subject, in its report it merely 
summarized the discussion in the Committee in 1983.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

The item entitled “Prohibition of the development and manufacture of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons: report of the Committee on Disarmament” was included in the 
agenda of the General Assembly in accordance with resolution 37/77 A. 
The Member States which referred to the issue in their statements in 
plenary meetings or in the First Committee reaffirmed their established 
positions.*^ The subject was mentioned in general terms by 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen and Honduras.

Criticizing the United States, some socialist States from Eastern 
Europe regarded its policies as an obstacle to progress. According to the 
Soviet Union, the United States was deliberately sowing confusion 
among the public by giving an appearance of comprehensiveness to 
American projects and by labelling weapons devised for the mass de
struction of human beings “protectors of peace”. Moreover, it attempted 
to justify new armaments with the argument that they would serve as 
bargaining chips in negotiations and thus provide a way of getting 
results. However, the Soviet Union pointed out, it had been impossible 
to achieve agreements on any of the many types of weapons that were 
being manufactured on that pretext. Bulgaria, in a plenary meeting, 
expressed the opinion that in the United States new, unknown weapons 
of mass destruction were being developed. The Byelorussian SSR accused 
the United States of hindering the implementation of United Nations 
resolutions on, among other subjects, the prohibition of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

On 11 November, the Byelorussian SSR, on behalf of 27 Eastern 
European and non-aligned States,'^ introduced a draft resolution entitled 
“Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons”. In its 
introductory statement, the Byelorussian SSR stated that in view of the 
fact that rapid and far-reaching changes were taking place in the develop-

13 Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 103rd meetings;
ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 39th meetings, and ibid,. Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.

Afghanistan, Angola, Benin, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Congo, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Guinea, 
Hungary, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Romania, 
Sao Tome and Principe, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Upper Volta, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Zimbabwe and, subsequently, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
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ment of military technology, mankind was on the threshold of a new 
danger. Qualitatively new types of weapons of mass destruction were 
being elaborated which would make agreement concerning their limita
tion, reduction and prohibition extremely complex, if not completely im
possible. The sponsors were convinced that the new stage in the arms 
race would undermine international stability and greatly enhance the 
danger of the outbreak of war. The task of effectively preventing such a 
turn in the course of events had, therefore, acquired particular signi
ficance and urgency. Not a single delegation would question the genuine 
need to prevent the emergence of new types and systems of weapons of 
mass destruction, although there was a certain divergence of opinion 
concerning the effective ways of achieving that goal. The sponsors 
believed that the first step towards a solution of the problem might be 
statements, identical in substance, by the permanent members of the 
Security Council, as well as by other militarily significant States, re
nouncing the production of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons. The statements could then be approved 
by a decision of the Security Council. The highly dangerous and poten
tially destabilizing character of the new qualitative leap in the arms race, 
the Byelorussian SSR concluded, made it necessary to come to grips with 
a larger problem, namely* ensuring that, ultimately, scientific and 
technological achievements were used solely for peaceful purposes.

On 23 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 94 to 1 (United States), with 28 abstentions 
(mainly Western States). China did not participate in the vote.

After the vote, Greece, speaking on behalf of the ten member States 
of the European Community, stated that, as in previous years, the Ten 
had abstained in the vote and continued to hold the view that the ap
proach presented in the draft resolution was not a realistic one. They 
agreed that there was a need to prohibit all and any new weapons of mass 
destruction which could be identified as such, but believed that those 
weapons and their technology could be effectively and permanently pro
hibited only if they were subject to concrete and verifiable controls. The 
Ten recognized the difficulty in clearly distinguishing the precise 
delimitation of civilian and military research and felt that fundamental 
consideration had not received adequate emphasis in the draft resolu
tion, where special importance was given to a single blanket prohibition 
on the development and manufacture of new weapons of mass destruc
tion. It was not clear how such a prohibition could be verified, par
ticularly in view of the need which would arise for international supervi
sion of civil research activities. Consequently, in the opinion of the Ten, 
a comprehensive prohibition would not contribute to strengthening con
fidence in the area in question. The Ten fully recognized, however, the 
continued need for international discussions for the purpose of identify
ing potentially dangerous developments in science and technology, so 
that necessary control could be introduced early.

Sweden, which also abstained in the vote, stressed that it was deeply 
convinced of the importance of preventing at an early stage the use of
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scientific and technological achievements for the development of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and therefore sup
ported steps to ensure that new major scientific discoveries were used for 
peaceful, and not destructive, purposes. However, it continued to have 
doubts about the idea of a general prohibition in that field. It noted with 
satisfaction that the draft resolution requested the Committee on Dis
armament to prepare specific agreements on particular types of new 
weapons of mass destruction. Sweden would continue to support all ef
forts in that direction in order to find practical solutions to the disarma
ment aspects of scientific and technological advances in the military 
field.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft as resolu
tion 38/182 by a recorded vote of 116 to 1, with 26 abstentions. It reads 
as follows:

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolutions 3479 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/74 of 10 December 

1976, 32/84 A of 12 December 1977, 33/66 B of 14 December 1978, 34/79 of 11 December 
1979, 35/149 of 12 December 1980, 36/89 of 9 December 1981 and 37/77 A of 9 December 
1982 concerning the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction.

Bearing in mind the provisions of paragraph 39 of the Final Document of the Tenth 
Special Session of the General Assembly, according to which qualitative and quantitative 
disarmament measures are both important for halting the arms race and efforts to that end 
must include negotiations on the limitation and cessation of the qualitative improvement of 
armaments, especially weapons of mass destruction, and the development of new means of 
warfare.

Recalling the decision contained in paragraph 77 of the Final Document to the effect 
that, in order to help prevent a qualitative arms race and so that scientific and technological 
achievements might ultimately be used solely for peaceful purposes, effective measures 
should be taken to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction based 
on new scientific principles and achievements, and that efforts aimed at the prohibition of 
such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction should be appropriately 
pursued,

Expressing once again its firm  beliefy in the light of the decisions adopted at the tenth 
special session, in the importance of concluding an agreement or agreements to prevent the 
use of scientific and technological progress for the development of new types of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

Noting that in the course of its session in 1983 the Committee on Disarmament con
sidered the item entitled “New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons; radiological weapons”,

Convinced that all ways and means should be utilized to prevent the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons.

Taking into consideration the part of the report of the Committee on Disarmament 
relating to this question,

1. Requests the Conference on Disarmament, in the light of its existing priorities, to 
intensify negotiations, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, with a view to 
preparing a draft comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development and 
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons, and to draft possible agreements on particular types of such weapons;

2. Once again urges all States to refrain from any action which could adversely affect 
the talks aimed at working out an agreement or agreements to prevent the emergence of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons;
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3. 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 
the refusal to create new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons, as a first step towards the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement on this sub
ject, bearing in mind that such declarations would be approved thereafter by a decision of 
the Security Council;

4. Calls again upon all States to undertake efforts to ensure that ultimately scientific 
and technological achievements may be used solely for peaceful purposes;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament all 
documents relating to the consideration of this item by the General Assembly at its thirty- 
eighth session;

6. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to submit a report on the results achieved 
to the General Assembly for consideration at its thirty-ninth session;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons: report of the Conference on Disarmament”.

Conclusion

The divergent approaches towards the prohibition of the development 
and manufacture of new weapons of mass destruction and new systems 
of such weapons continued to persist and no progress was made in the 
area in 1983. The Eastern European States and a number of non-aligned 
countries reaffirmed their belief that the conclusion of a general interna
tional agreement of a comprehensive character would be the most effec
tive way. They also supported the conclusion of separate agreements 
banning specific types of weapons of mass destruction, advocated decla
rations by the permanent members of the Security Council and other 
militarily significant States pledging not to develop any such weapons, 
and called for setting up an ad hoc group of qualified governmental 
experts within the Committee on Disarmament to elaborate both a gen
eral agreement and separate agreements on specific new weapons of mass 
destruction.

The Western States continued to believe that a general prohibitory 
agreement would be too ambiguous to be useful and would not permit 
the definition and implementation of the requisite verification measures. 
They considered, however, that periodic informal meetings of the Com
mittee on Disarmament, with the participation of experts, would allow it 
to follow the question in an appropriate manner and to identify ade
quately any cases which might require particular consideration, thus 
justifying the opening of specific negotiations.

If the positions described above remain unchanged, it is unlikely 
that substantive progress on the subject can be achieved in the near 
future.
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C H A P T E R  XV

Radiological weapons 

Introduction

T he U nited Nations Commission for C onventional A rmaments, 
which was established in 1947 by the Security Council, by a resolution 
adopted in 1948 defined weapons of mass destruction to include, inter 
alia, “radioactive material weapons”, which were latflr on called radio
logical weapons/ These weapons are not known to exist as yet but, if 
produced, they would be intended to disperse radioactive substances in 
the target area independently of nuclear explosions for the purpose of 
causing injury to human beings. The discussion on prohibiting such 
weapons began in a serious fashion in the late 1960s.

The General Assembly first took up the question of the prohibition 
of radiological warfare in 1969, on the initiative of Malta. It adopted 
resolution 2602 C (XXIV) by which, inter alia, it invited the CCD to con
sider, without prejudice to existing priorities, effective methods of con
trol against the use of radiological methods of warfare conducted inde
pendently of nuclear explosions. In its report to the General Assembly in 
1970, the CCD devoted one paragraph to the question,^ concluding that 
on the basis of available information, it was difficult to see the practical 
usefulness of discussing measures related to radiological warfare. The 
subject was not discussed again in the General Assembly until 1976, 
when the United States, noting the continuing accumulation of nuclear 
materials as a result of reactor operations, suggested that an agreement 
to prevent their use as radiological weapons should be considered.

In 1977, the Soviet Union and the United States began bilateral 
negotiations on the question of radiological weapons and the subject was 
also considered in the CCD. The parties to the bilateral talks informed 
the CCD in 1978 that progress had been made towards the prohibition of 
radiological weapons. The same year, the General Assembly, at its tenth 
special session, included a paragraph in its Final Document^ stating that 
a convention should be concluded prohibiting the development, produc- 
tion, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

 ̂ See The United Nations and Disarmament: 1945-1970 (United Nations publication, 
Sales No. 70.IX.1), chap. 2.

2 See Official Records o f the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for 1970, docu
ment DC/233, para. 26.

3 Official Records o f the General Assembly» Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 76.
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As a result of the bilateral negotiations, the Soviet Union and the 
United States submitted, on 9 July 1979, an agreed joint proposal to the 
Committee on Disarmament,^ which decided to continue consideration 
of it at its next annual session. The same year, the United States and the 
Soviet Union also submitted a draft resolution in the General Assembly 
which was adopted, without a vote, as resolution 34/87 A. By it the Gen
eral Assembly requested the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as 
soon as possible to reach agreement, through negotiations, on the text of 
a convention and to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth ses
sion on the results achieved.

During the initial consideration of the joint proposal by the Com
mittee on Disarmament, the sponsors and some other delegations were 
optimistic about the possibility of an early finalization of a draft treaty. 
The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons was established 
in 1980 for that purpose and its mandate has been renewed every year 
since then. In the period 1980-1982, the deliberations in the Committee 
and its Working Group revealed differences in concept regarding ap
proach, priority, definition, verification and certain other matters. In 
1981, Sweden brought up the need for a prohibition of attacks on civilian 
nuclear installations in order to prevent the possibihty of a massive 
release of radioactive material. That proposal received wide support 
from members of the group of 21, but a number of States belonging to 
other groups objected to its incorporation into the text of the envisaged 
convention, partly because it would enlarge its scope beyond what had 
been originally intended and partly because it would involve time-con- 
suming negotiations with various new implications. Such divergent views 
on the subject have complicated the issue and thus prevented progress in 
negotiations in the Committee on the conclusion of a radiological 
weapons treaty during its 1981 and 1982 sessions.

During the same period, the General Assembly each year considered 
the prohibition of radiological weapons on the basis of the reports of the 
Committee on Disarmament and adopted resolutions on the subject by 
consensus, urging the Committee to continue negotiations for early con
clusion of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling 
and use of radiological weapons, and in 1982, for the first time, by its 
resolution 37/99 C, it requested the Committee to continue to search for 
a solution to the question of prohibition of military attacks on nuclear 
facilities.

In 1983, the question of the prohibition of radiological weapons was 
not discussed in the Disarmament Commission.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The agenda item entitled “New types of weapons of mass destruction and 
new systems of such weapons; radiological weapons” was considered in

4 Ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27(A/34/27 and Corr.l), appendix III
(CD/53 and Corr.l), vol. II, documents CD/31 and CD/32.
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plenary meetings of the Committee on Disarmament at its 1983 session, 
during the periods 11 to 15 April and 25 to 29 July. It was negotiated as 
well in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological 
Weapons,^ also discussed below.

During the course of the session/ any optimism for early elabora
tion of a convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons 
dissipated. As during previous sessions of the Committee, divergent 
views were expressed, particularly concerning the question of linkage 
between so-c2illed traditional radiological-weapon matters and the pro
hibition of attacks against nuclear facilities.

Most members of the group of 21 insisted on linking the traditional 
radiological-weapon matters with attacks on nuclear facilities. Thus, the 
representative of Sweden reminded the members of the Committee that 
the 1979 joint proposal by the Soviet Union and the United States on ma
jor elements of a treaty prohibiting the development, production, 
stockpiling and use of radiological weapons was extremely limited in 
content. Subsequently, Sweden had proposed that the treaty include also 
a prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, because such attacks could 
cause the emission of radioactivity on a massive scale. It explained that it 
had done so not only because it considered it important to ban even that 
means of waging radiological war, but also because it wanted to inject 
substance into the joint draft. As to the nuclear facilities that should be 
protected from attacks having radiological consequences, Sweden con
sidered that four main types qualified, namely, nuclear power and 
research reactors above a certain thermal output, intermediate spent-fuel 
storage sites, reprocessing plants and high-level waste deposits. Referring 
to the problem of the so-called linkage, Sweden stated that it desired to 
combine the two aspects of the subject, traditional radiological weapons 
and prohibition of attacks, into one treaty, so as to make sure that the 
negotiations on prohibition of attacks were carried to a successful con
clusion. With regard to the suggestion that protection of nuclear facilities 
was already afforded by the Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Con
ventions of 1949,’ Sweden said it did not deny that the Protocol had 
some value in that respect, but added that it had several shortcomings. 
The Protocol referred solely to “nuclear electrical generating stations”; 
thus other facilities enjoyed protection in only a very general way. 
Moreover, a relatively small number of States were parties to the Pro
tocol. The linkage between the two questions was ^so supported by, 
among others, Egypt and Pakistan.

A few delegations were expressly against linking the prohibition of 
radiological weapons to attacks against nuclear facilities. Thus, France

5 See ibid.. Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 and Corr.l), paras. 81-

6 Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
 ̂ Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 (Protocol I), 

adopted by the Diplomatic Conference on Reaffirmation and Development of Interna
tional Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts at its fourth session, 17 March to
10 June 1977.
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stated that the question of the protection of nuclear facilities appeared to 
it to be a separate issue, relating to the law of war rather than to disarma
ment. In introducing a working paper* which, inter alia, sununarized the 
arguments against the linkage of the two issues, the United Kingdom 
recalled that the question of attacks on nuclear electricity-generating sta
tions was already covered in the Additional Protocols to the Geneva 
Conventions. In addition, it believed there were fundamental dis
similarities between the use of radiological weapons and attacks on 
nuclear facilities which made it inappropriate for them to be dealt with in 
a single legal instrument. The fact that both the use of radiological 
weapons and attacks on nuclear facilities would cause damage by disper
sal of radioactive material was, in the opinion of the United Kingdom, 
too narrow a reason to warrant such a solution. Pointing out the 
dramatic increase, over the preceding 30 years, in the amount of radio
active material that could be put to weapons use, the United States, late 
in the session, stated that it believed strongly that there were genuine and 
significant security reasons for prohibiting such use and for negotiating 
provisions to guard against diversion of radioactive material to banned 
activities. It added that conclusion of a radiological weapons treaty re
mained hostage to a set of complex linkages which, it felt, were related 
more to the character of the Committee than to the substance of the treaty 
itself. The United States was convinced that a treaty prohibiting 
radiological weapons could be concluded with dispatch, but—referring 
to the position of those who supported the linkage idea—noted that it ap
peared impossible to negotiate the treaty in the Committee.

As to the definition of radiological weapons, it seemed to the United 
Kingdom that, in spite of the obvious difficulties in defining a weapon 
which did not exist, its key features would be that it would function by 
dispersing or disseminating radioactive material in the environment, and 
that it would be so designed that the primary danger would arise from 
exposure to the dispersed radioactive material. After referring to the 
“positive” and “negative” definitions of radiological weapons which had 
been put forward in the Committee, the United Kingdom said it had 
come to the conclusion that a positive definition might be unattainable. 
It preferred, therefore, a negative definition, in other words, one that 
would specifically exclude nuclear weapons and other explosive devices. 
Such a definition had, in its view, a greater possibility of being unam
biguous and unmistakable in intent.

Japan suggested the exclusion of “radioactive materials” from the 
definition of radiological weapons. Its inclusion would, in Japan’s opin
ion, create problems, since it was difficult to foresee radioactive material 
dedicated to weapons use only.

Several delegations expressed some scepticism regarding either the 
definition of radiological weapons or the whole idea of their prohibition. 
Brazil stressed that a suitable definition of the exact kind of weapon to be

* Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A m /2 1  and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, document CD/374.
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prohibited continued to be elusive. The proponents of the prohibition 
were, in its view, apparently unable to present a clear, precise and uncon- 
troversial explanation of the characteristics of the radiological weapon to 
be banned. The solutions put forward either fell short of the clarity 
necessary or raised serious doubts about their ultimate effect. Pointing 
out that it did not possess nuclear weapons, and it had no intention of 
developing them or any radioactive means of warfare, Brazil warned that 
the proposed treaty on the prohibition of radiological weapons must not 
become another device to place restrictions on the utilization of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes or an instrument for legitimizing the 
possession and continuing development of weapons of mass destruction, 
especially nuclear weapons. Argentina felt that there was a pretence of 
willingness to negotiate on the prohibition of non-existent weapons of 
doubtful effectiveness, the very definition of which was unclear. In its 
view, delimiting the concept of radiological weapons on the basis of 
radioactive materials entailed the risk of creating new and additional 
restrictions on the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, particu
larly the application of radioisotopes. That could result in increases in 
the cost of manufacturing food and health products, to the detriment of 
the countries with fewer resources. It observed that an attempt was being 
made to prejudice particularly the interests of the developing States, 
while at the same time inflexibility was being shown on the adoption of 
effective measures to eliminate real and immediate threats.

After stressing the importance of ensuring the safe development of 
peaceful nuclear facilities, the Soviet Union said that an attack on 
nuclear installations could have serious consequences not only for the 
States exposed to such an attack, but also for the neighbouring countries, 
since the radioactive substances released might spread far beyond the 
targeted State’s boundaries. It believed it was in the interests of the inter
national community to ensure the safety of peaceful nuclear facilities; 
thus the prohibition of attacks on such facilities by means of an interna
tional agreement would be an extremely important measure. However, 
the Soviet delegation objected to confusing what it regarded as two dif
ferent questions: the prohibition of radiological weapons and the protec
tion of peaceful nuclear facilities from attack. It had always been in 
favour of separate negotiations on those two issues and against their link
age. Moreover, it was convinced that the speedy conclusion of a treaty on 
the prohibition of radiological weapons would open the way to progress 
in the negotiations on the other issue.

Later, during the summer session of the Committee, the Soviet 
Union elaborated in detail its position on the question of prohibiting at
tacks against nuclear installations. After stating that the subject was both 
specific and extremely complicated, not only from the political stand
point, but also from the military, legal and technical points of view, it 
referred to some of the issues which had been discussed and on which dif
ferent opinions had been expressed. With respect to the scope of the pro
tection, it advocated the prohibition of deliberate attacks on civilian 
nuclear facilities. On the subject of what specific nuclear facilities should
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be covered, the Soviet Union proposed including in the list: nuclear 
power stations, research reactors, nuclear fuel production and reprocess
ing plants and the places of storage of fissionable materials. It added 
that the attempt to solve the question of the prohibition of attacks 
against nuclear facilities within the framework of an agreement on the 
prohibition of radiological weapons had become the main obstacle to 
progress in resolving both issues and that it was high time to complete the 
elaboration of such a treaty. It recommended independent consideration 
of the subject of the protection of nuclear facilities against attacks and 
the conclusion of a separate agreement on it, but was ready to display a 
certain flexibility on the question.

A few delegations, believing that the linkage between the two issues 
had become the major stumbling-block to further progress, made sugges
tions on ways of solving the problem. Belgium considered that a 
reasonable compromise could be reached that would consist of a com
mitment to negotiate the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facil
ities—which would form an integral part of the convention on radio
logical weapons—and efforts to work out precise procedures for the im
plementation of that commitment. Belgium added that it would put for
ward a proposal to that effect at a later stage. Japan believed that the 
conclusion of an agreement prohibiting attacks on nuclear facilities used 
for peaceful purposes, within the framework of a radiological weapons 
treaty, would be of great significance in breaking the seeming deadlock 
in the elaboration of such a treaty. In that sense, it expected that the 
outline of a draft optional protocol, which it had proposed the preceding 
year, would serve as a useful catalyst. Romania thought that an adequate 
and unanimously acceptable solution to the problem of the protection of 
nuclear facilities was the key to drafting the text of an agreement banning 
radiological weapons. Australia said that many considerations had led it 
to support a ban on attacks against nuclear facilities: first, there was the 
basic need to ensure that radioactive contamination would not be 
resorted to as a method of warfare; secondly, the relevant provisions of 
the 1977 Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 were inadequate; 
and, thirdly, few countries had ratified the Protocols. It remained, 
however, flexible on the precise form of an agreement and its standing in 
relation to other international agreements.

Some delegations referred to the efforts of the Committee and its 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons to elaborate a con
vention prohibiting such weapons. Bulgaria noted that there had been a 
positive development in that the Working Group had set up two sub
groups. It expected them to clarify some of the main problems but did 
not expect that a draft agreement would be formulated in the course of 
the session. In its view, a higher degree of political will and flexibility 
would be necessary to achieve early results. Believing that, over the 
years, the question of radiological weapons had matured to a poirit 
where fruitful negotiations had become a real possibility, the 
Netherlands expressed its disappointment at the results of the Commit
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tee’s efforts in 1983. It felt that only a fundamental reassessment of their 
positions by some delegations would enable the Committee to continue 
usefully its efforts the following year.

The representative of the Federal RepubUc of Germany, who had 
chaired the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons during 
the Committee’s 1982 session, commented on the Committee’s current 
work on the issue, expressing the view that the negotiations were on the 
point of stagnation. He perceived three overriding obstacles to progress, 
namely, (a) the use by some delegations of the future radiological weap
ons treaty as a platform for imposing additional obligations on nuclear- 
weapon States in the Held of nuclear disarmament; (b) the demand that 
the future convention contain an article providing for free access to 
nuclear technology in a broad sense, going beyond radiological mate
rials, and (c) persistence of widely different views on the scope of pro
hibition. He criticized the negotiating behaviour of some delegations, 
referring to their lack of flexibility and their using the radiological 
weapons treaty as a vehicle for extraneous subject-matter. He believed 
that a successfully concluded convention could contribute to the momen
tum of the multilateral disarmament process, whereas stagnation 
detracted from the credibility of the Committee’s efforts. Holding that 
there was general agreement on the limited practical importance of the 
prohibition of radiological weapons and that that medium-priority item 
should not divert too much of the Committee’s attention, he character
ized the radiological weapons convention as a “perishable good”, where a 
premium would seem to be placed on quick and purposeful action. Start
ing from the premise that there was, in any case, a basic consensus on a 
number of points, he made some suggestions on how the negotiations 
could be invigorated in order to overcome the stalemate.

In addition to the documents submitted on the item in previous 
years, the Committee and its Ad Hoc Working Group in 1983 had before 
them a number of new documents, working papers, conference room 
papers and informal working papers prepared by the secretariat.’

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons was re-estab
lished by the Committee on 29 March under the chairmanship of Ambas
sador Curt Lidgard of Sweden. It held six meetings from 8 to 29 April 
and from 13 June to 17 August. On 8 April, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group, upon the Chairman’s suggestion, decided to establish two groups 
to undertake substantive examination of the two major issues before the 
Working Group. Group A, co-ordinated by the representative of the 
United States, was mandated to consider questions relating to traditional 
radiological weapons subject-matter, and Group B, co-ordinated by the 
representative of the Soviet Union, was mandated to examine issues 
relating to the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities. It was 
understood that the question of linkage between those two issues would 
be left aside for the time being and would be considered in the Ad Hoc

* See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement 
No. 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 83, for details.
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Working Group itself at the end of the session. At their request, the 
representatives of a number of States non-members of the Committee 
participated in the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group, namely, 
Austria, Burundi, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Norway, Senegal and Spain.

As requested by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, 
Group A considered the subject of radiological weapons in the tradi
tional sense. The substantive discussion encompassed four outstanding 
questions: a definition of radiological weapons, an appropriate article in 
the treaty regarding peaceful uses of nuclear energy, undertakings and 
obligations of States in the related field of nuclear disarmament, and 
compliance provisions.

Based on previously submitted consolidated texts and all relevant 
proposals. Group A considered each of the four issues, but differences 
on matters of substance remained.

In connection with the question of compliance, Sweden proposed a 
consultative committee of experts for lodging complaints in case of an 
alleged violation and a fact-finding Committee for carrying out on-site 
investigations. The United States proposed a standing and independent 
fact-finding panel in addition to a consultative meeting of parties to the 
treaty. Some members of the group of 21 expressed reservations about 
certain aspects of the United States proposal, in particular about the 
composition of the panel. Group A also had extensive discussions on the 
problem of definition, including the elements of a positive definition 
which would describe the specific characteristics of radiological 
weapons.

On 3 August, the Co-ordinator prepared a consolidated negotiating 
text of a radiological weapons treaty'® which reflected in a single docu
ment the state of the negotiations, including areas of agreement and dis
agreement. The text contained internal brackets and, in some cases, 
alternative formulations. Although there was no agreement on the text, 
the Group decided to forward it to the Ad Hoc Working Group, it being 
understood that the text had been prepared on the Co-ordinator’s own 
responsibility.

Group B was established for the purpose of considering the question 
of prohibition of attacks against nuclear facilities. It devoted its efforts 
to the consideration of various issues involved, such as objectives, the 
scope of the prohibition, legal aspects and zones, as well as compliance 
and verification. Differences of opinion among delegations on all these 
issues persisted during the 1983 session, although it was generally 
recognized that the question of the prohibition of attacks against nuclear 
facilities was a complex problem and an important issue to solve. An 
exchange of views in the Group was considered necessary and useful in 
clarifying the various positions of delegations, in particular on the scope 
of the prohibition and relevant legal questions. With respect to the scope, 
a list of five categories of nuclear facilities was suggested, to which the

Ibid.\ the text is annexed to the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group.
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prohibition of attacks should apply. On the other hand, it was generally 
understood that naval vessels and submarines equipped with nuclear reac
tors were weapons systems designed for warfare, and thus should not be 
subject to protection. The problem of dual-purpose nuclear facilities, 
i.e., facilities which could be used for both peaceful and military pur
poses, was also discussed. As to the adequacy of existing legal instru
ments, it was widely held that the scope of prohibition for nuclear 
facilities covered under the 1977 Additional Protocol was limited and 
inadequate and should be supplemented. However, some Western States 
held that existing international law provided for substantial protection of 
the nuclear facilities in question, and had not been convinced of the ne
cessity for additional protection.

At two meetings on 11 and 15 August, the Ad Hoc Working Group 
considered the question of linkage between traditional radiological weap
ons subject-matter and the prohibition of attacks against nuclear facil
ities. A general exchange of views took place on the basis of a compila
tion of alternative mechanisms for that linkage, prepared by the 
secretariat. However, the discussion revealed that the positions of the 
delegations continued to diverge.

In submitting its report to the Committee, the Ad Hoc Working 
Group concluded that although certain outstanding issues remained in 
the traditional radiological weapons subject-matter, the extensive discus
sions and intensive negotiations in Group A had further clarified many 
of the problems involved and would pave the way for future work on the 
subject. The substantive discussion of the question of the prohibition of 
attacks against nuclear facilities in Group B was also considered useful, 
having led to a better comprehension of the problems and contributed to 
the examination of common approaches and possible activities of the 
Group at a later date.

In its report to the Committee, the Ad Hoc Working Group again 
recognized the importance of the linkage problem and stressed that it 
must be solved. Accordingly, the Working Group recommended to the 
Committee that an ad hoc working group be established at the beginning 
of the 1984 session to continue its work and to assess how best to make 
progress on the subject. On 23 August, the Committee adopted the 
report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, which was included in the Com
mittee’s report to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.

Late in the session, Pakistan expressed bewilderment because those 
delegations which had deplored the lack of progress on radiological 
weapons had not done so in connection with issues of higher priority. It 
was convinced that agreement on the proposed treaty was possible only if 
attacks on nuclear facilities were recognized as the most practical form 
that radiological warfare could take, and if there was political will to 
negotiate substantively on a prohibition of such attacks. Australia said it 
was disappointed at the lack of progress on both “tracks” of the issue and 
believed that, objectively, a convention on the traditional aspect could be 
concluded quickly. Such a convention, however, would be a thin achieve
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ment which could not bear the weight of the extraneous loads being 
brought to bear on it.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

During the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, references to 
the question of radiological weapons were made mainly in the First Com
mittee." A number of delegations stressed the importance of reaching an 
agreement on their prohibition, but only a few dealt with the subject in 
more detail. Argentina observed that there had been appreciable progress 
in the sense that the substance of a draft treaty seemed to be emerging. 
Stressing that certain fundamental points were still to be settled, it 
expressed the view that the day was not far off when an agreement would 
finally be concluded on the question. However, that was not true with 
regard to the issue of attacks against nuclear facilities, concerning which 
many problems remained. In spite of the fact that for several years the 
Committee on Disarmament had tried to reach agreement on a conven
tion banning radiological weapons, and some doubts had been raised as 
to the value of such a convention as long as radiological weapons had not 
been developed, Denmark supported the continuation of the work in that 
Committee and expressed the hope that a draft convention would mate
rialize. The United States believed that the Committee on Disarmament 
should rededicate its efforts to the banning of a whole class of radiol
ogical weapons before they were ever produced. Given the political will, 
it should be possible, in its view, to reach early agreement on a con
solidated treaty text to outlaw such weapons. Although recognizing that, 
compared with more compelling priorities, a radiological weapons treaty 
might be viewed as a modest accomplishment, the United States believed 
that even modest accomplishments could have value.

A few delegations stressed that the linkage between the traditional 
radiological weapons treaty and the question of prohibition of attacks on 
nuclear facilities was essential. Thus, Egypt welcomed the increased sup
port for the Swedish proposals to prohibit such attacks. In its view, re
cent events showed the importance of the matter and its close link with 
radiological weapons, as any attack on nuclear facilities would result, in 
fact, in a dissemination of nuclear radiation. In conformity with the 
position of the group of 21, Egypt said it could not accept a draft con
vention that would separate the question of radiological weapons from 
the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. It declared that the dif
ferences in the Committee on Disarmament must be overcome. Nigeria 
held that a convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons had 
validity and relevance in so far as it prevented the addition of another 
weapon system to an existing awesome stockpile of weapons of mass des
truction. It believed, however, that the prohibition of attacks against 
nuclear facilities should form an integral part of such a convention, in

See ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 3rd to 36th and 52nd meetings, 
and ibid.. Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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particular because the radiological consequences of such attacks could be 
as destructive as those of a nuclear explosion. It stressed that the protec
tion of nuclear facilities was essential to the development efforts of 
States. Taking a different view, Mongolia suggested that the Conunittee 
on Disarmament should, as soon as possible, work towards an agreement 
on the prohibition of radiological weapons, without prejudice to any 
future solution to the problem of international measures to prevent at
tacks on peaceful nuclear facilities.

On 11 November, the Federal Republic of Germany, Hungary, 
Japan and Sweden submitted a draft resolution entitled “Prohibition of 
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological 
weapons” under the agenda item concerning the prohibition of the devel
opment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons. On 16 November, the same draft reso
lution was resubmitted under the agenda item on general and complete 
disarmament, and was introduced on 17 November by Sweden. Sweden 
stated that in recognition of the potential dangers of the use of radio
logical weapons and of the need to reach agreement on their comprehen
sive prohibition, the question of radiological weapons had been on the 
agenda of the Committee on Disarmament for several years. Although 
some progress had been achieved in the negotiations at the 1983 session, 
divergent views persisted. Sweden added that the purpose of the draft 
resolution was mainly procedural, as it requested the Conference on 
Disarmament to continue its work on the subject so that a convention 
prohibiting radiological weapons could be promptly concluded and an 
early solution found to the question of the prohibition of attacks on 
nuclear facilities.

On 21 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
without a vote.

Two delegations explained their positions after the adoption of the 
draft resolution. The United States reiterated its firm commitment to the 
prohibition of radiological weapons and said it looked forward to fur
ther efforts to conclude a treaty on them. At the same time, it continued 
to be willing to discuss the question of whether additional legal protec
tion was needed with respect to military attacks on nuclear facilities, 
sharing the concerns of many other countries about the potential effects 
of such attacks. In that context, it noted that some protection was 
already provided by the general provisions and specific rules of interna
tional law on armed conflict, in particular the 1949 Geneva Conventions 
and the 1977 Additional Protocols. The United States stressed the com
plexity of the question of attacks on nuclear facilities and the need for 
continuing the evaluation of the existing prohibitions and rules, as well 
as for gathering expert opinion on the adequacy of existing legal protec
tion. It also emphasized the need to keep in mind that certain aspects of 
the question concerned rules of combat, while others concerned arms 
control. While the United States welcomed continued efforts to solve the 
nuclear facility problem, it held that the conclusion of a radiological
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weapons treaty must not be held up because of them. France expressed a 
^servation regarding the title of the draft. Noting that the resolution 
^ealt with two subjects, one of which was not covered by the agenda item 
iiwas submitted under, France stated that it would have preferred that 
the draft deal solely with that item, which corresponded to the mandate 
of the Working Group on that question in the Committee on Disarma
ment.

The General Assembly adopted the draft resolution at its 103rd ple
nary meeting on 20 December 1983 as resolution 38/188 D, again 
without a vote. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling the resolution of the Commission for Conventional Armaments of 12 Au

gust 1948, which defined weapons of mass destruction to include atomic explosive 
weapons, radioactive 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 the other weapons mentioned above,

Recalling its resolution 2602 C (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,
Recalling paragraph 76 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 

General Assembly, in which it is stated that a convention should be concluded prohibiting 
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons,

Rec{ffirming its resolution 37/99 C of 13 December 1982 on the conclusion of such a 
convention.

Convinced that such a convention would serve to spare mankind the potential dangers 
of the use of radiological weapons and thereby contribute to strengthening peace and avert
ing the threat of war.

Noting that negotiations on the conclusion of an international convention prohibiting 
the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons have been con
ducted in the Committee on Disarmament,

Taking note of that part of the report of the Conmiittee on Disarmament on the work 
of its 1983 session which deals with those negotiations, including the report of the A d Hoc 
Working Group on Radiological Weapons,

Recognizing that, notwithstanding the progress achieved in those negotiations, 
divergent views continue to exist in connection with various aspects.

Taking into consideration that the peaceful applications of nuclear energy involve the 
establishment of a large number of nuclear installations with a high concentration of 
radioactive materials, and bearing in mind that attacks against such nuclear facilities could 
have disastrous consequences,

Noting with satisfaction the wide recognition of the need to reach agreement on the 
comprehensive prohibition of radiological weapons,

1. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue negotiations with a view to 
a prompt conclusion of the elaboration of a convention prohibiting the development, pro
duction, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons in order that it may be submitted to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

2. Further requests the Conference on Disarmament to continue its search for a prompt 
solution to the question of prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, including the scope 
of such prohibition, taking into account all proposals submitted to it to this end;

3. Takes note of the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radi
ological Weapons, in the report adopted by the Committee on Disarmament, to re-establish 
an A d Hoc Working Group at the beginning of its 1984 session to continue its work and in 
that context to review and assess how best to make progress on the subject-matter;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament all 
documents relating to the consideration by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session
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of the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological 
weapons and on the question of prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological 
weapons”.

Conclusion

As negotiations on the question of radiological weapons continued in the 
Committee on Disarmament in 1983, the problem of a linkage between 
the so-called traditional radiological weapon matters and the prohibition 
of attacks on nuclear facilities was deliberately given less prominence 
than in the previous year.

On the suggestion of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on Radiological Weapons, two subgroups were established to deal with 
two major aspects of the issue area. Group A considered the subject of 
radiological weapons in the traditional sense and submitted a con
solidated negotiating text of a radiological weapons treaty, prepared by 
the Co-ordinator of the Group, which included areas of agreement and 
disagreement. Group B was established to consider the question of pro
hibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. However, differences of opinion 
among delegations on many aspects of those issues continued during the
1983 session. In the Working Group there was some discussion on the 
question of linkage, but positions continued to be far apart.

The General Assembly considered the issue at its thirty-eighth ses
sion on the basis of the report of the Committee on Disarmament and 
adopted, without a vote, resolution 38/188 D, by which it requested the 
Conference on Disarmament to continue negotiations on a convention 
prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of 
radiological weapons so as to be able to submit it to the Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session. The Assembly further requested the Conference to 
continue to search for a prompt solution to the question of prohibition 
of attacks on nuclear facilities.

The deliberations in the Committee on Disarmament and in the 
General Assembly in 1983 and the separate consideration of the two 
major issues in the Ad Hoc Working Group demonstrated that the dif
ferences of view among delegations went beyond the problem of link
age. Thus the optimism concerning an early agreement on the prohibi
tion of radiological weapons had been somewhat premature.

318



C H A P T E R  X V I

Prohibition of the stationing of weapons and 
prevention of an arms race in outer space

Introduction

T h e  l a u n c h in g  o f  t h e  f ir s t  m a n -m a d e  s a t e l l it e  into outer space in 
1957 marked the beginning of the space age. The following year, the 
General Assembly decided to include an item in its agenda dealing with 
the peaceful uses of outer space. Subsequently, the Assembly established 
the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, which in 
1959 became a permanent body.

For more than two decades since then, outer space questions have 
been actively discussed in various forums of the United Nations, partic
ularly in the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space,' and in its 
Legal Sub-Committee, its Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee and 
its various working groups. Such deliberations contributed to the con
clusion of several important international instruments^ concerning both 
military and peaceful aspects of the uses of outer space. The 1963 partial 
test-ban Treaty prohibited the testing of nuclear weapons, inter alia, in 
outer space. In 1967, the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 
States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon

 ̂ The Committee, at the end of 1983, was composed of the following 53 States: 
Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chad, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Egypt, France, German Democratic 
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic oO, Iraq, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Netherlands, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Sierra Leone, 
Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, USSR, United Kingdom, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia.

2 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, 1963 (United Nations, Treaty Series  ̂ vol. 480, No. 6964, p. 43); Treaty on Prin
ciples Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, includ
ing the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, 1967 (resolution 2222 (XXI), annex); Agreement 
on the Rescue of Astronauts, the Return of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched 
into Outer Space, 1968 (resolution 2345 (XXII), annex); Convention on International 
Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects, 1972 (resolution 2777 (XXVI), annex); 
Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space, 1976 (resolution 3235 
(XXIX), annex); and Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other 
Celestial Bodies (resolution 34/68, annex). (Years shown are years of entry into force.) The 
texts of the partial test-ban Treaty, the 1967 outer space Treaty and the 1979 Agreement 
Governing the Activities of States on the Moon are reproduced in Status o f Multilateral 
Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 2nd edition: 1982 (United Nations 
publication. Sales No. E.83.1X.5).
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and Other Celestial Bodies, was concluded. By the end of 1983, these two 
Treaties had been ratified by some 111 and 84 countries, respectively. 
(See appendix I below.)

The past two decades have also been a period of rapid development 
in the field of space technology, and the inherent dangers of an arms race 
in outer space have caused increasing concern. Many countries con
sidered it necessary to take further measures to preclude more specifically 
the possibility of the militarization of outer space. In 1978, the General 
Assembly formally recognized such concerns in the Final Document of 
its tenth special session and called for additional measures to be taken 
and appropriate international negotiations to be held on that issue.  ̂ By 
its resolution 34/68, adopted in 1979, the General Assembly requested 
the Secretary-General to open for signature and ratification the Agree
ment Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies. Opened for signature on 18 December 1979, the Agreement had 
been signed by 11 countries by the end of 1983, four of which had also 
ratified it (Chile, Netherlands, Philippines and Uruguay). In accordance 
with one of its provisions, the Agreement will enter into force 30 days 
after its ratification by a fifth country. It elaborates, in greater detail than 
the 1967 Treaty, the obligations of States to ensure that the Moon and 
other celestial bodies within the solar system, other than the Earth, are 
used exclusively for peaceful purposes.

In 1981, the General Assembly included in the agenda of its thirty- 
sixth session an item entitled "Conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition 
of the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space” on the initiative 
of the Soviet Union, which annexed a draft treaty to its request.^ In the 
First Committee, the Soviet proposal was supported by a number of so
cialist countries, and Mongolia introduced a draft resolution on the sub
ject, by which the Assembly, taking into account the draft treaty, would 
request the Committee on Disarmament to start negotiations on the text 
of a treaty to prevent the extension of the arms race into outer space. The 
General Assembly adopted the draft resolution as resolution 36/99.

On behalf of a group of Western countries, Italy introduced, under 
the item on general and complete disarmament, another draft resolution, 
entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space”, which expressed a 
similar concern but with a different emphasis. By its terms, the Assembly 
would, inter alia, request the Committee on Disarmament to consider the 
question of negotiating eflFective and verifiable agreements aimed at pre
venting an arms race in outer space and to give priority to the negotiation 
of an eflFective and verifiable agreement prohibiting anti-satellite systems. 
Subsequently, the Assembly adopted the draft as resolution 36/97 C.

In 1982, the question of peaceful uses of outer space and prevention 
of an arms race in that environment attracted increased attention. 
Besides being considered by the Committee on Disarmament and the

 ̂ See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 80.

4 A /36/192.
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General Assembly, the subject was specifically discussed at the Second 
United Nations Conference on the Exploration and Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space (UNISPACE 82), held in Vienna in August. The discussion 
at the Conference focused primarily on future developments, such as 
space transportation systems, space manufacturing and solar power sta
tions in space, and their potential benefits, as well as the hazards that 
might arise from those activities. Military aspects also received con
siderable attention and, in fact, turned out to be the most controversial 
issue at the Conference. In its report,’ the Conference, inter alia, 
recognized the grave dangers presented by the extension of the arms race 
into outer space and urged all States, in particular those with major space 
capabilities, to contribute actively to the prevention of such an eventuality 
and to adhere to the 1967 outer space Treaty. The Conference further 
strongly recommended that the competent organs of the United Nations, 
the General Assembly and the Committee on Disarmament in particular, 
give appropriate attention and high priority to the issue. The Group of 77 
stated in a separate declaration that the testing, stationing and deploy
ment of any weapons in space should be banned and recommended that 
the “two major space Powers” open negotiations for an early agreement 
to prevent an arms race in outer space.

During the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, many 
Member States addressed the question of preventing an arms race in 
outer space but, in general, they expressed their previous positions and 
proposals on the issue.

Owing to widespread concern about the matter, the Committee on 
Disarmament, at its 1982 session, decided to include in its agenda a new 
item entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space”. During the 
course of discussion, there was general recognition of the need to ensure 
that any activity in outer space should be strictly for peaceful purposes, 
but the question of how best to tackle the subject gave rise to several 
dififerent proposals on possible approaches and priority areas. The Com
mittee was unable to agree to establish a working group on the subject, 
although that was advocated by a majority of the Committee’s members.

At its thirty-seventh session, the General Assembly again considered 
outer space questions under two agenda items, the one on general and 
complete disarmament including a new sub-item entitled “Prevention of 
an arms race in outer space and prohibition of anti-satellite systems”. As 
in the other disarmament forums during the year, discussion focused 
mainly on whether work should be concentrated on a general agreement 
to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects or should em
phasize, as a matter of priority, a verifiable agreement prohibiting anti
satellite systems as a first step towards that broad objective. As a result of 
its deliberations, the General Assembly adopted two resolutions, 37/83 
and 37/99 D, which, while containing much common ground, reflected 
the two approaches, particularly in their requests to the Committee on 
Disarmament to deal with the matter at its 1983 session.

5 A/CONF. 101/10 and Corr.l and 2.
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Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The Committee on Disarmament considered the item entitled “Preven
tion of an arms race in outer space”, in accordance with its programme 
of work/ during the period from 18 to 22 April and from 8 to 12 August, 
in both plenary and informal meetings. During the course of the 
deliberations in the plenary meetings,^ there was general recognition that 
outer space should be preserved for peaceful uses, reflecting the view 
reaffirmed at the UNISPACE 82 Conference of the previous year.

Vice President Bush of the United States, in his address delivered at 
the outset of the debate on the subject in the Committee, stressed his 
country’s leadership in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space. 
He said that the United States intended to continue that role since some 
of the activities in outer space were important to its national security and 
that of its allies, and he enumerated the existing agreements with arms 
control provisions affecting outer space. With regard to the question 
whether additional measures were needed, he stated that his country did 
not have a simple answer, but believed that the conditions did not exist 
which would make negotiations appropriate. However, the United States 
was prepared to participate in an exchange of views on the subject in the 
Committee, which he felt should be conducted in a more systematic way 
than in the past.

Other Western States, including Belgium, Canada, France, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and the Netherlands, suggested that 
the Committee should define the various issues to be dealt with in the 
negotiation of effective and verifiable measures to prevent an arms race in 
outer space, particularly with a view to eliminating the threat of anti
satellite warfare, in keeping with resolution 37/99 D. In order to ensure a 
thorough examination of the issues involved, those States advocated the 
setting up of an ad hoc working group with an appropriate mandate. 
France said that the subject should be studied thoroughly, in view of its 
complexity. As its own contribution, France submitted a working paper* 
which, inter alia, dealt with the technological developments which were 
likely to occur in the foreseeable future and the inadequacy of the 
existing legal instruments in ensuring the immunity of satellites. The 
Netherlands expressed the view that, for the foreseeable future, complete 
demilitarization of outer space was not a good or realistic idea, since 
many artificial satellites with military functions had a stabilizing effect. 
With respect to halting the development of anti-satellite weapons, the 
Netherlands believed that discussion and subsequent negotiations in the 
Committee on Disarmament could greatly benefit from a speedy resump
tion of the bilateral negotiations between the United States and the 
Soviet Union on that issue.

 ̂ See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), paragraphs 88-94, for details about the Committee’s consideration 
of the item.

 ̂ Ibid., appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
8 Ibid., appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, document CD/375.
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In several statements during the Committee’s two sessions, the 
Soviet Union advocated starting without delay negotiations on the prohi
bition of the stationing in outer space of weapons of any kind. That ap
proach had been spelt out in a draft treaty it had submitted the previous 
year.’ In the opinion of the Soviet Union, several factors contributed to 
the need for new legal instruments on the subject, including gaps in the 
existing agreements which allowed the arms race to continue in space and 
the high cost of military space technology. Rejecting the argument that 
there were as yet no specific types of weapons designed for use in and 
from outer space as a reason for not starting negotiations, it emphasized 
the importance of preventive prohibition, and criticized the decision an
nounced by the United States in March 1983 to begin developing a global 
anti-missile system, which could be deployed in space, for being con
ducive to an intensification of the arms race. Late in the session, the 
Soviet Union submitted a document which stated its commitment not 
to be the first to put into outer space any type of anti-satellite weapon for 
the period during which other countries, including the United States, 
refrained from stationing such weapons in outer space. It also reaffirmed 
its readiness to resume the bilateral Soviet-American talks on the subject. 
The Soviet Union held that delay in starting negotiations on the relevant 
item in the Committee was inadmissible, and urged the establishment of 
an ad hoc working group to elaborate a treaty or treaties.

The other members of the group of socialist States expressed their 
support for the views presented by the Soviet Union. Reflecting their 
common position, Mongolia recalled the proposal for the establishment 
of an ad hoc working group on the subject, which it had submitted the 
previous year.'* It said the wording of the group’s mandate should be 
based on the provisions of resolution 37/83. Poland emphasized that 
while existing agreements on outer space prohibited certain kinds of ac
tivities, they left loopholes that could allow that environment to be filled 
with lethal weapons. Hungary said all channels should be duly exploited 
in order to start negotiations immediately on the problem area.

Members of the group of 21, for instance, Algeria, underlined the 
principle that outer space—the common heritage of mankind -  should be 
preserved exclusively for peaceful uses for the benefit of all. They 
expressed their deep concern about the increasing militarization of that 
environment. Egypt said the third world countries had a direct security 
interest in ensuring that the outer space above their territories was not used 
for military purposes that could endanger them, since they lacked the 
means to protect themselves. Members of the group of 21 reaffirmed 
their proposal, submitted in the previous year,‘̂  that a working group 
should be established immediately with a mandate to undertake negotia-

9 Ibid., Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 27 { K m /I I  and Corr.l), appendix II 
(CD/335), vol. II, document CD/274.

<0 Ibid.. Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 (AJU/21 and Corr.l), appendix II 
(CD/421), vol. Ill, document CD/420.

11 Ibid., Thirty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/37/27 and Corr. 1), appendix II 
(CD/335), vol. II, document CD/272.

■2 Ibid., vol. IV, document CD/329.
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tions for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate, 
to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects.

Expressing concern about the military applications of space 
technology, Sweden noted that as the military balance became increas
ingly dependent on satellites for communications, command, control 
and intelligence, the ability of such functions to survive also became in
creasingly threatened by the development of anti-satellite weapons 
systems. After citing examples of anti-satellite applications of space 
technology by both of the two major space Powers, Sweden, gravely con
cerned, pointed out the destabilizing potential of the research and 
development programme the United States planned to embark upon, 
with the ultimate goal of obtaining the capability of destroying ballistic 
missiles launched by the adversary. It noted that such a major undertak
ing would not only entail the spending of enormous funds and a waste of 
precious scientific resources, but also increase the level of nervousness 
and international tension, lead to countermeasures, and hence give rise 
to a new cycle of the arms race. Therefore, Sweden attached great impor
tance to the early initiation of negotiations to prohibit the establishment 
of anti-satellite systems and to dismantle existing ones. That view was 
widely shared by other members of the group of 21 in the Committee.

China attached great importance to the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space and expressed deep concern about the fact that the major 
Powers with enormous space capabilities were extending their race into 
that environment, making “space war” no longer a figment of science 
fiction, but a growing component part of their respective global strate
gies. It said such a dangerous trend must be stopped promptly and held 
that an international legal instrument on the prohibition of an arms race 
in outer space should be elaborated through negotiations. Thus, it was in 
favour of the establishment by the Committee of an ad hoc working 
group on the question. Noting the fact that there existed approximately a 
thousand military satellites belonging to the so-called three-C system, i.e, 
command, control and communication, which contributed to the major- 
Power rivalry for military superiority and world domination, China 
believed that the question of their limitation should be dealt with in the 
future, in an eflFort to reach the final objective of the demilitarization of 
outer space.

Sri Lanka said three approaches were prevailing in the Committee 
regarding the issue area. A passive approach, the continuation of which 
it regretted, stressed the highly complex nature of outer space matters, 
but showed no willingness to recognize the need to negotiate on them. 
Another approach was more positive in that it had led to some initiatives 
for negotiation but, because of its fragmented nature, it avoided the 
main issue, namely, preventing an arms race in outer space in all its 
aspects. The third approach, with which Sri Lanka associated itself, was 
a comprehensive one and oflFered the best prospects for the Committee to 
address the issue properly. Responding positively to resolution 37/83, 
the Committee should, in Sri Lanka’s opinion, set up a working group on 
the basis of the proposal of the group of 21. The working group should,
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first, seek to draft a comprehensive agreement or agreements to prohibit 
(a) the stationing in orbit around the Earth, on any celestial body or at 
any other location in outer space of any weapon which had been designed 
to inflict injury or cause any other form of damage on the Earth, in the 
atmosphere or on objects placed in space and (6) the testing, production, 
deployment or use of any space-based, air-based or ground-based 
weapon system which was designed to damage, destroy or interfere with 
the functioning of any spacecraft of any nation. Secondly, the working 
group would start examining the feasibility of extending article IV of the 
outer space Treaty of 1967 to include a ban on all kinds of weapons from 
space, including all weapons based in space for use against any target and 
all anti-satellite weapons regardless of where they were based.

As the debate increasingly centred around the problem of the man
date for the working group, the United Kingdom, at the beginning of the 
Committee’s summer session, suggested a mandate based on what it called 
a pragmatic approach. That would mean confining it initially to the 
examination of the scope and continued validity of arms control agree
ments governing space, possible definition of areas where it would be 
desirable to extend that scope and the identification of means by which 
such an extension could be achieved. The Soviet Union said it could not 
share that approach because it would mean restricting the mandate to an 
examination of problems of a research nature.

During its summer session, the Committee also established a contact 
group with the task of formulating an appropriate mandate for a work
ing group. At the time the Contact Group was established, the group of 21 
and the socialist States had their separate proposals for setting up a 
working group, but the socialist States indicated they could also support 
the proposal of the group of 21, which China, too, supported. Some 
Western States, pending agreement on the working group’s mandate, 
preferred a systematic exchange of views on the subject in the Commit
tee. The Contact Group held 12 meetings under the chairmanship of the 
Committee’s Chairman.

Towards the end of the summer session, the various groups submit
ted new documents which established their positions on the problem in 
question. A paper submitted by Mongolia‘S largely repeated the previous 
proposals of the socialist countries. It stated that the proposed mandate 
should provide a possibility for negotiation on an agreement on prevent
ing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects and for identification, at 
an initial phase, of the questions of immediate concern.

The ten Western members submitted a draft mandate,'^ according 
to which the Committee would request the ad hoc group to identify, 
through substantive examination, issues relevant to the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space, taking into account all existing agreements and 
proposals, as well as future initiatives. Mongolia commented on the

Ibid,, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No, 27 (A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix II 
(CD/421), vol. Ill, document CD/410.

Ibid.y document CD/413.
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Western proposal, stating that it was far from the positions held by the 
socialist countries and did not mention the most important thing—con
ducting actual negotiations on an appropriate international instrument.

The group of 21 submitted a statement*^ in which it summarized the 
earlier developments concerning the issue area and recalled that in the 
consultations held during the session it had been confronted by the 
Western position favouring a restrictive mandate. In spite of the fact that 
the mandate and the amendments to the Western proposal which it had 
put forward had not been accepted, the group of 21 had decided not to 
prevent the adoption of the Western proposal, if all other groups were 
willing to accept it. It would, in that case, participate in the working 
group on the understanding that its mandate constituted only an initial 
stage. As stated in the report of the Committee, while the group of 21 did 
not object to the identification through substantive examination of rele
vant issues, it nevertheless considered that the extension of an arms race 
to outer space and its use for hostile purposes should be permanently 
outlawed.

Both the group of socialist States and the Western countries expressed 
their disappointment that their respective proposals had not proven 
acceptable to one another. During its 1983 session, the Committee was 
thus unable to reach consensus on an appropriate mandate for an ad hoc 
working group on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, 
although in the end there was no objection, in principle, to the establish
ment of the working group as such.

Consideration by tlie General Assembly, 1983

Pursuant to its resolutions 37/83 and 37/99 D of 1982, the General 
Assembly, at its thirty-eighth session, considered the question of outer 
space and its uses under the previous two items of its agenda, “Preven
tion of an arms race in outer space: report of the Committee on Disarma
ment” and “General and complete disarmament”, the latter including a 
sub-item entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space and prohibi
tion of anti-satellite systems: report of the Committee on Disarmament”, 
and a third item entitled “Conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the 
use of force in outer space and from space against the Earth”, which was 
included in the agenda at the request of the Soviet Union. In proposing 
the item, the Soviet Union stated that it was seeking to avoid the 
militarization of outer space, being particularly concerned about the 
plans to create and deploy various space-weapon systems capable of 
destroying targets both in space and on the Earth. Annexed to that pro
posal was a draft treaty entitled “Treaty on the prohibition of the use of 
force in outer space and from space against the Earth”.'®

‘5 Ibid., CD/418.
A/38/194.
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As in the previous year and at the 1983 session of the Committee on 
Disarmament, during the thirty-eighth session of the Assembly‘s many 
delegations expressed their deep concern over the intensified militariza
tion of outer space and the urgency of the situation, and stressed the need 
for effective measures to be taken to prevent an arms race in outer space.

During the course of the general debate in the First Committee, non- 
aligned and neutral countries, including Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Ecuador, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Finland, India, Indonesia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden and Uganda, supported the basic principles that outer 
space should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and that it must 
not become an arena for an arms race. They expressed concern about the 
development of weapons systems, which would lead to further militariza
tion of space, and believed that the Committee on Disarmament should 
estabUsh an ad hoc working group on the subject, without delay, to 
undertake negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements 
to prevent an arms race in outer space.

Nigeria, for instance, pointed out that events in the recent past had 
shown that the extension of the arms race into outer space posed a real 
threat to international peace and security. The development of a space- 
based anti-satellite defence system had introduced a new dimension into 
space warfare prospects. The increase in the use of anti-satellite 
weapons, high-energy lasers and particle-beam weapons negated the 
spirit of the 1967 outer space Treaty and other pertinent legal instru
ments whose objective was to promote the exploration and use of outer 
space solely for peaceful purposes.

Sweden stated that new advanced technologies such as beam weap
ons were considered by the super-Powers for use in outer space, not only 
for anti-satellite purposes, but also for ballistic-missile defence, and 
efforts in that area had gathered considerable momentum. Sweden did 
not believe that beam weapons for ballistic-missile defence would lead to 
a more stable world. Moreover, in its view, development of space-based 
ballistic-missile defences would violate the 1972 anti-ballistic missile 
Treaty. If a certain technique was used, the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty 
could be jeopardized, and deployment of such missiles would violate the 
1967 outer space Treaty.

Brazil criticized both super-Powers for opening up the space dimen
sion of the arms race. It pointed out that every effort to initiate concrete 
multilateral action to prevent that had encountered all sorts of pro
cedural obstacles, the result being that the two super-Powers continued 
to have free rein in their quest for supremacy in the use of space for 
warlike purposes. The maximum concession by the super-Power that 
perceived itself, for the time being, at a disadvantage in the race had been 
its agreement to hold informal meetings of the Committee on Disarma
ment in order to educate the rest of the members on the problem involved.

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 
5th to 33rd and 97th meetings; ibid.. First Committee, 3rd to 41st meetings, and ibid.. First 
Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.

327



China accused the two major Powers of engaging in a new round of 
the arms race by, among other things, enthusiastically engaging in recent 
years in the development of outer space weaponry. They were pushing 
their contention for space supremacy to a new peak by developing large- 
scale anti-missile systems and sophisticated weapons to counter such 
systems, such as space-based anti-missile laser weapons, microwave and 
high-energy particle-beam weapons. China held that the exploration and 
exploitation of outer space should serve to promote the economy, science 
and culture of all countries. Bearing in mind the complexities of restrict
ing satellites for military purposes, since they could play a certain role in 
monitoring the implementation of disarmament agreements and in giving 
early warning against surprise attack, China felt the first step should be 
to ban anti-satellite weapons. It also believed that the Committee on 
Disarmament should set up a working group on the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space to negotiate on the prohibition of the testing, 
development, production, deployment and use of all kinds of outer space 
weapons and on their destruction, and to draw up relevant international 
legal instruments. Since it was the Soviet Union and the United States 
that currently had the capability to deploy such weapons and to use force 
in outer space, China maintained that they could not shirk their respon
sibility for preventing an arms race in that environment.

Several socialist countries expressed their grave concern about the sub
ject. Bulgaria stressed that the consequences of the militarization of outer 
space and its employment as a field of aggressive military preparations were 
impossible to calculate and predict. Hungary pointed out that the source of 
its concern was the United States progranmie which included: the comple
tion of the development of an anti-satellite missile system; the development 
of directed-energy laser and particle-beam weapons; the construction of 
space shuttle launching facilities for military operations; the launching of a 
long-term research progranmie for the eventual construction of a large- 
scale and highly effective anti-missile defence system with space-based 
elements; and the growing nvunber of, and support for, conceptual studies 
on future space stations and space planes for military use. In its view, all 
those efforts were du-ected towards the implementation of a truly military 
space programme for a new generation of weapons systems aimed at 
targets in outer space, in the atmosphere and on Earth. Hungary, as well as 
Mongolia and Poland, mentioned the concept of a pre-emptive first strike 
as an option made possible by the capabilities of current or future space 
systems. Hungary also emphasized that the squandering of valuable 
material and human resources on such programmes was as condemnable as 
their military consequences were dangerous.

The Soviet Union said the critical urgency of preventing the militari
zation of space was increasing every day. Previous agreements had pro
vided the basis for possible international co-operation in outer space, but 
the policy of keeping it free from military preparations was under threat. 
The Soviet Union recalled that in August it had proposed to negotiate the 
prohibition of the use of force in space and had submitted a draft treaty 
on the subject, as mentioned above. It said the proposed treaty combined
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the political and legal obligations of States to refrain from the use of 
force against one another in and from outer space with practical steps 
designed to avert its militarization. The Soviet Union also stressed its 
willingness to consider all proposals aimed at preventing an arms race in 
outer space and to resume negotiations with the United States on anti
satellite weapons. Many socialist States, for instance, Mongolia, expressed 
their appreciation of the unilateral moratorium on launching anti
satellite weapons into outer space which the Soviet Union had assumed. 
They also expressed their regret that negotiations on a new legal instru
ment in the Committee on Disarmament had not yet begun.

On behalf of the ten member States of the European Community, 
Greece stated that they supported the creation of an ad hoc working 
group within the Conmiittee on Disarmament that would make possible 
the structural and comprehensive consideration of questions concerning 
the prevention of an arms race in outer space in all its aspects. The Ten 
stressed that the danger of such a race must be tackled urgently and the 
problem be given serious consideration, including the possibility of exer
cising eflfective control over space weapons by means of verifiable inter
national measures. They regretted the lack of consensus on a mandate 
for the proposed ad hoc working group and hoped agreement could be 
reached in the Committee’s 1984 session.

Italy, in supporting the idea that the question of outer space should 
be examined in all its aspects, maintained that strengthening the outer- 
space legal regime with regard to the protection of satellites, including a 
comprehensive and verifiable ban on anti-satellite systems, remained the 
most urgent task for the proposed working group in the Committee on 
Disarmament. It assumed the working group would take into account all 
existing proposals and future initiatives, among them the draft treaty 
submitted by the Soviet Union.

The Netherlands pointed out that in many cases both civilian and 
military functions in space could be performed by the same satellites, and 
their military functions seemed to have a stabilizing effect in terms of 
observation, early warning and communications—all essential elements 
in verifying compliance with arms control measures, preventing surprise 
attacks and ensuring maintenance of communications in periods of ten
sion and conflict. In its view, a complete demilitarization of outer space 
was not a desirable goal, at least for the foreseeable future. It proposed, 
therefore, that satellites should be declared inviolable and, in conjunc
tion with such a measure, the testing, stationing and use of specific anti
satellite systems should be prohibited, as it had suggested in the Commit
tee on Disarmament.

Because of the different approaches adopted by the various political 
groups, three separate draft resolutions were introduced in the First 
Committee, each with a particular emphasis. As a result of the Commit
tee’s deliberations, two of the three draft resolutions submitted were not 
put to the vote."

'* For details on the draft sponsored by Mongolia, see A/38/647, and for that spon
sored by a group of mainly Western countries, see A/38/640, paragraphs 18-19.
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On 11 November, under the agenda item requested by the Soviet 
Union, Mongolia submitted a draft resolution entitled “Conclusion of a 
treaty on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from 
space against the Earth”. In introducing it on 17 November, Mongolia 
noted that by operative paragraphs 2 and 3 the General Assembly would 
request the Committee on Disarmament “to intensify its consideration of 
the question of preventing an arms race in outer space, including the 
establishment of an ad hoc working group on the subject, and in this 
context to work out specific measures of a practical nature aimed at 
preventing the use of force in outer space and from space against the 
Earth with a view to concluding, as soon as possible, a relevant interna
tional agreement”, and the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space “to proceed, as a matter of priority, to the elaboration of a text of 
a binding international instrument which would establish legal norms 
prohibiting the use of force in outer space and from space against the 
Earth, and to set up an ad hoc working group on the subject”. On 18 and 
22 November, Mongolia submitted revisions associated with those two 
paragraphs. By operative paragraph 2 of the second revised version, the 
General Assembly would request the Committee on Disarmament “in co
operation and co-ordination with the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space, to consider as a matter of priority the question of elaborat
ing such a treaty, taking into account all relevant proposals as well as the 
views and comments expressed during the discussion of the matter in the 
General Assembly”; and, by operative paragraph 3, it would request the 
Committee on Disarmament “to intensify its consideration of the ques
tion of preventing an arms race in outer space, including the establish
ment of an ad hoc working group on the subject, with a view to under
taking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as 
appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space”.

On 11 November, Australia, Canada, Denmark, France, the Federal 
Repubhc of Germany, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Spain and Uruguay submitted a draft resolution entitled “Preven
tion of an arms race in outer space and prohibition of anti-satellite 
systems”. In the operative part of the draft resolution, the General 
Assembly would, inter alia, express “the hope that, at the beginning of its
1984 session, the Committee on Disarmament, in discharging its respon
sibilities as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum, will 
establish, without delay, an ad hoc working group with an appropriate 
mandate, to deal with the question of preventing an arms race in outer 
space”; and would request the Committee on Disarmament “to continue 
its consideration of the question of negotiating effective and verifiable 
agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space, including 
ways of strengthening the outer-space legal regime with regard to the 
protection of satellites”.

On 11 November, Egypt and Sri Lanka submitted a draft resolution 
entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space”, which was later also 
sponsored by India, Indonesia, Ireland, Maldives and Sweden. The draft 
resolution was introduced by Egypt on 17 November.
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On 23 November, those seven countries submitted a revised draft 
resolution which was later also sponsored by Bangladesh, Bulgaria, the 
Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Re
public, Hungary, Mongolia, Pakistan, Poland, the Sudan, the Ukrainian 
SSR and Viet Nam. In introducing it on 25 November, Egypt noted that 
the revision was the outcome of negotiations held between the sponsors 
of the original draft and the sponsors of the other two draft resolutions 
with a view to ofiFering the First Committee the opportunity to come to a 
single decision on a single draft resolution on the subject. For that 
reason, Egypt hoped that the revised draft would receive wide acceptance 
in the Committee. At that time it also made some oral revisions to the 
draft.

It was at the same meeting that Mongolia announced it would asso
ciate itself with the revised draft resolution introduced by Egypt, whose 
aim, as it understood it, was to intensify further the work of the Commit
tee on Disarmament on a priority basis with a view to undertaking con
crete negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements 
preventing an arms race in outer space in all its aspects. Because 
operative paragraph 6 of the draft covered the essential elements contained 
in its own proposal, Mongolia informed the Committee that it would not 
press its draft resolution to a vote.

On behalf of the Western countries that sponsored the second draft 
resolution, Italy, at the meeting on 25 November, informed the Commit
tee that they would not insist that it be put to a vote, in response to the 
appeal of several delegations to consolidate all the draft resolutions on 
the subject into a single one. However, it stated that their decision in no 
way meant that they had given up the approach which had characterized 
their activities in the field of the prevention of an arms race in outer 
space, but rather it testified further to their desire to pursue their objec
tive in a constructive manner in order to facilitate the future task of the 
Committee on Disarmament on the issue.

At the same meeting, the First Committee approved the revised 
draft resolution introduced by Egypt by a recorded vote of 121 to 1 
(United States), with 1 abstention (United Kingdom).

In explaining its position in connection with the voting, the United 
Kingdom stated that it abstained not so much because it disagreed with 
the draft’s overall objective, but because it prejudged a number of impor
tant issues and ignored or dismissed several problems which, though 
already discussed at length in international forums, still awaited resolu
tion. It said it would have voted for the draft withdrawn by Italy.

Australia, Belgium, Brazil, the Federal Republic of Germany, India, 
Italy, Japan, Mexico, Norway, Turkey and the USSR, in explaining their 
affirmative votes, all agreed on the need to set up an ad hoc working 
group in the Committee on Disarmament with an appropriate mandate. 
Some of them, however, had reservations about certain parts of the text 
of the draft. Australia, the Federal Republic of Germany and Turkey 
had reservations about the expression “exclusively for peaceful
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purposes”, in operative paragraph 1. The Federal Republic, as well as 
Italy, Japan and Norway, also objected to highlighting the draft treaty 
proposed by the Soviet Union. In addition, Japan said the various terms 
of the draft should have been precisely defined. Belgium could not 
subscribe to concepts linked to the demilitarization of outer space, in so 
far as that affected security. Italy believed operative paragraph 7 on the 
mandate for a working group did not fully respect the autonomy of the 
Committee on Disarmament, and Belgium, the Federal Republic of Ger
many and Japan had similar reservations. Norway believed the proposed 
mandate was broader than what was currently acceptable to all members 
of the Conunittee on Disarmament. The Federal Republic of Germany 
also believed that it should be left to the parties of former bilateral 
discussions to decide the appropriate time to renew their bilateral eflforts.

On 15 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft resolu
tion entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space” as resolu
tion 38/70, by a recorded vote of 147 to 1, with 1 abstention.

The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly»
Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a result of man’s entry 

into outer space twenty-six years ago,
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the exploration and use of outer 

space for peaceful purposes,
Reaffirming that the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other 

celestial bodies, shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries, irre
spective of their degree of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of 
all mankind,

Reqffirming further the will of all States that the exploration and use of outer space, 
including the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be exclusively for peaceful purposes, 

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 
States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies, have undertaken, in article III, to carry on activities in the exploration and use of 
outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, in accordance with interna
tional law and the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of maintaining interna
tional peace and security and promoting international co-operation and understanding. 

Reaffirming, in particular, article IV of the above-mentioned Treaty, which stipulates 
that States parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such 
weapons on celestial bodies or station such weapons in outer space in any other manner, 

Reqffirming also paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 
the General Assembly, in which it is stated that, in order to prevent an arms race in outer 
space, further measures should be taken and appropriate international negotiations held in 
accordance with the spirit of the Treaty,

Recalling its resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of 9 December 1981, 37/83 of 9 December
1982 and 37/99 D of 13 December 1982,

Gravely concerned at the danger posed to all mankind by an arms race in outer space. 
Mindful of the widespread interest expressed by Member States in the course of the 

negotiations on and following the adoption of the above-mentioned Treaty in ensuring that 
the exploration and use of outer space should be for peaceful purposes, and taking note of 
proposals submitted to the General Assembly at its tenth special session and at its regular 
sessions and to the Committee on Disarmament,
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Noting the grave concern expressed by the Second United Nations Conference on the 
Exploration and Peaceful Uses of Outer Space over the extension of an arms race into outer 
space and the recommendations made to the competent organs of the United Nations, in 
particular the General Assembly, and also to the Committee on Disarmament,

Convinced that further measures are needed for the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space,

Recognizing that, in the context of multilateral negotiations for preventing an arms 
race in outer space, the resumption of bilateral negotiations between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America could make a significant contribution 
to such an objective,

Taking note of the report of the Committee on Disarmament,
Noting that in the course of its session in 1983 the Committee on Disarmament con

sidered this subject both at its formal and informal meetings, as well as through informal 
consultations,

Aware of the various proposals submitted by Member States to the Committee on 
Disarmament, particularly concerning the establishment of a working group on the subject 
and its draft mandate, which had been considered extensively by a contact group.

Taking note of the draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Use of Force in Outer Space 
and from Space against the Earth, submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as 
well as views and comments expressed during the discussion of that draft at its thirty-eighth 
session.

Expressing its deep concern and disappointment that, although there was no objection, 
in principle, to the establishment without delay of such a working group, the Committee on 
Disarmament has not thus far been enabled to reach agreement on an acceptable mandate 
for the working group during its 1983 session,

1. Reaffirms that general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control warrants that outer space shall be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and that it 
shall not become an arena for an arms race;

2. Emphasizes that further effective measures to prevent an arms race in outer space 
should be adopted by the international community;

3. Calls upon all States, in particular those with major space capabilities, to con
tribute actively to the objective of the peaceful use of outer space and to take immediate 
measures to prevent an arms race in outer space;

4. Reiterates that the Conference on Disarmament, as the single multilateral dis
armament negotiating forum, has a primary role in the negotiation of an agreement or 
agreements, as appropriate, on the prevention of an arms race in all its aspects in outer 
space;

5. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to consider as a matter of priority the 
question of preventing an arms race in outer space;

6. Also requests the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its consideration of the 
question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space in all its aspects, taking into 
account all relevant proposals, including the consideration of the proposal referred to in the 
preambular part of the present resolution;

7. Further requests the Conference on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc working 
group at the beginning of its session in 1984, with a view to undertaking negotiations for the 
conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its 
aspects in outer space;

8. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consideration of this 
subject to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament all 
documents relating to the consideration of this subject by the General Assembly at its 
thirty-eighth session;

10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item 
entitled “Prevention of an arms race in outer space”.

333



Conclusion

In 1983, the question of the militarization of outer space and efforts to 
prevent an arms race in that sphere elicited deep concern in the interna
tional community. An intensive discussion on the subject in a Contact 
Group of the Committee on Disarmament centred on the formulation of 
an appropriate mandate, acceptable to all delegations, for an ad hoc 
working group. Despite the fact that there was, in principle, no objection 
to the establishment of such a group, the Committee, at its 1983 session, 
was unable to reach a consensus on a mandate.

At the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, the main focus 
of discussion continued to be on whether the work should be concen
trated on a general agreement to prevent an arms race in outer space in 
all its aspects, taking into account the draft treaty submitted by the 
Soviet Union, or whether priority should be given to a verifiable agree
ment prohibiting anti-satellite systems, as a first step.

The voting pattern on the revised draft resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly—two other proposals having been withdrawn— 
reflected the basic positions which various groups and countries held dur
ing the 1983 session of the Committee on Disarmament. The non-aligned 
countries, China and the socialist States insisted on the early establish
ment of a working group on outer space to negotiate an agreement or 
agreements, as appropriate. Most Western countries were in favour of 
the establishment of a working group to consider the issue, but ad
vocated a more restricted mandate for it. The United Kingdom had 
stronger reservations about the question, and the United States, although 
it dropped its opposition in principle to the setting up of such a group, 
continued to oppose the solution favoured by the majority of the 
member States during the negotiations in the First Committee.

As a result, it was generally felt that at its 1984 session, the Con
ference on Disarmament would continue its efforts to reach consensus on 
a mandate for the working group, which, if successful, would enable it to 
move towards the common goal of ensuring that outer space is used for 
peaceful purposes.
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P A R T  FOUR

Consideration of conventional disarmament 
and other approaches





C H A P T E R  X V I I

Limitation of conventional armaments and arms 
transfers on a world-wide and regional basis

Introduction

1983 DID NOT WITNESS A SINGLE MEASURE OF PROGRESS in restraining the 
constant march of conventional armaments and arms transfers other 
than the formal entering into force of the Convention on Prohibitions or 
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May 
Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate 
Effects. On the contrary, it was estimated that the annual world-wide 
military expenditure approached $800 billion,” of which, it is generally 
accepted, non-nuclear spending accounted for over four fifths. Further
more, in all too many instances conventional weapons and armed forces 
were used in combat, with the resultant death and destruction which was 
their designed purpose. In this context, it is relevant to note that the fre
quency of wars would appear to be on the increase. According to one 
assessment:

In the 1950s the average was 9 a year; in the 60s, 11 a year; and in the 70s and so far in 
the 80s, 14 a year.^
The same source observed that, in the first half of 1983, 13 wars were 
under way. It is also important to note that while a very large proportion 
of total military expenditure is incurred by the industrialized countries, 
particularly the Soviet Union and the United States, almost all the wars 
since 1945 have been fought in developing countries. One other noti
ceable characteristic of modern warfare is that, in general, civilians suffer 
more of the casualties than the armed combatants.

Notwithstanding the situation outlined above and the integral trends 
towards both increasing military expenditures and increasing inter
national violence, there has been comparatively little attention paid to 
the conventional weapons facet of the arms race in international dis
armament efforts. Beyond doubt, the primary reason underlying that 
attitude has been the wide recognition that, destructive though it may be, 
conventional war does not threaten the survival of the human species as

1 SIPRI, ed., World Armaments and Disarmament, SIPRI Yearbook 1983 (London, 
Taylor and Francis, 1983), pp. 129-130, estimated $700-$750 billion in 1982 dollars for the 
year 1982.

2 Ruth Leger Sivard, World Military and Social Expenditures 1983 (Washington, D.C., 
World Priorities, 1983), p. 20.
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does the prospect of nuclear war. The international community has 
therefore concentrated its energies on measures towards nuclear disarma
ment and the prevention of nuclear war, the subject of part two of this 
volume, as well as on other weapons of mass destruction, which are con
sidered in part three.

Even so, there has been some evidence of a growing recognition 
that, without diverting priority efforts from nuclear matters, greater at
tention than hitherto must be paid to measures of conventional disarma
ment. As reasons why conventional arms restraint should be pursued 
more vigorously, advocates of greater action have pointed to the 
escalating accumulation of conventional weapons, particularly in the two 
major military alliances, where the arrival of apparent nuclear parity has 
stimulated the rethinking of certain military strategies; to the increasing 
number of transfers of arms, and the high frequency of their use outside 
the territories of industrialized countries; to their destructive and 
destabilizing effects, especially at the regional level; and to the negative 
consequences of their excessive accumulation on the economies of States, 
particularly in the developing and non-arms-producing countries.

Recent technological developments have led to significant 
qualitative improvements in conventional weapons: such factors as 
sophisticated guidance and control systems, improved operating 
characteristics, greater accuracy and greater lethality are rapidly chang
ing much of the nature of possible warfare between industrialized coun
tries. Such changes lead in turn to changes in tactics, to redeployment of 
forces and, in some instances, to a blurring of the distinction, in terms of 
military efTectiveness, between nuclear and conventional armaments. In 
the interests of raising the nuclear threshold, it has been argued in some 
quarters that the level of conventional armaments should be increased 
rather than reduced; however, the fact remains that an outbreak of con
ventional war involving nuclear-weapon States could lead to nuclear 
conflict, and so there is a counter-argument to the effect that a safer 
world can be obtained only by measures of both nuclear and non-nuclear 
disarmament.

Separately, the availability and unrestrained spread of conventional 
weapons have encouraged a thriving market in arms transfers, thus spur
ring the emergence of regional arms races and military rivalries, mainly 
among developing countries in certain regions. In addition, an increasing 
number of countries have established indigenous armaments industries, 
thus further promoting arms transfers, reducing the possibilities for 
worthwhile restraint and contributing to the continuing diversion of 
human, financial and material resources from more beneficial economic 
and social tasks.

While the factors described above and other eflFects of conventional 
arms accumulation have slowly but surely drawn increasing attention, 
there has been no agreement on how to pursue conventional disarma
ment. Some countries, notably several Western States and China, have 
stated that conventional and nuclear disarmament should be pursued 
simultaneously. However, other countries —mostly developing coun
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tries—have consistently held that conventional disarmament does not 
warrant the same importance as nuclear disarmament which, in accord
ance with the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly,^ should be given the highest priority in disarmament 
negotiations. There have also been concerns expressed that attempts to 
limit transfers of arms might not take due account of the inalienable 
right to self-determination and independence of peoples under colonial 
or foreign domination and the obligations of States to respect that right, 
nor of the need of recipient States to protect their security.

A view has been persistently expressed that restraints on arms 
transfers would also be used to maintain the technological gap and 
military superiority of certain countries over others; therefore, arms 
transfers should not be subject to limitation without the concurrent 
establishment of effective restraints on arms production in militarily 
significant States.

The Final Document also called for the pursuit “on a bilateral, 
regional and multilateral basis” of agreements or other measures of 
limitation and reduction of armed forces and of conventional weapons.'* 
That comprehensive treatment agreed to by the Assembly represented an 
eflFort to embrace differing views on possible approaches to conventional 
arms restraint.

The only bilateral effort in recent years was the Conventional Arms 
Transfer Talks between the United States and the Soviet Union. Those 
Talks were initiated in 1977 and four rounds were held in 1978, but they 
produced no results and have not resumed since that time.

The regional approach has been based on the concept that it might 
be easier to find agreement among States from one particular 
geographical area rather than to attempt to find broad solutions 
applicable to world-wide circumstances. A comprehensive study on 
regional disarmament,’ submitted to the General Assembly in 1980, con
cluded, “Conventional disarmament is a field in which the number of 
possible measures and the scope for regional initiatives is virtually 
unlimited”. In the regional context, the situation in Europe has attracted 
the most hope for progress in view of its place as the region with the 
world’s largest concentration of armaments and armed forces. Negotia
tions currently entitled the Vienna Talks on Mutual Reduction of Forces 
and Armaments and Associated Measures in Central Europe began in 
November 1973 between the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) and the Warsaw Treaty countries. By the beginning of 1983, 
thjose Talks were in their tenth year without having achieved success; 
although much valuable groundwork had been carried out in the discus
sions, fundamental differences concerning the numbers of troops

3 See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 20. The Final Document is reproduced in The Yearbook, 
vol. 3: 1978, appendix I.

 ̂ Ibid.y para. 83.
5 Study on all the aspects o f Regional Disarmament (United Nations publication. Sales 

No. E.81.IX.2), para. 198.
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deployed in Central Europe and certain proposed verification measures 
continued to bar the way to progress. Some countries, however, hold to 
the view that solutions do not lie in regional approaches. India, for one, 
has regarded any attempt to emphasize the regional approach over the 
global approach as “flawed”, maintaining that the arms race must be ad
dressed on a global basis.

The solitary success in conventional arms restraint in recent years 
was the conclusion, in 1980, of the agreement entitled “Convention on 
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 
Indiscriminate Effects” and its three annexed Protocols.That Conven
tion, through three currently annexed Protocols, provides for the protec
tion of civilians and civilian objects from attacks by means of incendiary 
weapons, land-mines and booby traps, and prohibits entirely the use of 
fragments that cannot readily be detected in the human body. As the first 
international arms regulation agreement to be negotiated at a United 
Nations conference, the Convention and its Protocols represent a signifi
cant step in efforts by the international community to prohibit or at least 
restrict the use of the categories of weapons they cover. The Convention 
entered into force on 2 December 1983 and, as of the end of the year, 
23 countries had deposited instruments of ratification with the Secretary- 
General (appendix I below refers).

In an effort to focus attention on the complexities of the conven
tional arms race and to investigate the possibilities for progress, at its 
thirty-sixth session, in 1981, the General Assembly adopted resolution 
36/97 A on the basis of an initiative of Denmark. By that resolution, it 
called on the Secretary-General, with the assistance of a group of 
qualified experts, to carry out a comprehensive study on all aspects of the 
conventional arms race and on disarmament relating to conventional 
weapons and armed forces.^ The study began in July 1982, by which time 
the Disarmament Commission had adopted by consensus a text entitled 
“Guidelines for the study on conventional disarmament”.* According to 
resolution 36/97 A, the Secretary-General was requested to submit a final 
report on the study to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session, 
in 1983.

Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

A number of references to the problem of the conventional arms race 
were made in the course of general statements in the Disarmament Com
mission,’ although there was no specific item on the agenda devoted to 
the issue.

 ̂For the text of the Convention and its Protocols, see The Yearbook, vol. 5: 1980, 
appendix VII, or Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 
2nd edition: 1982 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.5).

7 See The Yearbook, vol. 6: 1981, chap. XVII.
® Ibid,, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XVIII; the text of the “Guidelines” is given in extenso.
9 A/CN.lO/PV.66-70 and A/CN.IO/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
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Sweden drew attention to the estimate that world military expend
iture in 1983 was expected to exceed $800 billion and that the inter
national arms trade was continually breaking earlier sales records. The 
representative of Sweden declared that the two super-Powers’ share of 
world military resources was about 50 per cent and their share of inter
national arms exports was about 70 per cent. China and Spain referred to 
the need, while promoting nuclear disarmament, not to overlook the 
conventional arms race. China stated that the super-Powers, in their 
arms expansion and war preparations, were attaching greater and greater 
importance to the strengthening of their capacities for fighting all types 
of conventional war. Only by enabling conventional disarmament to 
move forward simultaneously and in conformity with nuclear disarma
ment, thus eliminating the threat of nuclear war and all wars of aggres
sion, could world peace be effectively safeguarded. Spain acknowledged 
the first priority as nuclear disarmament, but pointed out that the con
ventional arms race continued unbridled and consumed the greater 
percentage of military expenditures.

In referring to the refusal of the United States and its allies to pledge 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union stated that 
the Western argument, namely, that there was a threat of the use of con
ventional weapons as the USSR and its allies possessed them in greater 
quantities, did not tally with the facts. Moreover, the Soviet Union had 
proposed in 1979 that d l States which had participated in the Conference 
on Security and Co-operation in Europe at Helsinki in 1975 should reach 
agreement on non-first-use of both nuclear and conventional weapons, 
but the Western countries had refused. The Soviet Union added that the 
task of eliminating nuclear arsenals should not make member States 
blind to problems relating to conventional weapons and armed forces. 
Bearing in mind the constant improvement in, and the ever-growing 
might of, conventional weapons, they should make fresh efforts for a 
substantial reduction in levels of conventional weapons and armed 
forces, both globally and regionally.

The United States observed that since 1974 it had produced 3,050 
tactical combat aircraft, whereas the Soviet Union had produced twice as 
many. The United States had produced 27 attack submarines, the Soviet 
Union 61. As for armoured vehicles including tanks, the United States 
noted that it had produced 11,200, while the Soviet Union had produced 
54,000. The representative of the United States posed the question 
whether that constituted an arms race, pointing out that it normally took 
at least two protagonists to race.

The questions of regional efforts towards the limitation of conven
tional armaments and of arms transfers were not raised in the Disarma
ment Commission in 1983, overshadowed as they were by the subject of 
the deployment of intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe and 
elsewhere.
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Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

The Committee on Disarmament continued to focus its energies on other 
issues, as described elsewhere in this volume, and did not specifically 
address aspects of conventional disarmament. Even so, there were 
several references in statements'® by speakers, some of whom indicated 
that they believed greater attention should be given to the subject.

The Secretary-General, in his statement to the Committee on Dis
armament on 15 February, noted that the past four and a half years had 
seen frequent outbreaks of conventional war, with untold loss of life, 
destruction and human suffering as a result. Disarmament, said the 
Secretary-General, could not be restricted to nuclear arms, and effective 
measures to promote conventional disarmament were essential to both 
increase security and help prevent the violence and bloodshed evident in 
various parts of the world.

The Foreign Ministers of Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the Netherlands, in addressing the Conmiittee, drew attention to the 
growing accumulation of conventional arms, the resultant diversion of 
immense resources urgently needed for tackling vital development tasks 
and the ever-present risk that armed conflict of one kind might easily lead 
to another at a higher level. All of them emphasized that the question 
should no longer be ignored by the international community or the Com
mittee, and the Minister of the Federal Republic of Germany saw a par
ticular need to complement the Vienna Talks by means of a forum cover
ing the whole of Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals. That need could 
be met within the framework of the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe, he stated, and advantage should be taken of the 
opportunity. In the general debate Belgium attached particular impor
tance to the question of conventional disarmament, along with that of 
nuclear disarmament.

In the context of an extensive discussion about the wording of the 
Committee’s agenda, Japan stated that the question of preventing 
nuclear war had to be looked at in the wider context of preventing any 
armed conflict, nuclear or conventional. France expressed its readiness to 
take part fully in a discussion of substance on the prevention of nuclear 
war, provided that the discussion also covered the prevention of war in 
general and the prevention of conventional war. The United Kingdom 
believed that the Committee on Disarmament would be failing in its 
responsibilities if it sought to discuss the prevention of nuclear war to the 
exclusion of conventional conflict.

Bulgaria believed that the process of strengthening European secu
rity would be enhanced by making headway at the Vienna T^ks on the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. In that 
negotiating forum, the socialist countries had tabled a constructive pro

Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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posal, and they were of the opinion that all the prerequisites existed for 
working out an early agreement.

Yugoslavia, among other points it made in stressing the need for 
both nuclear and conventional disarmament, emphasized that the 
delimitation line between nuclear and conventional weapons was being 
removed, thus virtually eliminating the political, technological and 
psychological barrier between the use of conventional weapons and the 
use of nuclear weapons.

China declared its long-standing view that the prevention of conven
tional war was a real and important issue. Moreover, since the subject 
was already being discussed in the Disarmament Commission and was 
also under study by a Group of Experts, China believed it advisable that 
the Committee should arrange a specific discussion on the subject at an 
appropriate time in the future.

India held that the threat to survival posed by nuclear weapons 
could not be equated to the death and destruction resulting from conven
tional weapons, India accordingly maintained its established position 
that nuclear matters should be given first priority.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

Although not a separate item on the agenda, the subject of conventional 
weapons arose on a number of occasions at the thirty-eighth session of 
the General Assembly,'* either in its own right or as part of efforts aimed 
at regional measures of disarmament.

In his report to the Assembly on the work of the Organization,'^ the 
Secretary-General stated that the situation relating to conventional arms 
was a source of increasing concern and that it was necessary to bear in 
mind that the many millions killed in war since Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
had all died from conventional weapons. The situation, the Secretary- 
General continued, had had a corrosively harmful effect, not least on the 
world’s developing countries, which felt obliged to spend an increasing 
proportion of their resources for defence purposes, often to the detri
ment of essential needs. A similar theme was also voiced in several 
plenary statements. President Mubarak of Egypt observed that the 
spiralling of the production of conventional weapons and their use con
stituted a serious threat to the security of many medium-sized and small 
countries and an onerous burden upon their economies. Mexico ex
pressed concern at the fact that countries with limited resources were 
investing an undue proportion of their national efforts in acquiring 
weapons and consolidating their military preparedness. Rwanda drew 
attention to the immense financial, material and scientific resources 
squandered on the escalating arms race and the scandalous paradox of

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 5th to 33rd and 97th meetings; ibid., 
Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 3rd to 41st meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, 
Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.

12 Ibid., Supplement N o .l (A/38/1).
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arms expenditures and world poverty. Thailand noted that, while the 
predominant goal of nuclear disarmament remained undisputed, the 
danger posed to peace, security and mankind by conventional arma
ments must not be ignored and that measures to arrest the alarming trend 
were therefore urgently needed.

Similar views were expressed in the First Committee, where many 
members emphasized the significance of conventional weapons. Austria 
pointed out that since 1945 over 100 wars had caused 16 million deaths, 
and that many weapons could hardly be called “conventional” any more. 
By far the greatest part of the buildup was in the two alliances, but in 
recent years the East-West confrontation had increasingly spilled over 
into the third world, causing regional arms races. Several countries noted 
the spread of conventional arms conflict to many parts of the world, with 
Zambia, for instance, pointing to the fact that at the time of speaking 
there were wars in nine parts of the world, none of which were the result 
of a nuclear confrontation, but rather the products of an unabating con
ventional arms race.

The Netherlands was one of several countries believing that the 
focus on nuclear issues should not result in neglect of the issue of conven
tional weapons, whose power had been vastly increased by modern 
technology. It stated that the conventional imbalance in Europe was a 
potential source of instability, and progress in disarmament in that field 
would reduce Western Europe’s dependence on nuclear deterrence and 
therefore increase the possibilities for reductions in nuclear weapons. 
Nigeria, however, held to the reverse view, namely, that progress in 
nuclear disarmament could create an atmosphere conducive to approach
ing conventional disarmament. India went further, maintaining that 
there was an increasing tendency to emphasize “unimportant and sub
sidiary issues” in such a manner that the overriding objective of prevent
ing nuclear war and proceeding towards nuclear disarmament was im
peded. It listed conventional disarmament as one of several peripheral 
aspects, and declared that such matters had been deliberately brought to 
the forefront to give a semblance of progress and to delay progress in 
nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet Union presented its policy regarding the limitation of 
conventional weapons as a comprehensive approach, as evidenced by its 
numerous proposals for efforts at a global level in the General Assembly 
and elsewhere. The USSR stated that it kept open the door to negotia
tions and reaffirmed its willingness to seek an agreement with the other 
permanent members of the Security Council and other militarily signifi
cant States to freeze—on a reciprocal basis— armed forces and conven
tional armaments.

The matter of arms transfers was referred to by several represen
tatives as well as by the Secretary-General. The latter, in his report on the 
work of the Organization, recalled that in the Final Document of 1978, 
the General Assembly had called for consultations among major arms- 
supplier and recipient countries to limit transfers of conventional 
weapons, but as yet no concrete follow-up action had been taken. The
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Secretary-General suggested that the two Governments concerned should 
give careful thought to the possibility of reviving the bilateral talks on 
conventional arms transfers which had been suspended in 1978. He fur
ther suggested that the scope of those talks could eventually be enlarged, 
perhaps within the framework of the Committee on Disarmament, to 
cover multilateral aspects and to include representation of recipient as 
well as supplier countries.

In the First Committee, the USSR noted the Secretary-General’s 
appeal and reminded members that it had proposed repeatedly to the 
United States the resumption of the dialogue on the question. However, 
far from responding to Soviet proposals, the representative of the USSR 
declared, the United States had openly avowed its reliance on the traffic 
in arms as an instrument of its foreign policy. The USSR reaffirmed its 
readiness to resume Soviet/United States negotiations on the matter.

Australia, Chile, Egypt, Ghana, Indonesia, Peru, Togo and Uganda 
were among the countries that expressed concern at the transfers of con
ventional weapons, particularly in cases where such transfers provided 
materiel beyond the needs of self-defence or where their supply had 
replaced productive and useful development assistance. Sweden, observ
ing that many developing countries felt they had to spend scarce 
resources on the import of weapons, believed that it would be desirable 
to promote limitations on, and to establish guidelines for, international 
arms transfers and that the United Nations would be a suitable forum for 
that task.

The matter of regional disarmament attracted specific comment. 
Greece, on behalf of the European Community, recalled that the General 
Assembly had, on a number of occasions, unanimously stressed the 
importance of the regional approach; the Ten appealed to Governments 
and relevant regional institutions to intensify their consultations in order 
to agree, within their own framework, on disarmament measures. 
Austria, Pakistan, Portugal and the Soviet Union were among those 
members which recommended the regional approach as a potentially 
important means of limiting and reducing armed forces and convention^ 
armaments and contributing to peace and security. The USSR pointed 
out that such an approach would make it possible to take into account 
the inherent peculiarities of a region, and thus to elaborate more far- 
reaching measures.

In the regional context, many States commented on developments 
in Europe. The primary preoccupation was the situation of the bilateral 
negotiations between the United States and the USSR concerning the 
deployment of intermediate-range nuclear forces (see chapter V), 
but beyond that issue several points were made on the Vienna Talks 
on Mutual Reduction of Forces and Armaments and Associated 
Measures in Central Europe, the Madrid Conference on Security and 
Co-operation in Europe and the forthcoming Stockholm Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament in 
Europe.
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Poland regretted the absence of a positive response to the latest 
comprehensive proposals advanced in the Vienna T^ks by the Eastern 
European States. The Soviet Union attached great importance to the 
negotiations and, since 1973, it observed, the Warsaw Treaty par
ticipants had submitted more than 20 compromise proposals. Early in 
1983, they had proposed a draft agreement providing for the reduction 
over a period of three years of NATO and Warsaw Treaty armed forces 
in Central Europe to equal collective limits of 900,000 on each side, irre
spective of the differences in the data on the numbers of troops both sides 
had at the beginning of the process, while each would determine for itself 
the necessary magnitude of reduction. The proposal also contained an 
extensive set of confidence-building measures and verification arrange
ments.

The United States recalled that in 1982 the Western side had put for
ward a new initiative to give momentum to the Vienna Talks. That initia
tive would bind parties in the Central European zone of reductions, in 
one agreement, to undertake substantial and immediate reductions to 
meet specified manpower ceilings, thereby meeting what the Soviet 
Union had alleged was a major concern of the other side. However, a 
positive response from the Soviet Union and its allies was still awaited. 
The United Kingdom stated that in the Vienna Talks, as in so many other 
negotiations, there must be assurance that any agreement would be 
balanced and verifiable. Accordingly, it was necessary to insist that the 
numbers of forces on both sides be agreed prior to their reduction and 
that the forces be reduced in a manner that could be properly verified. 
Greece, speaking on behalf of the Ten, stated that the fact could not be 
ignored that serious differences of opinion prevailed on the subject of 
verification.

There were several expressions of hope for the Conference 
on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament in 
Europe, due to open in Stockholm on 17 January 1984. Denmark, 
Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia were among those that looked forward to a con
structive and, hopefully, successful conference. Norway emphasized that 
it was essential to prevent the Conference from developing into a fruitless 
exercise on general principles and declaratory proposals. Measures 
should be designed to create more transparency and predictability in the 
military field; in particular, they should be designed to reduce the danger 
of surprise attacks and the use of military force for political purposes. 
The United States believed that the Conference should not try to 
duplicate the work of other security negotiations, but could make a 
valuable contribution by negotiating measures designed to decrease the 
possibility of a surprise attack in Europe, to reduce the risk of war by 
accident or miscalculation and to improve the channels of communica
tion during times of crisis. The Soviet Union shared the view that the 
Conference had an important role to play in reducing the level of military 
confrontation in Europe. The first stage of that process should be the 
discussion and adoption of confidence- and security-building measures
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covering the whole continent and the adjacent sea and ocean areas and 
airspace. It hoped that the Conference would be conducted in a business
like manner; for its part, the USSR would do its utmost to ensure 
success.

Two draft resolutions were placed before the First Committee in 
connection with the limitation of conventional weapons and regional 
measures of disarmament.

On 11 November, Austria, Belgium, Cuba, Denmark, Finland, 
France, the German Democratic Republic, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom and 
Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution entitled “United Nations Con
ference on Prohibitions and Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 
Indiscriminate Effects”, which was subsequently sponsored also by New 
Zealand. In connection with the proposal, the General Assembly had 
before it a report of the Secretary-General'^ in which, as depositary 
of the Convention, he informed the Assembly of the state of adherence 
to the Convention and its Protocols. Specifically, the Assembly was 
informed that the condition required by the Convention, namely, the 
deposit of the twentieth instrument of ratification, having been fulfilled 
on 2 June 1983, the Convention and its three annexed Protocols would 
enter into force six months after that date, on 2 December 1983.

On 15 November the sponsors of the draft resolution submitted a 
revised version in which the words “general agreement on” were added to 
the first line of the third preambular paragraph (see below). Subsequently 
sponsored also by Costa Rica, Ecuador and Viet Nam, the revised draft 
resolution was introduced by the representative of Nigeria in the First 
Committee on 17 November. In noting the sponsors’ pleasure at the 
imminent entry into force of the Convention, Nigeria drew particular 
attention to the fact that the draft resolution urged those States which 
had not yet become parties to exert their best endeavours to do so as early 
as possible. The sponsors also hoped that the possibility of further 
restrictions and prohibitions of use of other specific types of conven
tional weapons would be kept open for future negotiations and 
agreements.

Speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, the Soviet Union 
stated that it did not object to adoption of the draft resolution by consen
sus and that it fully supported operative paragraph 1 of the draft. At the 
same time, the Soviet representative wished to emphasize again that his 
country had proposed that further steps be taken, for example, to pro
hibit or limit the use of phosphorous munitions against human targets. 
He pointed out that with the entry into force of the Convention, there 
would be no obstacle to talks on additional protocols to it.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
21 November without a vote and adopted by the General Assembly on

13 A/38/405.
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15 December, also without a vote, as resolution 38/66. It reads as 
follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 32/152 of 19 December 1977, 35/153 of 12 December 1980, 

36/93 of 9 December 1981 and 37/79 of 9 December 1982,
Recalling with satisfaction the adoption, on 10 October 1980, of the Convention on 

Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be 
Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects, together with the 
Protocol on Non-Detectable Fragments (Protocol I), the Protocol on Prohibitions or 
Restrictions on the Use of Mines, Booby Traps and Other Devices (Protocol II) and the 
Protocol on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Incendiary Weapons (Protocol III),

Reqffirming its conviction that general agreement on the prohibition or restriction of 
use of specific conventional weapons would significantly reduce the suffering of civilian 
populations and of combatants.

Taking note with satisfaction of the report of the Secretary-General,
1. Notes with satisfaction that an increasing number of States have either signed, 

ratified, accepted or acceded to the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use 
of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to 
Have Indiscriminate Effects, which was opened for signature in New York on 10 April 
1981;

2. Further notes with satisfaction that, upon the fulfilment of the conditions set out 
in article 5 of the Convention, the Convention and the three Protocols annexed thereto 
entered into force on 2 December 1983;

3. Urges all States that have not yet done so to exert their best endeavours to become 
parties to the Convention and the Protocols annexed thereto as early as possible, so as to 
obtain ultimately universal adherence;

4. Notes that, under article 8 of the Convention, conferences may be convened to 
consider amendments to the Convention or any of the annexed Protocols, to consider addi
tional protocols relating to other categories of conventional weapons not covered by the ex
isting annexed Protocols, or to review the scope and operation of the Convention and the 
Protocols annexed thereto and to consider any proposal for amendments to the Convention 
or to the existing annexed Protocols and any proposals for additional protocols relating to 
other categories of conventional weapons not covered by the existing annexed Protocols;

5. Requests the Secretary-General as the depositary of the Convention and its three 
annexed Protocols, to inform the General Assembly from time to time of the state of 
adherence to the said Convention and its Protocols;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate 
Effects”-

On 11 November, 30 countries submitted a draft resolution entitled 
“Regional disarmament”, which was subsequently also sponsored by a 
further 5 countries.’̂  The draft resolution was introduced in the First 
Committee on 15 November by the representative of Belgium, who 
stated that it was designed essentially to ensure the implementation of 
General Assembly resolution 37/100 F, which had encouraged regional

Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Costa Rica, Czechoslo
vakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Greece, Guatemala, Ireland, Italy, Liberia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Singapore, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom, 
Uruguay and Zaire.
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initiatives and been adopted unanimously in 1982. The sponsors believed 
that the international community should be informed formally of the 
convening of the Conference on Confidence- and Security-building 
Measures and Disarmament in Europe. In addition, they hoped that in 
the future the General Assembly would have a document covering all 
activities related to the regional approach to disarmament, including 
communications from Governments and regional institutions on the 
measures they were taking, and also information from the Department 
for Disarmament Affairs regarding its activities in the field of the 
regional approach to disarmament.

In connection with the subject, the General Assembly had before it a 
report of the Secretary-General*^ consisting of a compilation of com
ments by Member States submitted pursuant to resolution 37/100 F.

Before the vote in the First Committee, India explained that it would 
abstain on the draft resolution, claiming that there was a compelling 
need to maintain the focus on issues of the highest priority, namely, the 
nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament. Only a 
global approach could have a chance of success; in the nuclear age there 
could not be a piecemeal approach to disarmament in geographical 
terms, nor could a regional view be tenable.

Subsequently, Greece, on behalf of the European Community, 
expressed the hope that the General Assembly would adopt the draft 
resolution unanimously, observing that while growing weapons stock
piles should be seen in a global context, the regional approach to dis
armament might often be relevant and was therefore justified. The Ten 
also wished to express satisfaction about the preparations for the 
Stockholm Conference, and would try to ensure that confidence- and 
security-building measures significant for all of Europe would be 
adopted in its first stage.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
21 November without a vote, and adopted by the General Assembly on 
15 December, also without a vote, as resolution 38/73 J. It reads as 
follows:

The General Assemblyy
Recalling its resolution 37/100 F of 13 December 1982 on regional disarmament,
1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on the status of this question;
2. Takes note also of the fact that, at the request of the States having participated in 

the Madrid meeting of representatives of the participating States of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe, held from 11 November 1980 to 9 September 1983, 
on the basis of the provisions of the Final Act relating to the follow-up to the Conference, 
the Government of Spain has transmitted the Concluding Document of this meeting to the 
Secretary-General;

3. Expresses its satisfaction^ in this connection, at the convening at Stockholm of the 
Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, 
commencing on 17 January 1984, as a substantial and integral part of the multilateral pro
cess initiated by the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe;

15 A/38/376 and Add.l and 2.
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4. Takes note also of the proposals made in the context of regional disarmament 
since the adoption of its resolution 37/100 F;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the General Assembly regularly informed 
on the implementation of resolution 37/100 F, as well as on the activities carried out by the 
Secretariat, in particular the Department for Disarmament Affairs, and the United Nations 
Institute for Disarmament Research, in the field of the regional approach to disarmament;

6. Decides to include in the agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item entitled 
“Regional disarmament: report of the Secretary-General”.

A third resolution related to conventional disarmament was adopted 
by the General Assembly as resolution 38/188 A. By that resolution, the 
General Assembly extended by a year the mandate of the study being 
carried out by the Secretary-General with the assistance of the Group of 
Experts on All Aspects of the Conventional Arms Race and on Disarma
ment relating to Conventional Weapons and Armed Forces. For details 
of the General Assembly’s consideration of that resolution, see chap
ter XXIII.

Conclusion

As each year goes by it would seem that the subject of limiting and 
reversing the conventional arms race gradually gains more attention. 
While there are some who hold to the view that nothing must be allowed 
to divert energies away from efforts to find agreements on measures of 
nuclear disarmament, at the same time the incidence of conventional 
conflict continues to grow and the toll of death and destruction mounts 
as a result of the use of conventional weapons, mainly in developing 
countries.

Current technological development, moreover, resulting in weapons 
of ever-increasing sophistication and lethality, is having a great effect on 
the conventional armaments of the two major alliances. In addition, 
transfers of sophisticated arms from industrialized countries, together 
with the development of indigenous arms production facilities in 
developing countries, are leading to a rapid spread of modern weapons 
to many parts of the world.

However, the subject of regulating conventional arms is beset with 
sensitive political problems. The complex nature of tensions within each 
region, the sovereign right to self-defence, national pride, the develop
ment of indigenous technology, the right to measures of collective secu
rity, the implications of arms transfers for suppliers and for recipients, 
and —for the nuclear-weapon States—the relationships within their force 
structures between nuclear and conventional weapons —all of these 
illustrate but some of the many interweaving factors that complicate the 
prospects for conventional disarmament. Overarching all has been a con
tinuing tense relationship between certain major Powers, particularly, of 
course, the Soviet Union and the United States. In such circumstances, it 
must inevitably be difficult for the international community to address 
the sensitive problems involved. Indeed there has, as yet, been no inter
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national consensus that these problems should be addressed, either on a 
global or on a regional basis.

As of the end of 1983, therefore, there was little cause for optimism 
that the continuing accumulation and use of conventional weapons 
would be halted in the near future.
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C H A P T E R  X V I I I

Reduction of military budgets

Introduction

T h e  p r o b l e m  o f  r e d u c i n g  m il it a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s  has been addressed 
by the United Nations for more than three decades. Twenty-six' General 
Assembly resolutions and 13 studies^ on the subject and closely related 
problems carried out under the Organization’s auspices bear testimony to 
the United Nations eflforts to cope with a question that is of growing con
cern to the international community and to the general public.

In 1973, a Soviet initiative making the first specific approach to the 
subject led to the adoption by the General Assembly of resolution 3093 A 
(XXVIII), which called upon the five permanent members of the Security

 ̂ Twenty-four of the resolutions, adopted up to the end of 1982, are: 380 (V) of 
17 November 1950; 914 (X) of 16 December 1955; 1516 (XV) of 15 December 1960; 1837 
(XVII) of 18 December 1962; 2387 (XXIII) of 19 November 1968; 2602 E (XXIV) of 
16 December 1969; 2667 (XXV) of 7 December 1970; 2685 (XXV) of 11 December 1970; 
2831 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971; 3075 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973; 3093 A and B 
(XXVIII) of 7 December 1973; 3462 (XXX) and 3470 (XXX) of 11 December 1975; 31/68 
of 10 December 1976; 32/75 of 12 December 1977; 33/67 of 14 December 1978; 34/83 F of
11 December 1979; 35/142 A and B of 12 December 1980; 36/82 A and B of 9 December 
1981; and 37/95 A and B of 13 December 1982. The two resolutions adopted in 1983 are 
discussed in this chapter.

2 Economic and Social Consequences o f Disarmament (United Nations publication. 
Sales No. E.62.IX.1); Economic and Social Consequences o f the Arms Race and o f 
Military Expenditures (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.72.IX.16); Disarmament 
and Development (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.73.IX.1); Reduction o f 
Military Budgets o f States Permanent Members o f the Security Council by 10 per cent and 
Utilization o f Part o f the Funds Thus Saved to Provide Assistance to Developing Countries 
(United Nations publication. Sales No. E.75.I.10); Reduction o f Military Budgets: 
Measurement and International Reporting o f Military Expenditures (United Nations 
publication. Sales No. E.77.I.6); “A comparative study of global military expenditures and 
development assistance since 1945 as stated in available official and unofficial sources” 
(Background paper prepared by the Secretariat), Official Records o f the General Assembly» 
Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/S-10/1), vol. V, document A/AC. 187/73; 
“Reduction of military budgets: report of the Secretary-General” (A/32/194 and Add.l); 
Economic and Social Consequences o f the Arms Race and o f Military Expenditures 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.78.IX.1); “Reduction of military budgets: report 
of the Secretary-General”, Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Ses
sion, Supplement No. 6 (A/S-10/6 and Corr. 1 and Add. 1); Reduction o f Military Budgets, 
International Reporting o f Military Expenditures (United Nations publication. Sales 
No. E.81.1.9); The Relationship between Disarmament and Development (United Nations 
publication. Sales No. E.82.IX.1); Reduction o f Military Budgets: Refinement o f Interna
tional Reporting and Comparison o f Military Expenditures (United Nations publication. 
Sales No. E.83.IX.4); and Economic and Social Consequences o f the Arms Race and o f 
Military Expenditures (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.83.IX.2).
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Council to reduce their military budgets by 10 per cent and allocate a part 
of the funds thus saved for the provision of development assistance to 
developing countries. The other four permanent members of the Council 
objected to the Soviet proposal for various reasons. In the same year, on 
the basis of a proposal submitted by Mexico, the Assembly also adopted 
resolution 3093 B (XXVIII), pursuant to which the Secretary-General, 
assisted by qualified experts, prepared a report on the subject.^

The General Assembly since then has sought to develop, through 
further studies and surveys, a standardized instrument for defining, 
measuring and reporting military expenditures. In 1976, the Assembly 
considered, on the basis of one of the studies,^ a matrix-cum-questionnaire 
to be used as the instrument of a standardized reporting system. On the 
basis of the reconmiendations^ of an intergovernmental group of experts, 
the General Assembly, by resolution 32/85, adopted in 1977, requested 
the Secretary-General to determine which countries would be prepared to 
participate in an experimental test of the reporting instrument.

Following the tenth special session of the General Assembly, in 
1978, which stressed in its Final Document® the importance of reducing 
global military expenditures, the Assembly adopted, at its regular session 
the same year, resolution 33/67, by which it requested the Secretary- 
General to conduct a practical experimental test of the reporting instru
ment and thereby develop recommendations for its implementation, and 
forward them to the Assembly in 1980. Pursuant to the resolution, the 
Secretary-General appointed an Ad Hoc Panel on Military Budgeting for 
that purpose. The following year, on the basis of a Romanian initiative, 
the General Assembly adopted resolution 34/83 F, by which it requested 
the Disarmament Commission to undertake an examination of eflFective 
ways and means of achieving agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise 
restrain military expenditures.

At its session in 1980, the Disarmament Commission’s deliberations 
on the subject revealed differences of opinion concerning, in particular, 
the use of a standardized instrument for reporting military expenditures. 
A number of recommendations on the subject, which reflected those 
differences, were agreed to, by consensus, and included in the Commis
sion’s report to the General Assembly.^ The General Assembly, at its 
regular session that year, by resolution 35/142 A, requested the Commis
sion to continue its deliberations and to develop principles which should 
govern further actions of States in freezing and reducing military expen
ditures, keeping in mind the possibility of embodying such principles in a 
document. The Assembly also considered the report of iht AdHoc Panel 
on Military Budgeting.®

3 A/9770/Rev. 1; later published as a United Nations publication, Sales No. E.75.1.10. 
 ̂A/31/222/Rev. 1; later published as a United Nations publication. Sales No. E.77.I.6. 

5 See A/32/194 and Add.l.
 ̂See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 

No. 4 (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, paras. 89 and 90.
7 See ibid., Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/35/42), sect. IV, para. 21; the 

recommendations are reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 5: 1980, chap. XX, annex 11.
® A/35/479; later published as a United Nations publication. Sales No. E.81.1.9.
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The Ad Hoc Panel had concluded that the experimental test, in 
which 14 Member States participated, showed that the proposed report
ing instrument’ was viable. It provided a practical basis for taking appro
priate decisions to implement a system of international standardized 
reporting of military expenditures. The Panel also recommended a fur
ther study on the problems involved in comparing the military budgets of 
diflFerent countries and those likely to arise in the field of verification.

By resolution 35/142 B, the General Assembly recommended that 
all Member States make use of the reporting instrument to report their 
military expenditures annually to the Secretary-General. It also requested 
the Secretary-General, with the assistance of an ad hoc group of qualified 
experts, to further refine the reporting instrument in the light of sugges
tions received from States in the course of its regular implementation and 
to suggest solutions to the problems of comparison and verification of 
military expenditures. The Secretary-General was requested to report on 
the implementation of those tasks to the General Assembly at its twelfth 
special session.

In the 1981 session of the Disarmament Commission, a joint initia
tive by Romania and Sweden was the focus of intensive discussions. It 
envisaged the adoption of certain principles regarding military budget 
reductions, possibly in the form of a declaration. Unable to arrive at con
sensus, the Commission decided to recommend continuation of its delib
erations in 1982. It annexed to its report to the Assembly a background 
paper listing some of the principles and ideas submitted by members. 
At its thirty-sixth session, the General Assembly, by resolution 36/82 A, 
requested the Disarmament Commission to continue with its efforts to 
reach agreement on the principles that should govern military expen
diture reductions. By another resolution, 36/82 B, based on a Swedish 
initiative, it also stressed the need for wider use of the reporting instru
ment, reiterating its recommendation that all Member States use it to 
report annually to the Secretary-General, by April 30, their military 
expenditures in the latest fiscal year for which data was available. In fact, 
21 States had used it to report their military expenditures by 30 April
1981.

In 1982, the Commission’s Working Group on military budgets 
exchanged views on the background paper annexed to the previous year’s 
report and other proposals and ideas submitted by members. Once again 
unable to reach agreement, the Commission recommended, in its report 
to the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, that it be allowed 
to continue its work at its next substantive session, in 1983.“

 ̂The “Instrument for standardized international reporting of military expenditures”, 
which is in the form of a grid or matrix, is discussed and reproduced in The Yearbook, 
vol. 5: 1980, chap. XX and its annex ill; it has remained essentially similar since that time.

*0 See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-sixth Session, Supplement 
No. 42 (A/36/42), para. 20 and annex I. (The background paper of the Chairman of the 
Working Group on the reduction of military budgets is reproduced in The Yearbook, 
vol. 6: 1981, chap. XIX, annex II.)

See ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 3 (A/S-12/3), para. 25.
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At its twelfth special session, in 1982, the Assembly did not take any 
specific action on the question of reducing military budgets. However, in 
its Concluding Document it noted that the “vastly increased military bud
gets since 1978” represented a huge and growing diversion of human and 
material resources that constituted a “colossal waste of precious 
resources which might otherwise be used to elevate the living standards 
of all peoples”.’̂

Pursuant to resolution 35/142 B, the Group of Experts on the 
Reduction of Military Budgets reported to the Assembly‘s at its twelfth 
special session. The report contained a discussion of two related prob
lems: the first concerned alternative methodologies to be used in making 
international and intertemporal comparisons of military expenditures, 
and the second related to verification of agreements that might be con
cluded on the reduction of military budgets. The Group also recom
mended certain minor changes in the use of the reporting instrument. In 
addition to recommending that it be used by an ever-increasing number 
of States from dijBFerent geographic regions and with different budgeting 
and accounting systems, the Group recommended further study of the 
problem of comparing military expenditures. In particular, it suggested 
consideration of the possibility of constructing price indices and 
purchasing-power parities for military expenditures of different countries 
in order to facilitate valid comparisons among them.

Later in the year, at its regular session, the General Assembly 
adopted two resolutions on the reduction of military budgets. By resolu
tion 37/95 A, adopted without a vote, it requested the Disarmament 
Commission to continue, in 1983, its eflForts to elaborate the principles 
that should govern actions of States in freezing and reducing military 
expenditures. The Assembly also declared once again its conviction that 
it was possible by international agreements to reduce military budgets 
without impairing the right of States to security, self-defence and 
sovereignty. By resolution 37/95 B, adopted by a vote of 96 to 13, with 9 
abstentions, the Assembly stressed the need for wider participation by 
States in the international reporting system and requested the Secretary- 
General to invite Member States to submit suggestions on practical 
means to promote that goal. The Assembly also reiterated its recommen
dation that all Member States should make use of the reporting instru
ment. Finally, it requested the Secretary-General, with the assistance of a 
group of qualified experts and the voluntary co-operation of States, to 
undertake the task of constructing price indices and purchasing-power 
parities for the military expenditures of participating States, to keep the 
Assembly informed of its progress and to submit a final report to the 
Assembly at its fortieth session, in 1985.

•2 Ibid., Annexes, agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32, para. 61. 
(The Concluding Document is reproduced in extenso in The Yearbooky vol. 7: 1982, appen
dix I.)

•3 Ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 7 (A/S-12/7); later published as a 
United Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.4.
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Consideration by the Disarmament Commission, 1983

At its substantive session held in May-June 1983, the Disarmament Com
mission, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 37/95 A, had a 
twofold item on the reduction of military budgets on its agenda, worded, 
as in other recent years, as follows:

5. Reduction of military budgets:
(a) Harmonization of views on concrete steps to be undertaken by States regarding a 

gradual, agreed reduction of military budgets and reallocation of resources now 
being used for military purposes to economic and social development, particularly 
for the benefit of developing countries, noting the relevant resolutions of the Gen
eral Assembly;

(^) Examination and identification of eflfective ways and means of achieving 
agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain, in a balanced manner, military 
expenditures, including adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all par
ties concerned, taking into account the provisions of General Assembly resolu
tions 34/83 F, 35/142 A, 36/82 A and 37/95 A, with a view to identifying and 
elaborating the principles which should govern further actions of States in the 
field of the freezing and reduction of military expenditures, keeping in mind the 
possibility of embodying such principles into a suitable document at an ap
propriate stage.

In the course of a general exchange of views'^ on 10 and 11 May, a 
number of members made references to the Commission’s efforts to 
reduce military budgets. Romania recalled that for three sucessive years, 
it had reduced its defence expenditures, and had decided recently to 
freeze them at the 1982 level until 1985. It expressed its conviction that a 
freeze on military expenditures and their gradual reduction would con
tribute, in a concrete way, to the establishment of a balance of military 
forces at lower levels of armaments, thereby strengthening security by 
curbing the arms race and creating the necessary conditions for overcom
ing the world economic crisis.

Recalling its 1981 joint initiative with Sweden**̂  and points found in 
1982 resolution 37/95 A, Romania noted that the basic elements that 
ought to guide the Commission’s work had been identified: the urgency 
of the need to freeze and reduce military budgets; the identification and 
elaboration of principles that should govern a freeze and reductions, 
viewing all efforts to deal with the technical aspects of the subject as 
mutually complementary in that process; an emphasis on the respon
sibilities of nuclear-weapon and other militarily important States; and, 
finally, recognition that the elaboration of the principles could contribute 
to the harmonization of views and mutual trust necessary to achieve 
agreements. Romania believed that it was possible for the Commission at 
its 1983 session, on the basis of a constructive and flexible approach, to 
finalize the principles upon which a freeze and reduction of military 
budgets would be based.

See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement 
No. 42 (A/38/42), para. 10.

*5 A/CN.IO/PV.66 and 67 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
A/CN. 10/26; the paper is reproduced in Official Records o f the General Assembly, 

Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 42 (A/38/42), annex XI.
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Sweden observed that world military expenditures were expected to 
exceed $800 billion in 1983, representing an immoral waste of global 
resources in a world where every fifth human being lived in poverty, and 
where a child died of hunger or illness every other second. According to 
Sweden, the enormous resources spent on the military had not led to a 
safer world. A number of other States also included in their interventions 
passing references to the economic burden or waste of military spending 
and its detrimental eflfect on socio-economic development. Yugoslavia 
observed that it was time for the Commission, having been seized of the 
subject for four years, to harmonize positions and identify ways of 
achieving a reduction in military expenditures. It was convinced that the 
reallocation of the resources thus released would contribute greatly to 
world-wide development, particularly in the developing countries.

The United States, noting that the question had long been on the 
Commission’s agenda and questioning the value of further discussion, 
recalled that it had consistently emphasized that the consideration of 
reductions was necessarily dependent upon the participation of all States 
in the reporting of military expenditures, and that the General Assembly 
had repeatedly endorsed that goal. It recalled the proposal which Presi
dent Reagan had announced at the Assembly’s twelfth special session, in
1982, on the convening of an international conference to give added im
petus to such reporting. While it would continue to seek practical pro
gress towards that end in accordance with the United Nations format, the 
United States held that until realistic comparison and verification became 
possible, it could not seriously support a continuation of work on the 
elaboration of principles. It could not see any prospect for reducing 
military budgets until States took at least the first step of revealing that 
basic element of their military data.

The Soviet Union stated that for many years it had declared its will
ingness to seek flexible and mutually acceptable ways of resolving the 
problem of reducing military budgets and had submitted well-known 
proposals to that end at the United Nations. In January 1983, the USSR 
and its allies had again proposed and appealed*’ to the NATO countries 
to seek a practical agreement not to increase military expenditures and, 
subsequently, to reduce them either in percentage or absolute terms. The 
agreement should include all militarily significant States, and the 
resources released would be used for economic and social development. 
The USSR stated that the reason there had been no progress was that a 
number of States were refusing to achieve that kind of practical agree
ment. Proposals for machinery for comparing military budgets, in its 
view, must be considered as a stratagem for evading their reduction. If 
States had the political will to reduce their military budgets, not much 
time would be required to arrive at an agreement. In the absence of such 
a will, however, the intricate accounting machinery would be used to in
crease distrust and suspicion, thus prolonging the problem.

For the text of the Political Declaration of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, 
see A/38/67-S/15556 and Corr.l.
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Among other Eastern European States, Bulgaria expressed itself 
firmly in favour of a reduction of military expenditures and, as a first 
step, advocated freezing them. Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic 
Republic and Mongolia also stressed the urgent need for the non-increase 
and subsequent reduction of military expenditures. Underscoring the im
portance of political will, they believed that the proposal made by the 
Warsaw Treaty parties, referred to above, should be acted upon. Czech
oslovakia hoped that appropriate negotiations would be embarked upon 
without further ado.

Cuba spoke of the wastefulness, human costs and dangers of the 
arms race and military expenditures. In its view, the reduction of military 
budgets was a subject that could not be divorced from the arms race and 
general and complete disarmament. It was apparent that there was an 
urgent need to halt the increase in military budgets and make efforts to 
devote the resources thus released to the economic development of na
tions, particularly the developing countries.

India stated that since the security situation facing various States in 
different parts of the world was not similar and changed over time in 
response to various factors, it did not favour the formulation of a docu
ment containing principles that would be universally applicable to mili
tary budget reductions by all States. Rather, it contended that the freez
ing and reduction of military expenditures must be conceived of in the 
context of a global approach to disarmament and of established objec
tives, principles and priorities. Moreover, measures adopted with that 
aim must be interrelated with other disarmament measures in the context 
of progress towards general and complete disarmament. India also 
favoured a practical programme to reallocate resources from military to 
economic and social development, particularly for the benefit of develop
ing countries. Egypt, also linking the reduction of military budgets to 
complete disarmament, felt that the subject would not constitute any real 
problem if there was a positive political will in that direction. Until such 
intentions were indicated, however, it hoped that the Disarmament Com
mission would be able to arrive at a consensus on the question of prin
ciples.

On 9 May, the Commission established an informal open-ended 
working group —as in the previous two years —(Working Group I) to con
sider the question of mihtary budget reductions. The Working Group 
held 14 meetings between 12 and 31 May under the chairmanship of 
Mr. Ion Diaconu of Romania. It conducted its deliberations on the basis 
of a background paper, annexed to the report of the Disarmament Com
mission to the General Assembly at its twelfth special session,’* contain
ing some of the proposed principles and ideas which should govern fur
ther actions of States in freezing and reducing military expenditures. In 
addition, members also referred to working papers submitted in previous

See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 3 (A/S-12/3), annex II. See also footnote 10.
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years, namely, that submitted jointly by Romania and Sweden in 1981,’’ 
and another submitted by India in 1982. °̂ Two new working papers were 
put forward in 1983. One,^‘ submitted by Australia, Belgium, Canada, 
France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, outlined 
the position of the Western countries in general. According to their view, 
an agreed and balanced reduction of military expenditures would only be 
possible if it were based on the principles of transparency and com
parability. The elaboration of agreed methods for measuring and com
paring military expenditures between different periods of time and be
tween countries representing different geographic regions and budgeting 
systems' Was thus considered a necessary condition for meaningful 
negotiations on balanced reductions of military budgets. That would re
quire the regular availability of significant and reliable data on military 
expenditures, in a format suitable for international comparison. The 
working paper, therefore, urged the systematic use, by an increasing 
number of States, of the instrument for the standardized reporting of 
military expenditures established by the United Nations, as an important 
first step. Stressing that agreements to reduce military expenditures 
should contain adequate measures of verification, the proposal added 
that the use of the reporting instrument was a necessary pre-condition, 
although not sufficient in itself for such agreements.

The other new working p a p e r , s ub mi t t e d  by Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary and 
Polandi took a different viewpoint. Arguing that urgent measures were 
necessary to curb the rapid increase in military expenditures and to 
reduce them, it urged that negotiations on the non-increase and reduc
tion of military budgets be commenced without delay or any pre
conditions, and stated that conceptions of openness and transparency of 
military expenditure data were aimed at distracting attention from effec
tive disarmament measures. It further argued that data on armaments 
belonging to different social systems were not exactly comparable, and 
that attempts to compare military expenditures in capitalist economies 
with those in socialist planned economies would lead to lengthy disputes 
involving practical and theoretical problems that would be almost impos
sible to resolve. On the other hand, it stated that existing global figures 
were completely sufficient for the purpose of concluding effective expen
diture reduction agreements. It observed, in addition, that the States 
which published some details beyond what was international custom did 
not deal with the economic and other consequences of armaments, nor 
were their officially registered appropriations accurate. The working 
paper concluded by stating that the curbing and subsequent reduction of 
military expenditures could not be achieved by abstract discussions about 
data. Instead, it would be timely to concentrate on practical steps

See footnote 16.
20 The paper is reproduced in Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth 

Session, Supplement No, 42 (A/38/42), annex XII.
21 Ibid., annex IX.
22 Ibid.y annex X.
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towards initiating sincere negotiations. The only prerequisite, according 
to the paper, was the political willingness of all States concerned.

During its meetings, the Working Group proceeded with the sub
stantive work of identifying and elaborating the principles that should 
govern a reduction of military budgets. Proposals and suggestions were 
made to reconcile conflicting positions, but no consensus could be reached 
as they remained effectively unchanged. Following the discussion, the 
Chairman of the Working Group submitted a working paper containing 
a set of suggestions for the formulation of several of the proposals and 
ideas that had been considered. His suggestions, together with the other 
working papers, proposals and ideas submitted to the Working Group, 
were intended to serve as the basis for further reflection and the con
tinuation of activity on the subject.

The text of the Chairman’s paper^  ̂ reads as follows:

1. Concerted efforts should be made by all States, in particular by those States with 
the largest military arsenals, and by the appropriate negotiating forums, with the objective 
of concluding international agreements to freeze and reduce military budgets, including 
adequate verification measures acceptable to all parties. Such agreements should contribute 
to genuine reductions of armed forces and armaments of States parties, with the aim of 
strengthening international peace and security at lower levels of armed forces and arma
ments.

2. All efforts in the field of freezing and reduction of military expenditures should 
take into account the principles and provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and the 
relevant paragraphs of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General 
Assembly (resolution S-10/2).

3. Pending the conclusion of agreements to freeze and reduce military expenditures, 
all States, in particular the most heavily armed States, should exercise self-restraint in their 
military expenditures.

4. The reduction of military expenditures should be implemented gradually and in a 
balanced manner, either on a percentage or on an absolute basis mutually agreed, so as to 
ensure that no individual State or group of States may obtain advantages over others at any 
stage, and without prejudice to the right of all States to undiminished security, to 
sovereignty and to undertake the necessary measures of self-defence.

5. The freezing and reduction of military budgets should be achieved in accordance 
with the principle of the greatest responsibility. Therefore, the freezing and reduction of the 
military budgets should be implemented in stages, beginning with nuclear-weapon States 
and other militarily significant States.

6. Human and material resources released through the reduction of military expen
ditures should be devoted to economic and social development in the world, particularly for 
the benefit of the developing countries.

7. Negotiations on freezing and reduction of military budgets would be facilitated by 
the elaboration of agreed methods of comparing military expenditures between periods of 
time and between different countries, as well as by using an agreed instrument for reporting 
in a standardized manner the actual military budgets.

8. In the process of negotiations on freezing and reduction of military budgets, a 
reasonable amount of data on the military budgets should be made available by the partici
pating States. In this respect, the participating States may use the standardized interna
tional reporting instrument established in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 
35/142 B or any other methods agreed among them.

Ibid.y annex XIII.
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9. Each State party to an agreement of reduction of military expenditures will iden
tify armaments and military activities which will be subject to physical reductions within 
the limits provided for in the agreement.

10. Agreements on the freezing and reduction of military expenditures should be sub
ject to strict and efficient verification. The agreements to freeze and reduce military expen
ditures should contain adequate measures of verification, satisfactory to all parties, in order 
to ensure that their provisions are strictly applied and fulfilled by all States parties.

11. Unilateral measures undertaken by States concerning the freezing and reduction 
of military expenditures, especially when they are followed by similar measures adopted by 
other States on the basis of mutual example, could contribute to favourable conditions for 
the negotiation and conclusion of international agreements to freeze and reduce military 
expenditures.

12. Confidence-building measures could help to create a political climate conducive 
to freezing and reduction of military expenditures.

13. The United Nations should play a central role in orienting, stimulating and initi
ating negotiations on freezing and reducing military expenditures, and all Member States 
should co-operate with the Organization as among themselves, with a view to solving the 
problems implied by this process.

14. The freezing and reduction of military expenditures may be achieved, as appro
priate, on a global, regional or subregional level, with the agreement of all States concerned.

15. The agreements on freezing and reduction of military budgets should be inter
related with measures of disarmament, within the context of progress towards general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control. The reduction of military bud
gets should therefore be complementary to agreements of the limitation of armaments and 
disarmament and should not be considered as a substitute for such agreements.

16. This declaration should be regarded as a firm political commitment to start nego
tiations on the freezing and reduction of military expenditures as soon as possible.

On 2 June, the Commission adopted, by consensus, the report^^ of 
the Working Group, which contained the following recommendations:

20. In the light of its consideration of agenda item 5(a) and (d), the Disarmament 
Commission recommends that the General Assembly should request the Disarmament 
Commission to continue, at its next substantive session, the consideration of this agenda 
item, including consideration of the Chairman’s suggestions as well as other proposals and 
ideas on the subject matter, with the view to further identifying and elaborating the prin
ciples which should govern further actions of States in the field of freezing and reduction of 
military expenditures, keeping in mind the possibility of embodying such principles in a 
suitable document at an appropriate stage.

21. The Disarmament Commission also recommends that at its next substantive ses
sion, further consideration should be given to other proposals and ideas, as well as recom
mendations, including those contained in document A/CN. 10/35.

Following the adoption of the Commission’s report to the General 
Assembly, a number of members commented further^ ̂ on the Commis
sion’s work on the reduction of military budgets. Sweden regretted that, 
once again, no agreement could be reached on the freezing and reduction 
of military expenditures. It believed the question of openness to be im
portant and that future discussions on the subject would be greatly facili
tated through wider participation in the ongoing work on the reporting 
and comparison of military budgets. In its opinion, it should be possible

^  See id/i/.. Supplement No. 42 (A/38/42), sect. IV, para. 23; the report consists of 21 
integral paragraphs.

25 A/CN.10/PV.69 and 70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum.
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to agree on the need for reliable and comparable data to enable relevant 
negotiations to go forward.

Speaking on behalf of the members of the European Community, 
the Federal Republic of Germany emphasized their view that a mutually 
agreed reduction of military expenditures, without detriment to any 
country’s national security, would help curb the arms race and increase 
the possibility of reallocating resources to economic and social develop
ment. The Ten held that the endeavour should be based on a procedure 
providing for adequate comparability and verification, and that the 
standardized reporting system constituted an important first step in that 
direction. They regretted that one group of States had so far refused to 
participate in the implementation of that system. The Ten also hoped 
that all States would participate in the future in the discussion of the 
principles of transparency, comparability and verification set forth in the 
working paper that had been submitted by a number of countries. The 
United States was convinced that those principles were critical to any 
agreement and believed also that there was a need for new initiatives to 
give a fresh impetus towards universal reporting of military expendi
tures, such as, for example, an international conference on the subject.

Hungary recalled the proposals put forward by the USSR and other 
Eastern European States and observed that, in spite of those clear-cut 
and constructive proposals, no practical progress had been made towards 
a real reduction of military budgets. It admonished those States, includ
ing some permanent members of the Security Council, which, in its opin
ion, were refusing to reach a practical understanding and disguising their 
unwillingness by setting unjustifiable pre-conditions. The USSR com
mented that Western delegations had tried to conceal their absence of 
desire to reduce military expenditure by discussions on openness, 
transparency, comparability, accountability and so forth.

China was of the view that the super-Powers should take the lead in 
drastically reducing their military budgets, since they accounted for more 
than 50 per cent of global military spending. Other countries could sub
sequently join them in reducing military expenditures in stages, accord
ing to appropriate ratios and procedures. China stressed that such a 
process of reductions should be carried out in conjunction with measures 
for nuclear and conventional disarmament. Moreover, measures to re
duce military budgets should in no way prejudice the self-defence and 
security capabilities of third world countries, since those capabilities 
were still inadequate.

Brazil argued that experience had shown that the nuclear-weapon 
States, whose military expenditures were continuing to increase, did not 
seem to accept their special responsibilities for reducing them: they were 
primarily concerned with confrontation between their alliances. It believed 
that the differences apparent in the proposals examined at the current ses
sion of the Commission did not augur well for future work. It therefore 
felt that perhaps the Commission should aflFord Governments some time 
for reflection, and that the General Assembly might wish to wait for one
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to two years before requesting the Disarmament Commission to resume 
its work on the question.

In its concluding statement, India argued that the Working Group 
on the reduction of military budgets had managed to create a fagade of 
progress by engaging in an intellectually stimulating but politically futile 
exercise of considering governing principles for that purpose. That exer
cise merely served to distract attention from the urgent need for concrete 
measures to freeze and reduce military budgets. It held that the delibera
tions of the Working Group had proved the validity of India’s position 
and hoped that the Commission would concentrate its attention on such 
concrete measures.

The work of the Group of Experts on 
the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1983

In 1983, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 37/95 B, the 
Secretary-General appointed the Group of Experts on the Reduction of 
Military Budgets, consisting of seven experts drawn from all geographic 
regions; the members are listed in the annex to this chapter. The Group 
met twice in 1983, from 7 to 11 March and from 8 to 19 August, holding 
26 formal meetings as well as a number of informal ones. In its report for 
the year, entitled “Progress report on the construction of price indices 
and purchasing-power parities for military expenditures”,̂ ® the Group 
stated that at its second session, in August, it had examined replies 
received from 21 countries in response to a note verbale sent in April by 
the Secretary-General to all Member States with a view to ascertaining 
which of them would be willing to assist the Group in the discharge of its 
mandate.

Of the 21 countries that replied, 10̂ ’ indicated their willingness to 
participate in an exchange of data for the exercise. Although the Group 
felt that it would be highly desirable to obtain wider participation which 
would include countries in all geographic regions and with different 
accounting and budgeting systems, it was at the same time of the view 
that the number of participating States constituted sufficient ground for 
proceeding with its task. At its second session, the Group prepared initial 
requests for information from the participating States; it stated in the 
report that the successful completion of its task depended heavily on its 
ability to obtain the necessary data. The Group observed that in view of 
the complexity and scale of its data collection efforts, further needs were 
anticipated, primarily during 1984, for which resources should be pro
vided, in addition to those currently allocated for statistical and computer 
services.

A/38/354 and Corr. 1, annex.
2"̂ Those countries were: Australia, Austria, Canada, Finland, Germany, Federal 

Republic of, Italy, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom and United States.
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Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

Although the reduction of military budgets was not a specific item on the 
agenda of the Committee on Disarmament in 1983, a number of mem
bers referred to the question in their statements in plenary meetings.^*

Speaking for the Federal Republic of Germany, the Vice-Chancellor 
and Foreign Minister advocated transparency with regard to world-wide 
expenditure on armaments and the relationship between arms spending 
and expenditure on economic and social development. In that context, he 
recalled his earlier proposal for a twofold register showing spending on 
armaments and on development aid, as well as one on arms exports and 
imports. Noting that for three successive years the Federal Republic had 
been reporting its military expenditures through the standardized report
ing system established by the United Nations, he stressed that the system 
could be successful only if the members of the Warsaw Treaty organiza
tion also participated in it. Similarly, the Foreign Minister of Belgium 
referred to the need of the major alliances for mutual knowledge of 
respective defence efforts and stated that the reporting instrument offered 
one possibility for progress in that direction. At the same time, Belgium 
emphasized that it was necessary to have an instrument of comparability 
that would make it possible to carry on negotiations on the reduction of 
military budgets in a climate of trust.

Romania believed that the adoption of measures to freeze military 
expenditures at their current level and to achieve a 10-15 per cent reduc
tion of them by the end of the decade would be of vital importance in 
reducing international tension and the danger of war. It supported the 
idea that the Committee should take up the question of a reduction of 
military budgets in the near future, after the elaboration of principles 
and the resolution of other technical problems currently under considera
tion.

Algeria, France, India, Kenya and Pakistan, among others, expressed 
general concern about the costly and dangerous economic and social 
consequences of the high level and rate of growth of military spending, 
or emphasized the primacy of disarmament within the context of 
development.

India, for instance, was of the view that expenditures on arma
ments, which accounted for 5 per cent of the world gross domestic prod
uct in 1982, had played a major role in bringing about inflation and what 
it called the worst global economic recession since the early 1930s. It 
argued that significant disarmament measures, implemented on an 
urgent basis, could be a factor in reversing the adverse implications of 
the situation both for disarmament and for development in developing 
countries. After reviewing the overall history of calls for the reduction 
of military budgets in the United Nations, Kenya noted the inclusion of 
that item and of disarmament and development in the Committee’s

See Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement
No. 27  (A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. I-V.
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“decalogue” (see page 15 above). It noted that the most earnest call for 
disarmament in favour of development had always come from the third 
world, and cited statistical evidence attesting to the enormous financial 
and human resources wastefully squandered on the arms race. It felt that 
reductions in military spending and the redeployment of resources to 
social and economic development would not only increase the prospects 
for resumed growth in the world economy, but also convert to civilian 
uses scientific and technological resources being used for military pur
poses, and would also facilitate the attainment of the new international 
economic order.

According to Yugoslavia, the increase in military spending that was 
under way threatened the economic security of all countries by aggravat
ing the protracted crisis of the world economy. That entailed grave politi
cal and social consequences, particularly for developing countries.

The representative of Pakistan, speaking as Chairman of the Com
mittee for July, stated that the magnitude of the expenditure on arma
ments presented a chilling contrast with the situation in most parts of the 
world, where hundreds of millions lived shelterless and hungry. Such 
misuse of resources could only sharpen the already dangerous polariza
tion of the world, he added.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

1983 marked the tenth year the General Assembly had an item concern
ing the reduction of military budgets on its agenda. In addition to the 
report of the Disarmament Commission, discussed above, other docu
ments that the Assembly considered pursuant to resolution 37/95 B were:
(a) the report of the Secretary-General entitled “Views of States on prac
tical means of promoting the wider participation of States in the interna
tional system of standardized reporting of military expenditures”,”  con
taining responses by Austria, the Dominican Republic, Finland, France, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, Kenya, Portugal, Sweden and 
the United States; (b) the report of the Secretary-General’" on the con
struction of price indices and purchasing-power parities for military 
expenditures”; and (c) the latest report of the Secretary-General’’ entitled 
“Military expenditures in standardized form reported by States”, which 
contained responses from 23 countries.

As in previous years, the general debate in the Assembly and deliber
ations in the First Committee indicated the growing concern of many 
Member States about the implications—both for international peace and 
security and for the world economy—of the growth and magnitude of 
world military expenditures. At the same time opinions continued to

A/38/353 and Corr.l and Add.l.
30 A/38/354 and Corr.l.
3' A/38/434; reports were received from: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, 

Colombia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Thailand, 
Togo, Turkey, United Kingdom and United States.
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differ as to the best or most expeditious means of curbing and reducing 
spending on armaments.

In the general debate ,m any  speakers, including several heads of 
State or Government, deplored the tragic and irrational waste of 
resources on armaments and underscored the importance of the relation
ship between disarmament and development. President Mubarak of 
Egypt, for instance, observed that world expenditure on armaments in
1982 equalled the incomes of two billion people living in the 50 poorest 
countries in the world. Any effort to achieve general disarmament, in his 
view, should stem from an appreciation of the interrelationship between 
disarmament, international security and development. President 
Kyprianou of Cyprus said that the arms race depleted the strength of 
those with the material and technical resources to contribute to the im
provement of the quality of life globally. It was inadmissible that famine, 
poverty, illiteracy and disease should still be plaguing a significant por
tion of the world’s population.

In further discussing the disarmament-development link. President 
Mitterrand of France stated that the essential issue was how to use 
resources that would be released by a gradual but methodical reduction 
in military expenditures of the small number of major Powers to foster 
development in the third world and, through reductions and conversions, 
to ensure favourable economic effects also for the military Powers. He 
proposed that action be taken in two stages. First, there should be a 
meeting —which France was prepared to host —of major military Powers 
to discuss the problems posed by the link between disarmament and 
development and the creation of an international fund for the benefit of 
development. As a second stage, those countries would do preparatory 
work for a conference on disarmament and development open to all 
Members of the United Nations and, in the course of their work, would 
identify an initial series of targets for transfers of resources for the 
benefit of development.

Prime Minister Jugnauth of Mauritius and Commander Ortega 
Saavedra of Nicaragua also deplored the waste and squandering of 
resources on armaments in a world where poverty, malnutrition and lack 
of medical attention were major problems. President Nyerere of the 
United Republic of Tanzania highlighted the contrast between the $850 
billion spent on arms in 1982 and the $36 billion of official development 
assistance granted by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Coun
tries (OPEC) and the Organization for Economic Co-operation and De
velopment (OECD). He noted that the super-Powers accounted for over 
half of total world military expenditure and that a sizeable proportion of 
the rest derived among their allies. President Pereira of Cape Verde 
stressed that a climate of detente and disarmament and a renunciation of 
the arms race would be conducive to the rational utilization of the poten
tial of the scientific and technological revolution for the benefit and well

32 Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings,
5th to 33rd and 103rd meetings.
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being of all mankind. Prime Minister Somare of Papua New Guinea 
observed that no one could be said to be immune from the dangers 
of war or the economic consequences of the arms race. The President 
of the Council of State of Poland, Henryk Jablonski, believed that 
an immediate agreement to not increase military expenditures and to 
take concrete measures for their subsequent reduction would constitute a 
turning-point in eflForts to overcome the pursuit of military superiority 
and illusory security.

Bangladesh, for its part, noted the discrepancy between spending on 
armaments and on development, and stated that one way to promote dis
armament and divert resources to development would be the institution 
of measures of international taxation on expenditures on nuclear arma
ments. Bolivia regarded the fact that the equivalent of the annual budget 
of the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) was absorbed by the 
arms race in a mere five hours as a reason for deep concern and reflec
tion. Senegal observed that official development assistance from all 
sources as of the end of 1983 was the equivalent of what the world spent 
on the military in only 18 days.

In the discussion in the First Committee,^^ Australia expressed the 
view that any really significant increase in the flow of economic aid from 
developed to less developed countries was unlikely to take place unless 
the former reduced their military budgets. Similarly, Ireland emphasized 
the importance of achieving effective disarmament measures which 
would free resources for reallocation to economic and social purposes. 
Bhutan, Ecuador and Mozambique expressed similar sentiments. Bhutan 
looked to the major military Powers to set the trend by agreeing to fteeze 
and subsequently reduce their military budgets. Nepal argued that 
although the primary effort should be to reduce the armed forces and 
armaments of the nuclear-weapon and othfer major Powers, one could 
not overlook the growing tendency among developing countries to increase 
their military expenditures, thus diverting their scarce resources from 
critical development needs and generating regional tensions.

As to the more specific aspect of the modalities of achieving limita
tions and reductions of military expenditures, there were significant 
differences in the positions among different Member States. Western 
countries generally continued to stress the utility of the standardized 
reporting system and further efforts to make military expenditures more 
amenable to comparison and verification. They viewed that as an impor
tant first step in any endeavour to reduce military budgets. Greece, in that 
context, stated that the members of the European Community welcomed 
the General Assembly’s acknowledgement of the importance of the 
standardized reporting system and earnestly hoped that a group of coun
tries which had not participated in it up to that time would do so as soon 
as possible. The Ten regarded the system as an important confidence- 
building measure which could improve the climate for disarmament.

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee^ 3rd to 33rd and 40th meetings, and 
ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle  ̂ corrigendum.
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Austria, Italy and Norway expressed similar views, with Norway adding 
that it was also prepared to support other measures such as the convening 
of a conference on military expenditures.

The Soviet Union and Eastern European States also reaffirmed their 
position. The USSR put forward the view that the history of the subject 
of the reduction of military budgets furnished vivid examples of the man
ner in which an obsession with studies could be detrimental to practical 
steps to curb the arms race. Recalling its 1973 initiative on the question, 
it observed that in the 10 years that had elapsed since that time, no real 
progress had been achieved. It argued that proposals concerning “account
ing models” and “comparability” were aimed exclusively at avoiding a 
solution to the problem and distracting attention from the massive 
military buildup in the NATO countries. It proposed that the General 
Assembly call upon the permanent members of the Security Council and 
other militarily significant States to agree not to increase their military 
expenditures after 1 January 1984, and to agree on specific measures for 
subsequent practical and mutual reductions in expenditures which could 
include reductions in both percentage and absolute terms, as the Soviet 
Union had previously proposed. Funds released as a consequence of such 
reductions would be used for economic and social development, includ
ing that of developing countries. Czechoslovakia and the Ukrainian SSR 
expressed similar views. Czechoslovakia recalled that about 80 per cent 
of military expenditures was on conventional weapons and stated that 
the NATO countries, for a whole decade, had rejected constructive pro
posals while taking a decision to increase their expenditures by 3 per cent 
per annum in real terms.

Romania referred to a proposaP^ which its President had sent to the 
Presidents of the USSR and the United States in which he called, inter 
alia, for the two unilaterally to freeze their military budgets at 1983 
spending levels for the next two years and to begin negotiations on reduc
tions of their military expenditures. Cuba favoured an immediate freeze 
which, it felt, would create a favourable climate for subsequent reduc
tions of the military budgets of all nuclear-weapon States and members 
of the two principal military alliances. It held that insistence on trans
parency and comparability of military expenditures, which was a difficult 
and inaccurate exercise in the best of circumstances, served only to make 
a solution more difficult.

The Sudan, as one among the group of countries first to use the 
reporting instrument to report its military expenditures to the Secretary- 
General, appealed to all States, particularly those with large military 
arsenals, to make every effort to reach international agreements to reduce 
spending on armaments, that would lead to the genuine reduction of 
forces and the consequent strengthening of international security. The 
Dominican Republic supported all efforts for the limitation of military 
budgets, including the objectives of resolution 37/95 B, and stated that it 
was in an excellent position to co-operate with the Group of Experts on

^  See A m n i s ,
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the Reduction of Military Budgets in its efforts to construct price indices 
and purchasing-power parities for military expenditures.

On 11 November, Austria, Bangladesh, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Indo
nesia, Ireland, Nigeria, Peru, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, the Sudan, 
Sweden and Uruguay submitted a draft resolution on the reduction of 
military budgets, which was subsequently also sponsored by Colombia 
and Malta.

In introducing the draft resolution on IS November, Romania 
observed that, like previous years’ resolutions, it envisaged a continua
tion of efforts to reduce military budgets at two levels. First, the General 
Assembly would reiterate its appeal to all States, particularly the most 
heavily armed ones, to exercise restraint in their military spending, pend
ing the conclusion of agreements on the reduction of such expenditures. 
Secondly, it would call on the Disarmament Commission to continue to 
work towards the identification and elaboration of the principles which 
should govern further actions of States in freezing and reducing their 
military expenditures. The adoption of such principles, Romania added, 
would contribute to harmonizing the positions of States and would pro
mote the confidence necessary to reach relevant agreements. The spon
sors of the proposal were of the firm conviction that it would be possible 
to begin negotiations and reach specific agreements to reduce military 
expenditures only through a constructive and flexible approach, one 
which would encourage a convergence of the various views on ways of 
proceeding in a sensitive area. They also hoped that the non-controver- 
sial nature of the resolution’s provisions would facilitate its adoption by 
consensus.

Also on 11 November, a second draft resolution was submitted by 
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Finland, 
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Nor
way, Romania, the Sudan and Sweden. Subsequently, New Zealand and 
Uruguay also became sponsors. Sweden, in introducing the resolution on 
17 November, noted that one example of the progress on the question 
was the adoption by the General Assembly, in 1980, of a standardized 
system for international reporting of military expenditures. It observed 
that, while not many States had so far participated in the reporting, the 
system was still at an early stage. It then stressed that the main objective 
of the whole exercise was to promote international agreements to freeze, 
reduce or otherwise restrain military expenditures. If and when Member 
States, particularly the most heavily armed ones, were to attempt seriously 
to negotiate such agreements, the existing reporting system would pro
vide a necessary basis, as they would need to know what the expenditures 
were and how they would be defined in the context of an agreement. It 
was therefore important to preserve and further improve the system 
through continuous and possibly growing participation by States in its 
implementation. Thus, by operative paragraph 2 of the draft the 
Assembly would stress the need for the broadest possible participation, 
and by operative paragraph 3 it would recommend that all States use the
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reporting instrument to report their military expenditures annually to the 
Secretary-General.

On 25 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
introduced by Romania, as its sponsors had hoped, without a vote. At 
the same meeting it approved that introduced by Sweden by a recorded 
vote of 78 to 12 (including Eastern European States, except Romania), 
with 8 abstentions.

In explaining its position on both drafts, prior to the voting, Brazil 
emphasized that measures to reduce military budgets should be taken 
first by the nuclear-weapon Powers. Although it would adhere to the 
consensus on the first draft resolution, it would abstain on the second, 
since that proposal did not stress the special responsibility borne by the 
nuclear-weapon States.

Following the voting, countries clarified their positions. The Ger
man Democratic Republic, which voted against the second draft resolu
tion, held that, given the necessary political will, agreements to freeze or 
reduce military budgets could be readily attained, and that pre
conditions for negotiations, such as demands for transparency and 
agreement on reporting, comparison and verification, prevented such 
negotiations. In the event of an agreement, the German Democratic 
Republic, no less than other States, would be interested in ensuring that 
all parties had assurances as to its observance. But it did not regard the 
draft resolution as being of the kind that contributed to progress in 
reducing military budgets.

India had abstained on the second draft resolution and would have 
done so on the first had it been voted upon, because it could not endorse 
the premise that all States, rather than just five or six militarily significant 
ones, were somehow responsible for the phenomenon of rising military 
expenditures. It also felt that exercises such as that endorsed by the 
second draft resolution served to deflect attention from the principal 
issues.

Several countries explained their support of the consensus on the 
first resolution and their affirmative votes on the second. The Nether
lands stated that it had not opposed the consensus on the first draft 
resolution but would have abstained had it been put to a vote. While it 
favoured a mutually agreed, gradual reduction of military budgets, it 
also believed that such a measure would be meaningful only if it were 
adequately verifiable. Accordingly, it had always contributed to eflForts to 
render military budgets more amenable to comparison and verification, 
and regretted that States of one particular group—including a sponsor of 
the draft resolution—continued to refuse to report their military expen
ditures. According to the Netherlands, the negative votes on the second 
draft resolution, cast by States of the same group, showed that they were 
not serious about reductions in military budgets but only paid lip-service 
to that valuable idea. The United Kingdom, supporting the consensus on 
the proposal introduced by Romania, stated that principles alone could 
not build confidence. For that reason, it too had consistently advocated 
the use of the reporting system by a larger number of States and welcomed
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the second draft resolution’s emphasis on that point. It expressed its 
disappointment, however, that no Warsaw Treaty country had partici
pated in the reporting system. Recalling the reservations it had expressed 
about the price-indexing and purchasing-power parity exercise requested 
in resolution 37/95 B of the previous year, the United Kingdom stated 
that although it thought that further work on that question was neces
sary, the limited participation in the exercise had led it to believe that it 
would be difficult to justify its completion on the scale suggested by the 
Chairman of the Group of Experts.

The United States also welcomed the second draft’s emphasis on the 
need for wider use of the reporting instrument, and asserted that if agree
ments on reductions were to become more than a theoretical possibility, 
it was essential to have data on national military budgets and a method 
for establishing their comparability. In joining the consensus on the first 
draft, the United States understood that the resolution’s acknowledge
ment of the many activities being carried out in the area of military 
budget reductions specifically included those concerning participation in 
the reporting system and efforts to resolve comparison and verification 
problems. France stated that it had supported the consensus on the draft 
resolution introduced by Romania, in spite of some reservations, in view 
of Romania’s sponsorship also of the second draft resolution. France 
understood that to mean that Romania subscribed to the provisions of 
that draft resolution concerning wider participation in the reporting 
system, and hoped that Romania would itself participate in it. Yugo
slavia, which voted in favour of the draft resolution presented by 
Sweden, stressed that it could be useful and effective only if all countries, 
primarily the leading Powers and other militarily significant States, par
ticipated in the reporting system.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted both draft resolu
tions. The draft resolution introduced by Romania was adopted, again 
without a vote, as resolution 38/184 A. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Deeply concerned about the ever-spiralling arms race and growing military expendi

tures, which constitute a heavy burden for the economies of all nations and have extremely 
harmful effects on world peace and security,

Reaffirming once again the provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, according 
to which the gradual reduction of military budgets on a mutually agreed basis, for example 
in absolute figures or in terms of percentage, particularly by nuclear-weapon States and 
other militarily significant States, would contribute to curbing the arms race and would 
increase the possibilities for the reallocation of resources now being used for military pur
poses to economic and social development, particularly for the benefit of the developing 
countries.

Recalling that at its twelfth special session, the second special session devoted to dis
armament, all Member States unanimously and categorically reaffirmed the validity of the 
Final Document of the Tenth Special Session, as well as their solemn commitment to it.

Recalling also the Declaration of the 1980s as the Second United Nations Disarmament 
Decade, in which it is provided that during this period renewed efforts should be made to 
reach agreement on the reduction of military expenditures and the reallocation of resources
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thus saved to economic and social development, especially for the benefit of developing 
countries,

Recalling further the provisions of its resolution 34/83 F of 11 December 1979, subse
quently reaffirmed in its resolutions 35/142 A of 12 December 1980, 36/82 A of 9 December 
1981 and 37/95 A of 13 December 1982, in which it considered that a new impetus should 
be given to the endeavours to achieve agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain, in 
a balanced manner, military expenditure, including adequate measures of verification 
satisfactory to all parties concerned.

Aware of the various proposals submitted by Member States and of the activities car
ried out so far within the framework of the United Nations in the field of the reduction of 
military budgets.

Convinced that identification and elaboration of the principles which should govern 
further actions of States in freezing and reducing military budgets could contribute to har
monizing the views of States and create confidence among them conducive to achieving 
international agreements on the reduction of military budgets.

Considering that the identification and elaboration of the principles which should 
govern further actions of States in freezing and reducing military budgets and the other cur
rent activities within the framework of the United Nations related to the question of the 
reduction of military budgets should be regarded as having the fundamental objective of 
reaching international agreements on the reduction of military expenditures,

Taking note of the report of the Disarmament Commission on the work accomplished 
during its session in 1983 on the item entitled "Reduction of military budgets”,

1. Declares once again its conviction that it is possible to achieve international agree
ments on the reduction of military budgets without prejudice to the right of all States to 
undiminished security, self-defence and sovereignty;

2. Reaffirms that the human and material resources released through the reduction of 
military expenditures could be reallocated for economic and social development, particu
larly for the benefit of the developing countries;

3. Calls upon all Member States, in particular the most heavily armed States, to rein
force their readiness to co-operate in a constructive manner with a view to reaching 
agreements to freeze, reduce or otherwise restrain military expenditures;

4. Appeals to all States, in particular to the most heavily armed States, pending the 
conclusion of agreements on the reduction of military expenditures, to exercise self- 
restraint in their military expenditures with a view to reallocating the funds thus saved to 
economic and social development, particularly for the benefit of developing countries;

5. Requests the Disarmament Commission to continue, at its 1984 substantive ses
sion, the consideration of the item entitled **Reduction of military budgets”, including con
sideration of the suggestions of the Chairman of the working group, as well as other pro
posals and ideas on the subject-matter, with a view to further identifying and elaborating 
the principles which should govern further actions of States in the field of freezing and 
reduction of military expenditures, keeping in mind the possibility of embodying such prin
ciples in a suitable document at an appropriate stage;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Reduction of military budgets**.

The draft resolution, introduced by Sweden, was adopted by a 
recorded vote of 116 to 13, with 8 abstentions. Resolution 38/184 B reads 
as follows:

The General Assembly,
Deeply concerned about the arms race and present tendencies to increase further the 

rate of growth of military expenditures, its deplorable waste of human and economic 
resources and its potentially harmful effects on world peace and security.

Considering that a gradual reduction of military expenditures on a mutually agreed 
basis would be a measure that would contribute to curbing the arms race and would in
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crease the possibilities of reallocating resources now being used for military purposes to 
economic and social development, particularly for the benefit of the developing countries, 

Convinced that such reductions could and should be carried out on a mutually agreed 
basis without detriment to the national security of any country,

Reqffirming its conviction that provisions for defining, reporting, comparing and veri
fying military expenditures will have to be basic elements of any international agreement to 
reduce such expenditures.

Recalling that an international system for the standardized reporting of military expen
ditures has been introduced in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 35/142 B of
12 December 1980, and that annual reports on military expenditures are now being received 
from a number of Member States,

Considering that a wider participation in the reporting system of States from different 
geographic regions and representing different budgeting systems would promote its further 
refinement and would, by contributing to greater openness in military matters, increase 
confidence between States,

Noting, in this connection, the proposal to convene an international conference on 
military expenditures.

Recalling its resolution 37/95 B of 13 December 1982, in which the General Assembly 
requested the Secretary-General, with the assistance of a group of qualified experts and 
with the voluntary co-operation of States, to undertake the task of constructing price in
dices and purchasing-power parities for the military expenditures of participating States, 

Considering that a wide participation in this exercise is essential for achieving the most 
useful results possible.

Noting that in the progress report of the Secretary-General, in which the Group of 
Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets established that a direct contact between its 
members and the voluntarily participating Member States is vital for the work of the 
Group,

Emphasizing that all above-mentioned activities and initiatives, as well as other ongoing 
activities within the United Nations related to the reduction of military budgets, should 
have the fundamental objective of facilitating future negotiations aimed at the conclusion 
of international agreements on the reduction of military expenditures,

1. Takes note with appreciation of the report of the Secretary-General containing the 
replies received in 1983 from Member States in the framework of the above-mentioned 
reporting system and with the submitted data arranged by the Secretariat according to 
statistical practice, and of the report of the Secretary-General containing views and sugges
tions of States on practical means of promoting the wider participation of States in the 
international system of standardized reporting of military expenditures;

2. Stresses the need to increase the number of reporting States with a view to the 
broadest possible participation from different geographic regions and representing different 
budgeting systems;

3. Reiterates its recommendation that all Member States should report annually, by 
30 April, to the Secretary-General, using the reporting instrument, their military expen
ditures for the latest fiscal year for which data are available;

4. Also takes note with appreciation of the progress report of the Secretary-General 
on the ongoing exercise undertaken in pursuance of paragraph 5 of General Assembly 
resolution 37/95 B;

5. Reiterates its invitation to all Member States to participate in the above-mentioned 
exercise;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Group of Experts on the Reduction 
of Military Budgets with sufficient financial and other resources for the carrying out of its 
complex tasks as outlined in the progress report of the Secretary-General;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “Reduction of military budgets”.
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Conclusion

In the course of 1983, the United Nations continued to grapple, unsuc
cessfully, with the complex problems involved in limiting and reducing 
military budgets and with the related objective of diverting resources 
from the arms race for the purpose of promoting economic and social 
development.

For the third year in succession, the Disarmament Commission 
strove to reach agreement on the principles that should govern the fur
ther actions of States in the freezing and reduction of military expen
ditures. Discussions in the Working Group established for that purpose 
revealed continuing, irreconcilable diflFerences among individual member 
States and groupings. The working papers submitted by Western and 
Eastern European States, in particular, prominently highlighted those 
diflFerences.

The extent and growth of world military expenditure was a source of 
considerable concern in 1983. In their deliberations, many countries 
deplored the tragic waste of human and material resources on the arms 
race. Military spending was seen as being directly related to—even one of 
the primary reasons for —exacerbation of the global economic crisis, the 
slow pace of development, and international tensions. Many States 
therefore regarded limitations on and reductions of military expenditures 
as imperative.

Pursuant to resolutions 38/184 A and B adopted by the Assembly at 
the end of the year, the Disarmament Commission may be expected in
1984 to continue its endeavours in the field of the reduction of military 
budgets, and the Group of Experts will continue with its task of con
structing price indices and purchasing-power parities to enable the com
parison of national military expenditures.

ANNEX

Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets

Vito Caporaso, Italy Daniel Gallik, United States
Hans Christian Cars, Sweden Stefan O. Mateescu, Romania
Jos6 A. Encinas del Pando, Peru Victor O. Odeka, Nigeria

Benjamin Parwoto, Indonesia
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C H A P T E R  X I X

Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace

In tro d u c tio n

T h e  question  o f  establishing  a  zone  o f  peace  in  the  In d ia n  O cean  
w as inc luded  in  th e  ag en d a  o f  th e  G enera l A ssem bly  fo r th e  first tim e in 
1971, u n d er an  item  en titled  “D ec la ra tio n  o f  the  In d ian  O cean  as a  zone 
o f  peace”, a t th e  request o f  Sri L an k a , la te r jo in ed  by th e  U nited  
R epub lic  o f  T anzania.*  A s a  resu lt o f  th a t in itia tive , th e  G eneral 
A ssem bly  ad o p ted  reso lu tio n  2832 (XXVI), by w hich th e  In d ian  O cean , 
w ith in  lim its to  be determ ined , to g e th er w ith  th e  airspace above an d  the  
ocean  floor su b jacen t th e re to , w as designated  fo r  all tim e as a  zone o f  
peace. T he  A ssem bly  also  csilled u p o n  th e  g rea t P ow ers to  en ter in to  co n 
su lta tions w ith  th e  li tto ra l S ta tes o f  th e  In d ian  O cean  w ith  a  view to  
ha lting  th e  fu rth e r  esca la tion  o f  th e ir  m ilita ry  presence th e re  an d  to  elim 
ina ting  fro m  th e  a rea  all bases, m ilita ry  in sta lla tions an d  logistical supply  
facilities, nuclea r w eapons an d  o th e r  w eapons o f  m ass d es truc tion . 
F u rth e rm o re , it called  u p o n  th e  litto ra l a n d  h in te r lan d  S tates, th e  p e rm a 
n en t m em bers o f  the  Security  C ounc il an d  o th e r  m a jo r  m aritim e users o f  
th e  In d ian  O cean  to  en ter in to  co n su lta tio n s a im ed a t th e  im p lem en ta tion  
o f  th e  D ec lara tio n  w hereby  {a) w arsh ips an d  m ilita ry  a irc ra ft w ould  n o t 
use th e  In d ian  O cean  fo r any  th re a t o r  use o f  fo rce aga inst any  litto ra l o r 
h in te rlan d  S tate; (6 ) th e  righ t to  free an d  u n im peded  use o f  th e  zone by 
th e  vessels o f  all n a tio n s  w ou ld  be ensured ; an d  (c) in te rn a tio n a l agree
m en t w ould  be reached  fo r th e  m a in tenance  o f  th e  In d ian  O cean  as a 
zone o f  peace.

In 1972, by its resolution 2992 (XXVII), the General Assembly 
established the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, consisting of 
Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, the United Republic of Tan
zania, Yemen and Zambia, to study practical measures to achieve the 
objectives of the Declaration. The number of its members has been in
creased at various subsequent dates from 15 to 47. Its composition in 
1983 is given in the following section.

Since 1973, consideration of the question of the Indian Ocean by the 
General Assembly has generally taken place in connection with the 
annual reports of the Ad Hoc Committee. In 1974, the General Assembly

• For details, see The United Nations and Disarmament: 1970-1975 (United Nations 
publication, Sales No. E.76.IX.1, chap. XI).
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requested the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to enter 
into consultation with a view to convening a conference on the Indian 
Ocean. In 197S, it noted that those States had reached agreement in prin
ciple on such a conference and invited all States, in particular the great 
Powers and the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, to co-operate 
with the Ad Hoc Committee. In 1977, the Assembly requested the Ad  
Hoc Committee to make preparations for a meeting of the littoral and 
hinterland States as a step towards convening the expected conference.

The proposal concerning a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean was 
mentioned in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, in 1978.  ̂ At its regular session that year, the 
Assembly, by resolution 33/68, decided to convene a meeting of the litto
ral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean in 1979. That Meeting, in 
its Final Document, included in the report of the Meeting to the General 
Assembly,’ made recommendations on the convening of a full confer
ence on the Indian Ocean, and also enumerated principles of agreement 
for the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone 
of Peace.

Also in 1979, the General Assembly, by resolution 34/80 B, decided 
to convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean in 1981 at Colombo and 
to enlarge the Ad Hoc Committee further, inviting the permanent 
members of the Security Council and major maritime users of the Indian 
Ocean to serve on it and participate in its work, particularly in the con
text of preparations for the Conference. In 1980, the General Assembly, 
by resolution 35/150, requested the Ad Hoc Committee, inter alia, to 
finalize the preparations for the Conference, including the dates for its 
convening.

Since 1981, thsAdHoc Committee has been unable to make definite 
progress in the preparations for the Conference or to finalize its dates. 
That year, the General Assembly, by resolution 36/90, requested the Ad  
Hoc Committee to continue its efforts to achieve the necessary harmoni
zation of views on the relevant issues, and to make every effort to accom
plish the necessary preparatory work for the Conference, including the 
consideration of its convening not later than the first half of 1983.

At its twelfth special session, in 1982, the General Assembly had 
before it the special report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean,^ in which, inter alia, it recommended that the Assembly, at that 
session, might wish to make specific recommendations to facilitate the 
expeditious discharge by the Committee of its mandate and to implement 
resolution 36/90. Although the Assembly did not take any action on the 
question at that time, the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special

2 See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 4 (A/S-10/4), para. 64.

3 Ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 45 (A/34/45 and Corr.l); the pro
ceedings and report of the Meeting are summarized in The Yearbooky vol. 4: 1979, 
chap. XX.

 ̂See Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Supplement 
No. 5 (A/S-12/5).
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Session recommended that all items on which decisions had not been 
reached should be taken up at the thirty-seventh session of the Assembly 
for further consideration.’

During the course of 1982, the Ad Hoc Committee was again unable 
to reach consensus on finalizing the dates for convening the Conference 
in 1983. In view of that, the General Assembly, by resolution 37/96, 
which was practically identical with resolution 36/90, requested the Ad  
Hoc Committee to continue its work on the necessary harmonization of 
views and to make every effort to complete the preparatory work for the 
Conference, including consideration of its convening not later than the 
first half of 1984.

Consideration by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1983

Pursuant to resolution 37/96, by which the General Assembly renewed 
its mandate, the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean* held three ses
sions in 1983, from 31 January to 9 February, from 11 to 22 April and 
from 12 to 22 July, as well as two additional meetings, on 15 and 30 No
vember. At the last meeting, the Committee adopted its report to the 
General Assembly.’ As in previous years, the report contained a draft 
resolution, recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee, for adoption by the 
Assembly. In accordance with resolution 34/80 B, the /foe Committee 
had decided to recommend the United Arab Emirates, which had applied 
for membership, for appointment as a member of the Committee, and 
the President of the General Assembly, on 11 May, appointed it as an 
additional member. The Committee was unable, in the time available, to 
reach consensus on the applications for participation in its work made by 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Hungary, Mongolia and Viet 
Nam.

As before, the main task of the Ad Hoc Committee in 1983 was to 
do preparatory work for the convening of the Conference on the Indian 
Ocean. Consequently, it dealt with the substantive and organizational 
issues related to the Conference in accordance with resolution 37/96, in
cluding consideration of dates for its convening in 1984. That was done 
on the understanding, announced by the Chairman in connection with 
the adoption of the agenda, that substantive issues related to the zone of 
peace would be taken up before consideration of organizational issues, 
that adequate time would be devoted to substantive issues without pre

5 Ibid., Annexes, agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32, para. 64. 
s The composition of the Committee in 1983 was: Australia, Bangladesh, Bulgaria, 

Canada, China, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, German 
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic ReRublic of), Iraq, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Liberia, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mauritius, Mozambique, Netherlands, Norway, Oman, Pakistp, Panama, 
Poland, Romania, Seychelles, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, USSR, 
United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia and Zambia.

7 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 29 
(A/38/29).
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eluding sufficient work on organizational matters and that the Committee 
would give consideration to all documents placed before it by its 
members.

Two basic approaches regarding the Conference on the Indian 
Ocean continued to prevail in the discussion. Most of the non-aligned 
members, supported by the Eastern European States, held that the Com
mittee should finalize the dates for the Conference as soon as possible 
and begin practical preparations, including discussion on its draft agenda 
and other substantive and organizational matters, with the aim of 
holding it not later than the first half of 1984. Those members also 
expressed the view that the continued deterioration of the political and 
security climate had established the urgency of the early convening of the 
Conference, and that the creation of a zone of peace in accordance with 
the 1971 Declaration would, inter alia, contribute to the strengthening of 
the security of States within the zone and to international peace and 
security as a whole.

In that connection, Bulgaria and the German Democratic Republic 
submitted a working paper entitled “Conception for a structure of the 
second stage of the Conference on the Indian Ocean”,® which was an 
explanatory memorandum to a working paper submitted by the same 
delegations in the previous year.’ In introducing it, the German Demo
cratic Republic stressed that the document was intended to deal with 
some of the questions related to the structure of the Conference and its 
agenda in a more detailed manner. In the opinion of those two delegations, 
the second stage of the Conference should be devoted to the elaboration 
of the draft final document of the Conference, a task to be performed 
primarily in the relevant committees and sub-committees. The number of 
committees would depend on the number of agenda items; on the basis 
of a previously submitted proposal for a draft agenda,'® the setting up of 
two or three committees in the second stage could be envisaged. Each 
committee would guide the sub-committees established for the elabora
tion of the relevant sections of the draft final document of the Confer
ence. The setting up of sub-committees on the following aspects of the 
zone of peace could be contemplated: geographical limits of the zone, 
foreign military presence, nuclear weapons, security, peaceful settlement 
of disputes, and use of the Indian Ocean by vessels and aircraft of all 
countries. The creation of a sub-committee on the political principles of 
relations between the States in the region of the Indian Ocean could also 
be envisaged. To ensure that the work of the committees and sub
committees was effective, it should be conducted within the framework 
of an appropriate mandate to be drafted in the Ad Hoc Committee in 
connection with the formulation of the agenda. The co-ordination of the 
work of the committees and sub-committees, as well as the consolidation 
of the results of their work into a comprehensive final document, should 
be entrusted to a steering committee composed of the heads of all delega

8 A/AC.159/L.53, annex.
9 A/AC.159/L.43.

JO A/AC.159/L.35.
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tions attending the second stage of the Conference. That stage should be 
limited to a specific period, for example, six months, during which time 
the working bodies of the Conference would operate on a continuous 
basis.

The Soviet Union also submitted a statement*' in which it renewed 
its call upon all States whose ships used the Indian Ocean to refrain from 
any steps that could complicate the situation in that region, i.e., not to 
send to that area any large naval formations, not to hold any military 
exercises there and not to expand or modernize the military bases of 
those non-coastal States which had such bases in the Indian Ocean. In a 
later stage of the discussion, the Soviet Union also stated that it was 
ready to join in any concrete measures aimed at transforming the Indian 
Ocean into a zone of peace and limiting any military presence in the 
zone, provided that other Powers did likewise and, in particular, that 
foreign military bases and nuclear strategic aircraft and submarines were 
withdrawn.

Other members of the Committee, however, took the view that until 
the necessary harmonization of views on the remaining issues had been 
achieved, and until there was closer agreement on the scope and nature 
of a zone of peace and on how the Conference would contribute to its 
establishment, the setting of conference dates was premature, and that 
the prevailing political and security climate in the region, including the 
situation in Afghanistan, prejudiced the likelihood of success of any such 
Conference. Thus, a number of Western countries, including Australia, 
the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, called for defining a mutually acceptable set of princi
ples, which could be based on the document entitled “Proposal for a set 
of principles on the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace”,subm itted  by the 
Western members of the Committee the previous year. In their opinion, 
such a method could contribute to the restoration of mutual trust and 
confidence among all States concerned with the creation of a zone of 
peace in the region.

Some passages referring to the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace had 
also been included in the communique of the ANZUS Council, agreed in 
Washington on 19 July 1983 between the ANZUS partners, Australia, 
New Zealand and the United States. It was submitted to the Committee 
by Australia and the United States.'^ In that communique, the Council 
members stated that vital Western economic and security interests were 
engaged in the Indian Ocean area, and that the proposal for an Indian 
Ocean zone of peace should stress fundamental norms of international 
behaviour and should focus on basic causes of tension in the region. In 
their opinion, the proposal should be developed by agreement between 
the regional States and the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, 
and should have as an important objective the bringing about of a lasting

11 A/AC.159/L.51.
12 A/AC.159/L.44.
13 A/AC.159/L.58, annex.
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improvement in the security of the regional States, thus facilitating 
political, social and economic development in the area.

Among other developments during the course of the 1983 sessions of 
the Committee was Madagascar’s proposal for the adoption of an inter
national legal instrument that would define the rights and obligations of 
States involved in the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace, and that should lead to effective disarmament 
measures which could, if necessary, be phased. The instrument should 
define a single security regime for the entire zone of peace, thus avoiding 
the need to establish several nuclear-weapon-free zones within the 
region. It should be modelled on the Treaties on the non-military use of 
various environments:'^ the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activi
ties of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, the Antarctic Treaty and the Treaty on 
the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and 
in the Subsoil Thereof, in order to establish a system for the peaceful use 
of the Indian Ocean which respected, under agreed conditions, the notions 
of collective or individual self-defence and of free navigation.

Stating its wish to facilitate the achievement of the Committee’s 
objectives in a propitious climate, Egypt submitted a document entitled 
“Nucleus of safeguards to govern the conduct and work of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean”.T h o se  safeguards were the following:

(a) The Committee should ensure that the interests of the States of 
the Indian Ocean region remained its primary concern;

(b) A spirit of co-operation, accommodation and co-ordination 
should prevail among all members of the Committee;

(c) All Committee members should refrain from exploiting the 
Committee’s work for political or propaganda gains;

(rf) The right of all Committee members to make proposals before 
the Committee for its objective consideration should be respected;

{e) Committee members should avoid political polemics and adopt 
an objective approach to the issues before them;

if) The Committee’s task was of a collective nature and its deci
sions were taken by consensus.

At its session in April, the Committee decided to have a discussion 
on the basis of the informal list of topics referred to in paragraph 21 of 
its report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.'® The topics 
were: geographical limits, foreign military presence, nuclear weapons, 
security, peaceful settlement of disputes, use of the Indian Ocean by

For the texts of the Treaties, refer to resolutions 2222 (XXI), annex (outer space 
Treaty) and 2660 (XXV), annex (sea-bed Treaty) and United Nations, Treaty SerieSy 
vol. 402, No. 5778, p. 71 (Antarctic Treaty). The texts are reproduced in Status o f 
Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements (United Nations publication. 
Sales No. E.83.IX.5).

A/AC.159/L.54, annex.
Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 29 

(A/35/29).
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foreign vessels and aircraft, and other matters. Following discussion, 
and at the request of the Committee, the secretariat compiled statements 
submitted by members, incorporating them into a background paper en
titled “Views expressed by member States of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean on the basis of the informal list of topics referred to in para
graph 21 of its report to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session”.

Two general approaches emerged in the Committee in connection 
with that document. In the opinion of the Western and some non-aligned 
States, that paper, together with a similar one prepared by the secretariat 
in 1980,** should be analysed during the forthcoming sessions of the 
Committee with the aim of reducing areas of difference on substance 
among member States and identifying points on which there was a con
vergence of views. On the other hand, the socialist, as well as most of the 
non-aligned States, maintained that the document, while very valuable 
for informational purposes, should nevertheless be treated only as a 
background paper.

During its third session, in July, the Committee started consideration 
of its report to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session, includ
ing its recommendation in the form of a draft resolution. The Committee 
had before it a text proposed by Sri Lanka on behalf of the non-aligned 
members of the Committee. By that proposal, the General Assembly 
would decide that the United Nations Conference on the Indian Ocean 
would be opened at Colombo on 4 June 1984 for a period of three 
weeks,’’ as a necessary step for the implementation of the 1971 Declara
tion of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. Moreover, the Ad Hoc 
Committee’s mandate would be renewed and further preparatory ses
sions would be held in 1984 to decide, on a priority basis, on the provi
sional agenda and documentation for the Conference and to finalize 
consideration of matters relating to, inter alia, participation, level of rep
resentation, organization and rules of procedure, appropriate arrange
ments for any international agreement that might ultimately be reached 
for the maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, and a 
report of the Committee to the Conference.

The Committee was not able to agree on a consensus text concerning 
its recommendations at the July session. Therefore, immediately after 
that session, an open-ended drafting group began meeting informally 
with the aim of elaborating the report of the Committee to the General 
Assembly.

On 30 November, the Committee first adopted parts I and II of its 
report by consensus, and then it proceeded to consider part III, contain
ing a draft resolution. During the discussion, the Soviet Union stated 
that since the formulas employed in operative paragraphs 5 and 6 of the 
draft (see below) did not provide a sufficiently reliable basis for the pre
paratory work of the Conference, it could not support their adoption by

17 A/AC.159/L.55 and Add.1-5.
18 A/AC.159/L.26 and Add. 1-9.

On 15 July, the delegation of Sri Lanka, on behalf of its Government, informed the 
Committee that the Government of Sri Lanka was ready to host the Conference on the 
Indian Ocean from 4 to 22 June 1984, at Colombo.
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consensus and accordingly requested a vote; it would abstain in that 
vote. After appeals made by other members of the Committee, the Soviet 
Union, expressing its wish to work effectively together with the non- 
aligned countries, withdrew its proposal for voting on the draft resolu
tion before the Committee. Subsequently, the Committee recommended 
the adoption of the draft resolution contained in part III of its report to 
the General Assembly.

Meeting of Ministers and Heads of Delegations of the Non-Aligned 
Countries to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session

The Meeting of Ministers and Heads of Delegations of the Non-Aligned 
Countries to the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly was held 
in New York from 4 to 7 October 1983 with a view to considering action 
on issues before the General Assembly of special concern to non-aligned 
countries.

In a com m unique,the Meeting, inter alia, reaffirmed the determi
nation of the non-aligned States to continue their endeavour towards the 
attainment of the objectives embodied in the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace and as considered at the Meeting of the Littoral 
and Hinterland States of July 1979. The Meeting reiterated its conviction 
that any manifestation of the military presence of the great Powers in the 
Indian Ocean area, foreign bases, military installations and logistical 
supply facilities, nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction, con
ceived in the context of great-Power rivalry, constituted a flagrant viola
tion of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. The 
Meeting viewed with disquiet and concern the continuous escalation of 
the military presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean area, 
including the expansion of their existing bases, their search for new base 
facilities and the establishment of their new military command structures 
against the express wishes of the littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean and other non-aligned countries. In the opinion of the 
Meeting, those activities endangered the independence, sovereignty, ter
ritorial integrity and peaceful development of the States in the area.

The Meeting noted that with the expansion of the membership of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, the non-aligned littoral and 
hinterland States had expected the early convening of the Conference at 
Colombo. It was therefore a matter of regret that, notwithstanding the 
efforts of the non-aligned countries to secure the implementation of the 
1971 Declaration on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, the Confer
ence could not yet be convened, due to the opposition of certain States. 
The ministers and heads of delegations reaffirmed their determination to 
make all efforts to ensure that the Conference be held in 1984. They also 
reaffirmed their satisfaction over the initiative of the President of 
Madagascar to convene a summit conference on the Indian Ocean in 
Tananarive.

20 A/38/495-S/16035.
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Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

In its consideration of the item “Implementation of the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace”, the General Assembly had before 
it, in addition to the 1983 report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean and the communique of the October Meeting of Ministers and 
Heads of Delegations of the Non-Aligned Countries, the final documents 
of the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non- 
Aligned Countries, held at New Delhi from 7 to 12 March 1983, '̂ and 
resolutions adopted by the Seventieth Inter-Parliamentary Conference, 
held at Seoul on 12 October 1983.^̂

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee was introduced by its Chair
man, Mr. I. B. Fonseka of Sri Lanka, on 2 December in the First Com
mittee.^^ He stated that due to the divergence of views, the Committee 
had once again been unable to reach consensus on finalizing the dates for 
the convening of the Conference. He noted that, as before, the reasons 
were the prevailing political climate and the argument that there had not 
been an adequate harmonization of views. Opinion within the Committee, 
however, differed as to the extent of the harmonization that was either 
necessary or possible before convening the Conference. In his view, if 
there was a will to hold the Conference, it could be held. But that willing
ness, unfortunately, was less than forthcoming on the part of some 
members of the Committee, and hence the third postponement of the 
Conference. He then reviewed the content of the draft resolution recom
mended by the Ad Hoc Committee, by which the General Assembly, 
inter alia, would request it to make decisive efforts in 1984 to complete 
preparatory work relating to the Conference, in consideration of the 
political and security climate in the region and with a view to enabling the 
opening of the Conference in Colombo in the first half of 1985, and, at 
the same time, to make determined efforts in 1984 to achieve the neces
sary harmonization of views on the remaining relevant issues.

During the course of the debate in the First Committee,mainly 
non-aligned and Eastern European delegations made general comments 
on the subject, supporting the idea of convening the Conference on the 
Indian Ocean and reaffirming their conviction that implementation of the 
Declaration would constitute a significant measure towards strengthen
ing international peace and security. Several States explained their sub
stantive positions on the subject after the introduction of the report of 
the Ad Hoc Committee.

Pakistan, for example, stated that the goal of establishing a zone of 
peace in the Indian Ocean would remain elusive unless the Committee 
addressed itself to both the non-regional and regional aspects of the 
threat to the security of that area. A political settlement of the question

21 A/38/132-S/15675 and Corr.l and 2.
22 A/38/529.
23 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 

48th meeting.
2"̂ Ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 48th meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional 

Fascicley corrigendum.
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of Afghanistan was indispensable for a meaningful advance towards that 
goal. It also perceived an integral relationship between improvement in 
the political and security climate in the Indian Ocean region and the 
expectation of positive results from the Conference scheduled for 1985. 
Pakistan believed that the establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian 
Ocean was a process that would not be advanced by static concepts or the 
imposition of unrealistic pre-conditions. The Conference would be a posi
tive step, even if expectations of it were modest. The Ad Hoc Committee, 
therefore, should focus on the preparatory work.

Iraq regretted that the work of the Ad Hoc Committee during the 
previous three years had been deadlocked by reason of the intransigence 
of certain countries which asserted their own interests over those of 
others. It felt that supporting the draft resolution contained in the report 
of the Ad Hoc Committee was the very least that the members of that 
Committee could agree to, even if it did not meet the wishes of the 
coastal and hinterland countries.

India expressed its disappointment at the outcome of the Ad Hoc 
Committee’s work. It stated that the Committee had recently suflFered a 
set-back as a result of international power play, with some States 
attempting to alter the very concept of the zone of peace in the Indian 
Ocean, and to shift attention away from the dangers posed to the littoral 
and hinterland States by the increasing military presence of great Powers 
in that area. The Committee had been subject to a systematic attempt to 
whittle away its very basis, in order to suit the interests and concerns of a 
few members. It recalled that the characteristics of the zone of peace 
were clearly spelled out in resolution 2832 (XXVI), and held that the 
Committee should focus attention on those issues. India felt that the set
ting of pre-conditions with regard to either the harmonization of views or 
the political and security climate in the Indian Ocean area was merely a 
pretext to kill the proposal for the Conference. While it was generally 
accepted that some degree of convergence of views was necessary before 
it could take place, such harmonization was an on-going process and 
could not become a pre-condition for its convening. The seriousness of 
the political and security climate in that region, caused by the presence of 
great Powers and their confrontation in the area, necessitated the early 
and urgent holding of the Conference. Finally, India regretted that the 
Committee had been precluded from arriving at an agreement on the 
finalization of dates for its convening in 1984, and hoped that the new
1985 dates could be adhered to.

Mexico questioned two basic arguments, namely, the prevailing un
favourable political climate and the need for harmonization of views, put 
forward by some States which appeared to be reluctant to see the Confer
ence take place. In its opinion, it was when the climate was politically 
delicate that greater efforts had to be made in international forums to 
change it. With regard to the harmonization of views, Mexico regretted 
that the position of certain States, in particular some permanent 
members of the Security Council, was in complete contradiction to the 
positions that they had adopted on other subjects, such as the Third
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Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons. Mexico hoped that those countries whose negative 
attitude had led to the constant postponement of the Conference on the 
Indian Ocean would adopt one in keeping with their position on the 
holding of the Review Conference referred to, in 1985.

Mozambique pointed out that the convening of the Conference was 
always being questioned by certain countries which, on the pretext of the 
existence of a new situation in the region, attempted not only to postpone 
the Conference, but even to question the very notion of a zone of peace as 
defined by resolution 2832 (XXVI). It said it had joined in the consensus 
on the draft resolution in the Ad Hoc Committee, despite its reservations 
on operative paragraphs 5 and 6. Should the draft be put to a vote in the 
First Committee, Mozambique would abstain on those two paragraphs.

Before the First Committee proceeded to take a decision on the draft 
resolution recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee, Poland stated that 
the argument of the necessity to reach consensus was used as an instru
ment of leverage and pressure by those who were not interested in con
vening the Conference on the Indian Ocean. At the same time, the work 
of the Committee was being used as a screen behind which the buildup of 
United States naval forces, rapid deployment forces and foreign bases, 
like Diego Garcia, could be carried out. Regretting that the Committee 
had failed to reach consensus on the finalization of dates for the conven
ing of the Conference during 1984, Poland expressed serious reservations 
as to operative paragraphs 5 and 6 of the draft resolution. In its opinion, 
those paragraphs, lacking clarity, constituted an instrument that would 
make it possible to procrastinate in reaching decisions concerning the 
opening of the Conference. Poland recalled that during the drafting of 
the text it had warned against the approach taken in those paragraphs. 
Consequently, it requested separate and recorded votes on them, explain
ing that it had not insisted on a vote in the Ad Hoc Committee, because it 
had felt that the appeals not to vote stemmed from sincere intentions to 
maintain the previous practice in the work of the Committee. However, 
in the First Committee, where decisions were taken by means of voting, 
Poland saw importance and merit in putting the aforementioned para
graphs to a vote. In its opinion, that would serve as a warning that the 
socialist States could not remain indifferent v/5-a-v/5 the attempts to build 
into the draft resolution structures allowing the indefinite postponement 
of the Conference. Poland announced that it would abstain on para
graphs 5 and 6. However, it was in favour of adopting the draft resolu
tion as a whole without a vote, to manifest its support for a zone of peace 
in the Indian Ocean. That view was shared by the German Democratic 
Republic, which supported Poland’s request for separate votes. It under
lined, nevertheless, that the draft resolution set forth concrete tasks to be 
completed by the Ad Hoc Committee in 1984.

At the same meeting, on 2 December, operative paragraph 5 was 
approved by a roll-call vote of 97 to none, with 16 abstentions, and oper
ative paragraph 6 was approved by a roll-call vote of 94 to none, with
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20 abstentions. The draft resolution as a whole was then adopted without 
a vote.

After the First Committee’s decision on the resolution, the Soviet 
Union stated that there had been no progress in the implementation of 
the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. Among the 
obstacles were the fact that, from year to year, the resolutions adopted 
by the General Assembly contained no precise indications concerning the 
tasks to be completed in preparation for the Conference and some States 
insistence that the resolutions include pre-conditions for its convening. 
At the same time, the Indian Ocean region was becoming transformed in
to an arena for an accelerated arms race, with the accumulation of the 
most up-to-date weapons, including nuclear weapons, and an increase in 
the number of military bases. States opposed to the convening of the 
Conference continued their obstruction in the Ad Hoc Committee. Con
sequently, some of the paragraphs in the draft resolution submitted to 
the Assembly, particularly operative paragraphs 5 and 6, served their 
purposes of substituting pointless discussion for active work in preparing 
for the Conference. For that reason, the Soviet Union had abstained 
from voting on those paragraphs.

Bulgaria, also having abstained on paragraphs 5 and 6, explained 
that it could not subscribe to formulations which, in essence, were alien 
to the urgent necessity to take practical measures to strengthen peace and 
security in the Indian Ocean.

Democratic Yemen, which voted in favour of paragraphs 5 and 6, 
pointed out that the lack of progress made by the Ad Hoc Committee in
1983 and in previous years had had an influence on the voting on those 
paragraphs, and that it should be taken as a warning to the members of 
the Ad Hoc Committee to strive to complete preparatory work for the 
Conference during the 1984 session.

Ethiopia, also voting in favour of the two operative paragraphs, 
expressed the view that a discussion of substantive issues, as well as a 
harmonization of views, could not be a pre-condition for the holding of 
the Conference. Furthermore, it believed that the adverse political and 
security climate prevailing in the Indian Ocean region, instead of being 
an obstacle to the early convening of the Conference, was a compelling 
political reason for its taking place without any further delay. Similar 
views were expressed by Cuba and Viet Nam, which, however, abstained 
in the voting on the paragraphs in question.

The United States pointed out that it had participated in the work of 
the Ad Hoc Committee for several years on the clear understanding that 
its work and reports to the General Assembly proceeded on the basis of 
consensus. However, some delegations had chosen to depart from that 
long-standing procedure, attacking the very underlying principles on 
which the work of the Committee had been conducted in the past and 
must be conducted in the future. The implications of that action were 
grave and could not be properly assessed immediately. The United States 
had worked on the assumption that consensus on the draft resolution
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was the collective objective and had, therefore, reluctantly agreed to less 
than fully satisfactory language. While it would have posed no objection 
to the adoption by consensus of the draft, since consensus had been 
replaced by votes on two paragraphs, the United States announced that it 
did not participate in the decision that the Committee had taken.

On 20 December, the General Assembly adopted the draft^^ without 
a vote, as resolution 38/185.

Following that decision, the United States, recalling its statement in 
the First Committee, stressed once again that it would have posed no 
objection to the resolution’s adoption by consensus. However, in the 
light of the actions taken by some States in the First Committee, the 
United States requested that the record reflect that it was not partici
pating in the decision taken by the Assembly concerning the implementa
tion of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.

Resolution 38/185 reads as follows:

The General Assemblyy
Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, contained in its 

resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, and recalling also its resolutions 2992 
(XXVII) of 15 December 1972, 3080 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, 3259 A (XXIX) of
9 December 1974, 3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, 31/88 of 14 December 1976, 32/86 of
12 December 1977, S-10/2 of 30 June 1978, 33/68 of 14 December 1978, 34/80 A and B of
11 December 1979, 35/150 of 12 December 1980, 36/90 of 9 December 1981 and 37/96 of
13 December 1982, and other relevant resolutions,

Recalling further the report of the Meeting of the Littoral and Hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean,

Reaffirming its conviction that concrete action for the achievement of the objectives of 
the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace would be a substantial contribution 
to the strengthening of international peace and security.

Recalling its decision, taken at its thirty-fourth session in resolution 34/80 B, to con
vene a Conference on the Indian Ocean at Colombo during 1981,

Recalling also its decision to make every effort, in consideration of the political and 
security climate in the Indian Ocean area and progress made in the harmonization of views, 
to finalize, in accordance with its normal methods of work, all preparations for the Confer
ence, including the dates for its convening.

Recalling further its decision at the thirty-seventh session in resolution 37/96, concern
ing the consideration of the convening of the Conference not later than the first half of 
1984,

Recalling the exchange of views in the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean in 
1983,

Noting the exchange of views on the adverse political and security climate in the 
region.

Noting further the various documents before the Ad Hoc Committee,
Convinced that the continued military presence of the great Powers in the Indian 

Ocean area, conceived in the context of their confrontation, gives urgency to the need to 
take practical steps for the early achievement of the objectives of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,

Considering that all other foreign military presence in the area, whenever it is contrary 
to the objectives of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace and the pur
poses and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, gives greater urgency to the need 
to take practical steps towards the early achievement of the objectives of the Declaration,

25 Ibid.» Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 103rd meeting.
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Considering aiso that the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean requires the 
active participation of and full co-operation among the littoral and hinterland States, the 
permanent members of the Security Council and the major maritime users to ensure condi
tions of peace and security based on the purposes and principles of the Charter, as well as 
on the general principles of international law,

Considering further that the creation of a zone of peace requires co-operation and 
agreement among the States of the region to ensure conditions of peace and security within 
the area, as envisaged in the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, and 
respect for the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the littoral and 
hinterland States,

Calling for the renewal of genuinely constructive efforts through the exercise of the 
political will necessary for the achievement of the objectives of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,

Deeply concerned at the danger posed by the grave and ominous developments in the 
area and the resulting sharp deterioration of peace, security and stability which particularly 
seriously affect the littoral and hinterland States, as well as international peace and security.

Convinced that the continued deterioration of the political and security climate in the 
Indian Ocean area is an important consideration bearing on the question of the urgent con
vening of the Conference and that the easing of tension in the area would enhance the pros
pect of success being achieved by the Conference,

1. Takes note of the report of the A d Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean and the 
exchange of views in the Committee;

2. Regrets that the A d Hoc Committee has failed to reach consensus on the finaliza
tion of dates for the convening, during 1984, of the Conference on the Indian Ocean;

3. Emphasizes its decision to convene the Conference at Colombo as a necessary step 
for the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, adopted 
in 1971;

4. Takes note of the work of the A d Hoc Committee during 1983;
5. Requests the A d Hoc Committee to make decisive efforts in 1984 to complete 

preparatory work relating to the Conference on the Indian Ocean, in consideration of the 
political and security climate in the region and with a view to enabling the opening of the 
Conference in Colombo in the first half of 1985, it being understood that such preparatory 
work would comprise organizational matters including the provisional agenda for the Con
ference, rules of procedure, documentation and consideration of appropriate arrangements 
for any international agreement that may ultimately be reached for the maintenance of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, and substantive issues;

6. Requests the A d Hoc Committee at the same time to make determined efforts in 
1984 for the necessary harmonization of views on the remaining relevant issues;

7. Renews the mandate of the A d Hoc Committee as defined in the relevant resolu
tions and requests the Committee to intensify its work with regard to the implementation of 
its mandate;

8. Requests the A d Hoc Committee to hold three further sessions in 1984 of a dura
tion of two weeks each, with the possibility of holding a fourth session to be considered as 
required;

9. Requests the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee to continue his consultations on 
the participation in the work of the Committee by States Members of the United Nations 
which are not members of the Committee, with the aim of resolving this matter at the 
earliest possible date;

10. Requests the A d Hoc Committee to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
ninth session a full report on the implementation of the present resolution;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all necessary assistance to 
the Ad Hoc Committee, including the provision of summary records.
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Conclusion

During 1983, the two basic approaches regarding the convening of the 
Conference on the Indian Ocean continued to prevail. Most delegations, 
including non-aligned and Eastern European States, reiterated the position 
that the Ad Hoc Committee should proceed without delay to practical 
preparations for the Conference, including consideration of its provisional 
agenda and other substantive and organizational matters, with the aim of 
holding it in 1984, as a necessary step for the implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. The Western States, 
on the other hand, maintained their view that it was still premature to 
contemplate the convening of the Conference and that the Committee 
should instead concentrate on the further harmonization of views, as 
well as on the elaboration of a mutually acceptable set of principles on 
which an Indian Ocean zone of peace might be based. Those States also 
stressed that the convening of the Conference would not be appropriate 
without an improvement in the political and security climate in the 
region.

Should those basically divergent positions continue to prevail in
1984, there is little likelihood of the Committee’s making substantive 
progress in its efforts to convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean in
1985, as envisaged in resolution 38/185.
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C H A P T E R  X X

Second Review Conference of the parties to 
the sea-bed Treaty

Introduction

T h e  S e c o n d  R e v ie w  C o n f e r e n c e  of t h e  p a r t i e s  to t h e  T r e a t y  on  th e  
P ro h ib itio n  o f  th e  E m placem en t o f  N uclear W eapons an d  O th er 
W eapons o f  M ass D estruc tion  o n  th e  Sea-B ed an d  th e  O cean  F lo o r a n d  
in  th e  S ubsoil T h e reo f  (sea-bed  T rea ty ) w as held  a t G eneva fro m  12 to  
23 S ep tem ber 1983. T h e C onference  w as convened  in  o rd e r  to  enab le  th e  
S tates parties to  review  th e  T re a ty ’s o p e ra tio n  w ith  a  view to  ensuring  
th a t its pu rp o ses  an d  p rov isions w ere being  realized .

The sea-bed Treaty evolved as the result of the growing interest 
during the 1960s in the economic potential of the sea-bed in areas beyond 
the limits of national jurisdiction, and the recognition of the need to 
establish an international regime to ensure that the exploration and 
exploitation of that environment would be carried out for peaceful pur
poses and for the benefit of all mankind. Many countries feared the 
dangerous consequences of the possible militarization of the sea-bed 
environment, and felt that an effort to eliminate such a possibility should 
be pursued in the context of disarmament negotiations.

In 1968, the Soviet Union proposed that the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament (ENDQ in Geneva consider initiating 
negotiations on an international agreement that would prohibit the 
military use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor beyond the limits of 
national jurisdiction. The following year, the Committee began negotia
tions on the subject, having received separate draft treaty proposals 
from the Soviet Union and the United States. The Soviet proposal,' sub
mitted on 18 March 1969, called for the complete demilitarization of the 
sea-bed, the ocean floor and its subsoil beyond a coastal zone of 12 miles, 
whereas the draft treaty proposed by the United States,^ on 22 May 1969, 
proscribed the stationing of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc
tion in the same environment beyond a coastal limit of 3 miles. Despite 
this initial difference in approach, as well as other differences, the United 
States and the USSR elaborated a joint draft treaty^ which they submit-

* Official Records o f the Disarmament Commission, Supplement fo r 1969, document 
DC/232, annex C, document ENDC/240.

2 Ibid., document ENDC/249.
3 Ibid., annex A, document CCD/269/Rev.l.
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ted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament {CCDy in 
revised form on 30 October 1969.

After arduous negotiations, during which the USSR/United States 
joint draft treaty underwent several modifications and revisions, the 
CCD agreed on a final draft text which was submitted to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session, in 1970. On 7 December of that 
year, the General Assembly adopted resolution 2660 (XXV), by which it 
conunended the Treaty, contained in an annex, for signature and ratifica
tion by Member States of the United Nations.

The Treaty was opened for signature on 11 February 1971 and 
entered into force on 18 May 1972. By the time of the Second Review 
Conference, 73 countries had become parties to the Treaty, including 
3 nuclear-weapon States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, whose Governments are the depositaries of the Treaty.

Among the Treaty’s noteworthy provisions are the following.
Under article I, the parties undertake not to emplace nuclear and 

other weapons of mass destruction, and facilities specifically designed for 
storing, testing or using such weapons, beyond the outer limit of a sea
bed zone defined in article II as a zone coterminous with the 12 mile-wide 
zone referred to in the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea 
and the Contiguous Zone.^ In response to the concerns expressed by 
some countries during the Treaty negotiations, article IV, which states 
that nothing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudic
ing the position of any State party with respect to existing conventions, 
including the 1958 Convention, or to other matters relating to rights or 
claims concerning, inter alia, coastal matters and the sea-bed, was 
included in the Treaty.

Article III, which deals with verification procedures, grants each 
party the right to verify, through observation, the activities of other par
ties on the sea-bed and beyond the zone defined by articles I and II, pro
vided that such observations do not interfere with such activities. It also 
sets out recourse procedures in the event that, after observation, a State 
party maintains reasonable doubts concerning the fulfilment of the 
obligations assumed by another State party under the Treaty.

Under article V, the Parties “undertake to continue negotiations in 
good faith concerning further measures in the field of disarmament for 
the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the 
subsoil thereof’. The preamble to the Treaty, it should be noted, 
expresses the conviction of the parties that the Treaty constitutes a step 
towards the exclusion of the sea-bed from the arms race.

Article VI specifies the procedure to be followed in amending the 
Treaty. Article VII provides for the holding of conferences to review the

4 The Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament was expanded and renamed the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in August 1969.

5 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 516, No. 7477, p. 205.
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operation of the Treaty with a view to ensuring that the purposes of the 
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized, taking into 
account any relevant technological developments. Article VIII deals with 
the right of a State party to withdraw from the Treaty and the procedures 
to be followed in such an event. Article IX states that the Treaty shall in 
no way affect the obligations assumed by States parties under inter
national instruments establishing zones free from nuclear weapons.

First Review Conference of the parties 
to the sea-bed Treaty^

Pursuant to its article VII, the First Review Conference of the parties to 
the sea-bed Treaty was held in Geneva from 20 June to 1 July 1977 in 
order to review the operation of the Treaty. Attended by 42 of the States 
parties and 3 signatories, the Conference adopted a Final Document^ 
embodying a Final Declaration, in which it assessed the operation of the 
Treaty article by article and made a number of recommendations regard
ing the further implementation of its provisions.

As reflected in that Document, the review undertaken by the 
Conference indicated that the Treaty had been faithfully observed by the 
parties, and the five years that had elapsed since its entry into force 
demonstrated its effectiveness. The continued observance of article I 
remained essential to the overall objective of avoiding an arms race on 
the sea-bed, but the Conference was concerned that the Treaty had not 
yet achieved universal adherence. It therefore called upon those States 
that had not yet become parties, particularly those with nuclear or 
other weapons of mass destruction, to accede to the Treaty at the earliest 
possible date.

The Conference affirmed the commitment of the parties under 
article V to continue negotiations in good faith concerning further disar
mament measures for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, 
and noted that no information had been presented to it indicating that 
major technological developments had taken place since the Treaty’s 
entry into force in 1972 which might affect its operation. The Conference 
recognized, however, the need to keep such developments under con
tinuing review. It therefore invited the CCD, in consultation with the 
States parties to the Treaty and taking into account the proposals made 
at the Review Conference and any relevant technological developments, 
to proceed promptly with the consideration of further measures to pre
vent an arms race on the sea-bed.

The Conference also decided to hold a further review conference, 
again in Geneva, in 1982 or, in any case, not later than 1984.

 ̂ For a more detailed account, see The Yearbook, vol. 2: 1977, chap. XXI. 
SBT/CONF./25; also circulated in Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty- 

third Session, Supplement No, 27 (A/33/27), vol. II, annex II, document CCD/543.
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Developments since the First Review Conference

There were few developments in connection with the sea-bed Treaty in 
the intervening years between the First and Second Review Conferences. 
References were made to it in the course of the work of the CCD and the 
Committee on Disarmament and in the First Committee of the General 
Assembly.

In the CCD, in 1977, several delegations noted with satisfaction the 
results of the First Review Conference, observing that it had confirmed 
that the Treaty had worked satisfactorily.* The socialist speakers general
ly drew attention to the Conference’s recommendations concerning 
negotiations on further measures for the prevention of an arms race on 
the sea-bed. The Soviet Union felt that the Committee, having 
elaborated the sea-bed Treaty and having the competence for reaching 
mutually acceptable agreements on the various problems of disarma
ment, should conduct negotiations on practical steps leading to the goal 
of the complete exclusion of the sea-bed from the arms race. The United 
Kingdom, observing that the Treaty had worked well, reiterated its 
belief, stated at the Conference, that there had been no recent 
technological developments affecting it. However, it expressed the hope 
that at an appropriate time it would be possible to consider establishing 
an ad hoc expert group to keep technological developments under review 
in order to allay the fears of any State which might believe that 
technological developments relevant to the operation of the Treaty were 
taking place.

The same year, in the First Committee, a number of countries noted 
with satisfaction that the Review Conference had been held in a construc
tive atmosphere, that its decisions had been adopted by consensus and 
that it had reaffirmed that no violations of the Treaty had occurred dur
ing the period under review. On 12 December, the General Assembly, by 
resolution 32/87 A, adopted by consensus, welcomed with satisfaction 
the positive assessment by the Review Conference of the effectiveness of 
the sea-bed Treaty since its entry into force. It invited all States that had 
not done so, particularly those possessing nuclear weapons or other 
weapons of mass destruction, to ratify or accede to the Treaty, which 
would contribute to international confidence, and called upon all States 
to refrain from any action that might lead to the extension of the arms 
race to the sea-bed and the ocean floor.

In the CCD in 1978, the Soviet Union expressed its readiness to 
begin consultations concerning a procedure for starting discussions on 
the question of the further demilitarization of the sea-bed. In its view, 
the Treaty created the prerequisites for the complete exclusion of the sea
bed from the arms race by committing States parties to continue negotia
tions on the further demilitarization of that environment. The United 
States expressed the view that the Treaty had not only achieved its

* See Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Thirty-second Session, Supplement
No. 27  paras. 240 and 241.
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primary purpose but had also played a broader role in preventing the 
emergence of an arms race on the sea-bed. It had seen no evidence of an 
arms race in that environment and saw little prospect for one in the 
future. Thus, it did not believe that it was necessary for the Committee, 
or any other forum, to consider further disarmament measures in that 
area. However, it believed that the subject should be kept under careful 
review.’

In the Preparatory Committee for the tenth special session of the 
General Assembly and at the session itself, held in 1978, the question of 
the arms race on the sea-bed was also discussed, and in the Final Docu
ment of the session, the General Assembly stated:

In order to promote the peaceful use of and to avoid an arms race on the sea-bed and 
the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof, the Committee on Disarmament is requested —in 
consultation with the States parties to the Treaty . . and taking into account the proposals 
made during the 1977 Review Conference of the parties to that Treaty and any relevant 
technological developments —to proceed promptly with the consideration of further 
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race in that environ
ment.'®

When the Committee on Disarmament adopted the agenda for its 
1979 session, it reached the understanding that item IX, dealing with 
“collateral measures” (see page 15 above), included the question of fur
ther measures to prevent an arms race on the sea-bed. On 20 April of that 
year, Poland submitted a working paper" in the Committee entitled 
“Further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor”, in which it, inter alia, 
stated that the Committee was responsible for “the promotion of possible 
measures of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea
bed or ocean floor”, a responsibility that might be suitably recognized by 
the early inclusion in its schedule of an occasion when “attention could 
be focused on matters in that area”.

On 27 June 1979, the Soviet Union and the United States jointly 
transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament the text of the Treaty 
between their two countries, which had been signed by their respective 
Heads of State meeting in Vienna from 15 to 18 June, on the limitation of 
their strategic off“ensive arms (SALT II, which, at the end of 1983, had 
not been ratified).'^ Under article IX, paragraph 1 {b) of that Treaty, 
each party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy “fixed ballistic or 
cruise missile launchers for emplacement on the ocean floor, on the sea
bed, or oft the beds of internal waters and inland waters, or in the subsoil 
thereof, or mobile launchers of such missiles, which move only in contact 
with the ocean floor, the sea-bed, or the beds of internal waters and in
land waters, or missiles for such launchers”.

9 See ibid.» Thirty-third Session, Supplement No. 27 (A/33/27), paras. 219-223.
•0 Ibid., Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. ^ (A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, para. 79. 

Ibid., Thirty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 27(A/34/27 and Corr.l), appendix III 
(CD/53 ^ d  Corr.l), vol. I, document CD/13.

2̂ Ibid., document CD/28; the text is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 4: 1979, appen
dix IX.
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In the course of the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly, 
in 1981, Sweden stressed the need to follow closely what it saw as the 
expanding military utilization of the oceans and the sea-bed, and pro
posed that the three depositary Governments of the sea-bed Treaty take 
urgent steps towards fulfilling the Treaty’s provision in article V for a 
continuation of negotiations concerning further measures for the preven
tion of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof. Sweden believed a second review of the Treaty was desirable, 
particularly in view of rapid developments in the field of marine 
technology. It therefore proposed that informal consultations be held 
during that session in order to reach agreement on the date for such a 
review and on appropriate ways of making a technological assessment 
which, according to the First Review Conference, should be a respon
sibility of the multilateral disarmament negotiating body in Geneva.

In 1982, at the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, 
several States referred to the question of further measures to prevent an 
arms race on the sea-bed. Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela and Zimbabwe, 
among others, called for eff'ective measures for the demilitarization of 
the sea-bed, an environment which, it was felt, should be used exclusively 
for the peaceful benefit of all countries. Sweden reiterated its proposd 
that technological developments in that field should be kept under review 
in preparation for the Second Review Conference of States parties to the 
sea-bed Treaty, and held that the Committee on Disarmament should 
play an active role in such preparations. In the Concluding Document of 
the Twelfth Special Session,'^ there was no specific reference to the sea
bed or to the Treaty, although States reaffirmed their commitment to the 
provisions of the 1978 Final Document of the General Assembly.

Following the special session, Sweden raised the matter of 
technological developments in the 1982 session of the Committee on 
Disarmament. Recalling the text of the review of article VII in the Final 
Declaration of the First Review Conference, and specifically its reference 
to the establishment of an ad hoc expert group under the auspices of the 
Committee for the purpose of keeping under review the major 
technological developments which affect the operation of the Treaty, 
Sweden proposed that the Committee on Disarmament, in preparing its 
agenda and outline of work for 1983, should make provision for the 
fulfilment of that task. It recalled further that the First Review Con
ference had agreed that such an expert group might contribute to the 
orderly preparation of the next review conference.

During informal consultations at the thirty-seventh session of the 
General Assembly, in 1982, parties to the sea-bed Treaty agreed that the 
Second Review Conference, called for in the Final Declaration of the first 
one, should be held in 1983.

On 13 December, the General Assembly, on the basis of a draft 
resolution sponsored by Australia, Belgium, Colombia, Denmark,

Ibid., Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, docu-
ment A/S-12/32.
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Ecuador, Finland, the German Democratic Republic, India, Japan, 
Norway and Romania, adopted by consensus a procedural resolution, 
37/99 H, by which it noted that, following appropriate consultations, a 
preparatory committee for the Second Review Conference of the Treaty 
was to be established prior to holding the Conference in 1983. It 
requested the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance in that 
regard and for the Review Conference itself, and recalled its expressed 
hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty.

Work of the Preparatory Committee for the Second 
Review Conference of the parties to the sea-bed Treaty

The Preparatory Conunittee for the Second Review Conference held one 
session, in which 42 States parties to the Treaty participated,'^ at Geneva 
from 2 to 5 May 1983. Four non-parties who were signatories—Greece, 
Lebanon, Madagascar and Senegal—were also invited to participate, in 
response to their written requests, without the right to take part in 
decision-making. The Committee elected Ambassador Martin Huslid of 
Norway as its Chairman. It decided to take its decisions by consensus.

In the course of its sessions, the Preparatory Committee agreed on a 
provisional agenda for the Second Review Conference and other 
organizational and procedural matters, and decided that the Conference 
would be held at Geneva from 12 to 23 September 1983.

In paragraph 18 of its final report,” the Preparatory Committee, 
inter alia, requested the Secretary-General of the United Nations to sub
mit to the Second Review Conference a document containing: (a) a com
pilation of official communications with regard to the implementation of 
the objectives and provisions of the Treaty which the Secretary-General 
might have received; and (b) a compilation of papers on technological 
developments (military as well as peaceful) relevant to the Treaty, which 
parties might wish to provide, or which were otherwise available to the 
Secretary-General from Governments.

In response to the Committee’s request, the Secretary-General sent a 
note verbale, dated 25 May, to the three depositary Governments, the 
substantive part of which read as follows:

The Secretary-General would appreciate it if His Excellency’s Government, as a 
Depositary of the Treaty, would transmit to him, before 15 July 1983, the communications 
it may have received pursuant to paragraph 18 (d) (i) of the Final Report of the Preparatory 
Committee. The Secretary-General would also appreciate the assistance of His Excellency’s 
Government in making the necessary arrangements so that the Secretary-General may 
receive, directly, or through its intermediary, before 15 July 1983, the papers on

Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, 
Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, German Democratic 
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, Iceland, India, Ireland, Italy, Japan, 
Jordan, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, 
USSR, United Kingdom, United States, Yugoslavia and Zambia.

15 SBT/CONF.II/1.
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technological developments that Parties to the Treaty may wish to provide in accordance 
with paragraph 18 (b) (ii) of the Final Report of the Preparatory Committee.

In their separate communications'^ to the Secretary-General in 
response to his note verbale, the depositary Governments (USSR, United 
Kingdom and United States) informed him that they had not received 
any official communication from any State party to the sea-bed Treaty 
concerning the implementation of its objectives and provisions. The 
USSR and the United Kingdom added that they had not received and did 
not have any information of technological developments relevant to the 
operation of the Treaty.

Consideration by the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

In 1983, in the Committee on Disarmament, Sweden reiterated its pro
posal for consideration by the Committee of the major technological 
developments which affected the operation of the sea-bed Treaty, believ
ing that such developments might lead to increased military use of the 
sea-bed within either the current scope of the Treaty or an enlarged one.

The Preparatory Committee for the Second Review Conference of 
the States parties to the sea-bed Treaty also invited the Committee on 
Disarmament to undertake appropriate follow-up measures with respect 
to the conclusions of the First Review Conference on articles V and VII 
of the Treaty.’’ In response, the Committee on Disarmament, on 
9 August, held an informal meeting and provided the Chairman of the 
Preparatory Committee for the Second Review Conference with the 
following summaries of statements:

Sweden noted the rapid civilian technological development in the field as a conse
quence of the ongoing enormous exploitation of the sea-bed; developments which are 
directly applicable for military purposes and thus could aflfect the sea-bed Treaty. Some 
examples hereof were given. Sweden also pointed at the increasing need and capacity to 
hide military activity in the water and on the sea-bed, including non-nuclear activity, which 
gives strong reasons to broaden the Treaty. Sweden referred to articles V and VII of the 
Treaty. Sweden also urged all States, especially those having the most advanced technology 
and weapons, to make available at the coming review conference all possible information 
concerning actual and foreseeable developments in the field.

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics emphasized the desirability of universal par
ticipation in the Treaty and said it was in favour of a complete demilitarization of the sea
bed. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics also stated that it had received no official com
munications with respect to the implementation of the Treaty and had no information con
cerning technological developments which affect the functioning and effectiveness of that 
international instrument.

The United Kingdom stated that it continued to believe the sea-bed Treaty was a 
valuable measure of arms control which had worked in a satisfactory manner for the past
12 years. The United Kingdom was not aware of any technological developments which 
affected the operation of the Treaty, nor of any change in circumstances which had broken 
or invalidated any of the original provisions contained in the Treaty. The United Kingdom 
also urged the widest possible adherence to the Treaty.

SBT/CONF.II/4.
'7 See SBT/CONF.II/1, para. 21. and SBT/CONF. 11/20, part 111, SR.l, paras 4. and 5.
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The United States delegation noted its satisfaction with the Treaty but expressed will
ingness to be attentive to any concerns of States that might feel otherwise. The United 
States called for wider adherence and, while noting important advances relating to the sea
bed in a number of scientific disciplines, indicated that the United States perceives none that 
have constituted a technological development affecting the purposes or implementation of 
the Treaty.'*

Second Review Conference of the parties to the sea-bed Treaty

The Second Review Conference, held at Geneva from 12 to 23 September 
1983, was attended by 45 of the 73 States parties to the Treaty, four sig
natories and two observer States,’’ as well as two non-governmental 
organizations. The substantive work of the Conference was devoted 
largely to two items on its agenda, namely: (a) “Review of the operation of 
the Treaty as provided for under article VII” (which consisted of a gene
ral debate and a specific review and appraisal of all the Treaty’s articles as 
well as its preambular paragraphs and purposes); and (b) “Preparation 
and adoption of Final Document(s)”.

At its first meeting, the Conference elected Ambassador Martin 
Huslid of Norway by acclamation as its President, and adopted its 
agenda and rules of procedure as recommended by the Preparatory 
Committee. In the general debate, the parties to the Treaty gave their 
individual assessments of the Treaty’s overall operation and effective
ness. In all, the Conference held 10 plenary meetings.^®

Regarding the scope of the Treaty, it was generally recognized by 
delegations that, within its limits, the Treaty had been effective and that 
the continued observance of the prohibition contained in article I was 
essential to the objective of avoiding an arms race in nuclear and other 
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed. At the same time, many 
non-aligned and socialist States parties reiterated their belief that the 
scope of the Treaty was too narrow, and called again, as at the First 
Review Conference, for the initiation of negotiations on further 
measures for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed. For their 
part. Western States generally did not see any current need for such 
negotiations. In their opinion, the Treaty had not only achieved its 
primary purpose by banning nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc
tion from the sea-bed, but had also played a broader role by preventing 
the emergence of an arms race in that environment.

Two main points of view were discernible with respect to the 
verification procedures. On the one hand, a number of States parties*

18 SBT/CONF.II/3/Add.l.
Parties: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorus

sian SSR, Canada, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, German 
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Kingdom, United 
States and Yugoslavia. Signatories: Brazil, Colombia, Greece and Madagascar. Observer 
status: Algeria and Mexico.

20 SBT/CONF.II/20, part III (SBT/CONF.II/SR.1-10).
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among them Japan, Morocco and Romania, considered that since most 
States parties did not possess adequate independent means of verifica
tion, the procedures provided for in article III should be further 
elaborated to include resort to international mechanisms. On the other 
hand, others, including the three depositaries, maintained that the rele
vant provisions were adequate to ensure effective verification of com
pliance with the Treaty and broad enough to permit States parties to 
resort to various international procedures.

As at the First Review Conference, the availability of information 
on relevant technological developments was again a matter of concern to 
a number of participants, among them Argentina, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia. Scepticism was expressed regarding statements by the three 
depositaries that in the six years since the first review no such 
developments had been identified. Proposals were made to ensure the 
collection, assessment and dissemination of relevant data through such 
mechanisms as a United Nations expert study group (proposed by 
Sweden), the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research 
(UNIDIR) (proposed by the Netherlands), or an ad hoc expert group 
under the auspices of the Conference on Disarmament (proposed by 
Hungary). The first two proposals were opposed by all three depositaries, 
and the third by the United Kingdom and the United States.

With regard to the relationship between the sea-bed Treaty and 
the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, it was 
generally held that nothing in that Convention should affect the rights 
and obligations assumed by States parties under the sea-bed Treaty. 
Some countries, for example, Australia and the United States, held that 
the extent of the sea-bed area to which the Treaty’s prohibition applied 
should not be affected by the entry into force of the law of the sea Con
vention. The United States further considered that it would be desirable 
to include in the Final Declaration a statement that would open the 
possibility of enlarging that area. However, no agreement could be 
reached on language to that effect with respect to the zone covered by the 
Treaty.

Some difficulties also arose with regard to a preambular paragraph 
of the Final Declaration of the First Review Conference concerning the 
importance of the natural resources of the sea-bed beyond the limits of 
national jurisdiction for the economic progress of States, particularly of 
developing countries. Some developing countries favoured the retention 
of such a paragraph and, in addition, proposed that the Conference 
should recall that the law of the sea Convention declared that such 
resources constituted the common heritage of mankind. The proposal 
did not meet with the approval of some Western countries, with or 
without the reference to the Convention, with the result that a new text 
was added by which the Conference emphasized the interest of all States, 
including, specifically, that of developing ones, in the progress of the 
exploration and use of the sea-bed and its resources for peaceful pur
poses.
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In summing up the general debate on 15 September, the President of 
the Conference observed that many delegations had stressed the impor
tance of the Treaty as a step towards the complete exclusion of the sea
bed from the arms race. He also noted that a large number had stressed 
that States parties had faithfully respected the Treaty and must continue 
to do so. Many had noted the commitment to negotiations on further 
measures contained in article V. With regard to article VII, some delega
tions had emphasized that new technological developments should be 
carefully followed, although such developments need not necessarily 
imply a change in the Treaty. With respect to article X, many States 
parties had urged States not parties to the Treaty, especially nuclear- 
weapon States, to adhere to it as soon as possible. While there had been a 
large measure of agreement shown by the general debate, the President 
observed that there had also been differences of view relating, in 
particular, to the scope of the Treaty, to its verification procedures and 
to the best way to monitor technological developments. The President 
further observed that the majority of States parties felt that the Conven
tion on the Law of the Sea should not necessitate any changes to, or lead 
to any reduction in, the scope of the sea-bed Treaty.

On 23 September, at its final plenary meeting, the Second Review 
Conference adopted its Final Document,^' referred to above, by con
sensus. Part II of the Document contains the Final Declaration which 
consists of a preamble and the Conference’s article-by-article review of 
the Treaty, including certain affirmations and requests concerning its 
operation and a call for additional States to become parties.

In bringing the Second Review Conference to its formal closure at 
that meeting, the President of the Conference expressed satisfaction at 
the work it had accomplished. While it had been said that the Treaty was 
not the most important instrument in the field of disarmament, it never
theless provided for the exclusion of nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction from two thirds of the globe and constituted an important 
step towards the complete exclusion of that area from the arms race. The 
President observed that the Conference illustrated that it was possible, 
through fruitful dialogue and goodwill on the part of all parties Con
cerned, to recognize common interests and objectives in the pursuit of 
general and complete disarmament.

The Final Declaration of the Second Review Conference reads as 
follows:

PREAMBLE

The States Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor 
and in the Subsoil Thereof which met in Geneva in September 1983 in accordance with the 
provisions of Article VII to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that 
the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized:

Recognizing the continuing importance of the Treaty and its objectives,

21 SBT/CONF. 11/20.
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Recalling the Final Declaration of the First Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of 
Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof held in 
Geneva from 20 June to 1 July 1977,

Affirming their belief that universal adherence to the Treaty would enhance inter
national peace and security,

Recognizing that an arms race in nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of 
mass destruction on the sea-bed would present a grave threat to international security. 

Recognizing also the importance of negotiations concerning further measures in the 
field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and 
the subsoil thereof.

Considering that a trend towards a relaxation of tension in international relations 
would provide a favourable climate in which more significant progress can be made towards 
the cessation of the arms race,

Reqffirming their conviction that the Treaty constitutes a step towards the exclusion of 
the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms race, and towards a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control.

Emphasizing the interest of all States, including specifically the interest of developing 
States, in the progress of the exploration and use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor and its 
resources for peaceful purposes.

Noting that the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea has concluded 
and the Convention on the Law of the Sea was opened for signature on 10 December 1982.

Affirming that nothing contained in the Convention on the Law of the Sea affects the 
rights and obligations assumed by States Parties under the Treaty,

Taking note of the information concerning the informal meeting held in 1983 under 
the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament as well as the communications from the 
Depositary Governments,

Appealing to States to refrain from any action which might lead to the extension of the 
arms race to the sea-bed and ocean floor, and might impede the exploration and exploita
tion by States of the natural resources of the sea-bed and ocean floor for their economic 
development.

Declare as follows:

PURPOSES

The States Parties to the Treaty reaffirm their strong common interest in avoiding an 
arms race on the sea-bed in nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of mass destruc
tion. They reaffirm their strong support for the Treaty, their continued dedication to its 
principles and objectives and their commitment to implement effectively its provisions.

Article I

The review undertaken by the Conference confirms that the obligations assumed under 
Article I of the Treaty have been faithfully observed by the States Parties. The Conference 
is convinced that the continued observance of this Article remains essential to the objective 
which all States Parties share of avoiding an arms race in nuclear weapons or any other type 
of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed.

Article II

The Conference reaffirms its support for the provisions of Article II which define the 
zone covered by the Treaty. The Conference agrees that the zone covered by the Treaty 
reflects the right balance between the need to prevent an arms race in nuclear weapons and 
any other types of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the right of States to 
control verification activities close to their own coasts.
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Article III

The Conference notes with satisfaction that no State Party has found it necessary to in
voke the provisions of Article III, paragraphs 2, 3,4 and 5, dealing with international com
plaints and verification procedures. The Conference considers that the provisions for con
sultation and co-operation contained in paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 include the right of interested 
States Parties to agree to resort to various international consultative procedures. These pro
cedures could include ad hoc consultative groups of experts in which all States Parties could 
participate, and other procedures. The Conference stresses the importance of co-operation 
between States Parties with a view to ensuring effective implementation of the international 
consultative procedures provided for in Article III of the Treaty, having regard also for the 
concerns expressed by some States Parties that they lack the technical means to carry out 
the verification procedures unaided.

The Conference reaffirms in the framework of Article III and Article IV that nothing 
in the verification provisions of this Treaty should be interpreted as affecting or limiting, 
and notes with satisfaction that nothing in these provisions has been identified as affecting 
or limiting, the rights of States Parties recognized under international law and consistent 
with their obligations under the Treaty, including the freedom of the high seas and the 
rights of coastal States.

The Conference reaffirms that States Parties should exercise their rights under 
Article III with due regard for the sovereign rights of coastal States as recognized under in
ternational law.

Article IV

The Conference notes the importance of Article IV which provides that nothing in this 
Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position of any State Party with 
respect to existing international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on the Ter
ritorial Sea and Contiguous Zone, or with respect to rights or claims which such State Party 
may assert, or with respect to recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by 
any other State, related to waters off its coast, including, inter aliUy territorial seas and con
tiguous zones, or to the sea-bed and the ocean floor, including continental shelves. The 
Conference also noted that obligations assumed by States Parties to the Treaty arising from 
other international instruments continue to apply.

Article V

The Conference reaffirms the commitment undertaken in Article V to continue 
negotiations in good faith concerning further measures in the field of disarmament for the 
prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.

In this regard, the Conference notes that negotiations on such measures have not yet 
taken place. Consequently, the Conference again requests that the Conference on Disarma
ment, in consultation with States Parties to the Treaty, taking into account existing pro
posals and any relevant technological developments, proceed promptly with consideration 
of further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the 
sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.

Article VI

The Conference notes that over the 11 years of the operation of the Treaty no State 
Party proposed any amendments to this Treaty according to the procedure laid down in this 
Article.

Article VII

The Conference notes with satisfaction the spirit of co-operation in which the Review 
Conference was held.

The Conference takes note of the fact that no information has been presented to it 
indicating that major technological developments have taken place since 1977 which affect 
the operation of the Treaty. The Conference, nevertheless, recognizes the need to keep such 
developments under continuing review, and that relevant information should be available
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at the time of the next review Conference. It considers that for this purpose timely prepara
tions should be made by the Preparatory Committee for the next Review Conference with a 
view to providing information on major technological developments relevant to the Treaty. 
Such preparations, which could include the assistance of appropriate expertise, might 
facilitate the implementation of the purposes stated in the section dealing with Article V. 
Such preparation might also be useful to the Conference on Disarmament in its negotia
tions of further measures under Article V.

In order further to facilitate the dissemination of information relevant to the Treaty to 
States for their assessment, the Conference invites the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to collect such information from officially available sources and publish it in the 
United Nations Yearbook on Disarmament.

The Conference, recognizing the importance of the review mechanism provided in 
Article VII, decides that a third Rfeview Conference shall be held in Geneva at the request of 
a majority of States Parties not earlier than 1988 and, in any case, not later than i9 ^ .  The 
next conference shall determine in accordance with the views of a majoirity of those States 
Parties attending whether and when an additional review cdhference shall be convened.

Article VIII

The Conference notes with satisfaction that no State Party has exercised its rights to 
withdraw from the Treaty under Article VIII.

Article IX

The Conference reaffirms its conviction that nothing in the Treaty affects the obliga
tions assumed by States Parties to the Treaty under international instruments establishing 
zones free from nuclear weapons.

Article X

The Conference stresses that the 11 years that have elapsed since the date of entry of the 
Treaty into force have denionstrated its effectiveness. The Conference welcomes the adher
ence of 10 States to the Treaty since the First Review Conference. At the same time the 
Conference notes with concern that the Treaty has not yet achieved universal acceptance. 
Therefore the Conference calls upon the States that have not yet become Parties, 
particularly those possessing nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of mass 
destruction, to do so at the earliest possible date. Such adherence would be a significant 
contribution to international confidence.

Consideration by tiie General Assembly, 1983

While a large number of delegations expressed concern at the thirty- 
eighth session of the General Assembly over what they saw as an 
escalating naval arms race worldwide, there were few specific references 
to the sea-bed Treaty or to the work of the Second Review Conference. 
Among the delegations which referred to the Treaty in the First Commit
tee,” Angola, Denmark, Norway, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom reaffirmed their support for it, with the Soviet Union calling 
for wider adherence to it. Denmark, Norway and the United Kingdom 
welcomed the Conference’s positive assessment of the effectiveness of the 
Treaty. In the view of the United Kingdom, the Conference had 
“confirmed the utility of the existing regime”. Denmark was encouraged 
by the fact that no State party had so far invoked the Treaty’s complaints

Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee,
3rd to 34th meetings, and ibid.. First Com mittee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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and verification procedures. It also saw as positive the Conference’s 
recognition of the importance of providing information on technological 
developments relevant to the operation of the Treaty before the next 
review conference, scheduled to take place some time between 1988 and 
1990.

On 4 November, 26 sponsoring countries, belonging to all groupings 
and including the 3 depositary States of the sea-bed Treaty,^^ introduced 
in the First Committee a draft resolution entitled “Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of 
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea- 
Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof’.

In introducing the draft resolution on 7 November, the represen
tative of Norway, who had been President of the Conference, stated that 
the Second Review Conference had adopted by consensus a Final 
Declaration in which the States parties to the Treaty had recognized 
the continuing importance of the Treaty and its objectives, and had 
noted that the obligations assumed under it had been faithfully observed 
by its parties. At the same time, the Conference had reaffirmed the strong 
support of the States parties for and continued dedication to the 
principles and objectives of the Treaty and their strong conunon interest 
in avoiding an arms race on the sea-bed in nuclear weapons or any other 
types of weapons of mass destruction. He observed also that the Con
ference had appealed to all States to refrain from any action which might 
lead to the extension of the arms race to the sea-bed. Furthermore, 
he added that in view of the commitment of the State parties—under arti
cle V of the Treaty—to continue negotiations in good faith concerning 
further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof, the 
Review Conference had requested the Conference on Disarmament, in 
consultation with the States parties to the Treaty, to proceed promptly 
with consideration of such further measures, taking into account existing 
proposals and any further technological developments. Turning to the 
text of the draft resolution itself, the representative of Norway noted that 
it referred to most of the text of the Final Declaration that he had just 
mentioned and also contained some supplementary provisions. He hoped 
that it would be adopted by consensus.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 21 November 
without a vote, and the General Assembly^  ̂adopted it on 20 December, 
also without a vote, as resolution 38/188 B. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2660 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, in which it commended the

23 Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, 
Finland, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Iceland, India, Italy, Japan, Malta, 
Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Romania, Singapore, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, 
United Kingdom and United States.

24 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary MeetingSy 
103rd meeting.
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Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of 
Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil thereof,

Convinced that the Treaty constitutes a step towards the exclusion of the sea-bed, the 
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms race,

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty met at Geneva from 12 to 23 September 
1983 to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the 
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty were being realized.

Noting with satisfaction that the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof concluded that 
the obligations assumed under the Treaty had been faithfully observed by the States parties.

Noting that in its Final Declaration the Review Conference affirmed its belief that 
universal adherence to the Treaty would enhance international peace and security.

Noting furthermore that the States parties to the Treaty reaffirmed their strong support 
for and continued dedication to the principles and objectives of the Treaty, as well as their 
commitment to implement effectively its provisions.

Recognizing that in the Final Declaration the States parties to the Treaty reaffirmed the 
commitment undertaken in article V to continue negotiations in good faith concerning fur
ther measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, 
the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof,

1. Welcomes with satisfaction the positive assessment by the Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and 
Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof of the effectiveness of the Treaty since its entry into force, as reflected in its Final 
Declaration;

2. Reiterates its expressed hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty;
3. Affirms its strong interest in avoiding an arms race in nuclear weapons or any 

other types of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed, the ocean floor or the subsoil 
thereof;

4. Calls again upon all States to refrain from any action which might lead to the 
extension of the arms race to the sea-bed and the ocean floor;

5. Requests the Conference on Disarmament, in consultation with the States parties 
to the Treaty, taking into account existing proposals and any relevant technological 
developments, to proceed promptly with consideration of further measures in the field of 
disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the sub
soil thereof;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference on Disarmament all 
documents of the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly relevant to further 
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the 
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof;

7. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to report on its consideration of further 
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the 
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof to the General Assembly at its fortieth session.

Conclusion

The sea-bed Treaty constitutes an arms regulation agreement that 
represents a positive step towards ensuring the avoidance of the 
militarization of the sea-bed environment. As recognized at the Second 
Review Conference of the States parties, the Treaty, even with its current 
scope, has been faithfully observed and has functioned effectively in per
forming its primary objective, namely, to ban nuclear and other weapons 
of mass destruction from the sea-bed. At the same time, it was again also
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recognized that the Treaty might be supplemented by additional 
measures so as to exclude, comprehensively, the sea-bed area from all 
aspects of the arms race.

An issue of concern to many States parties to the Treaty has been the 
question of the availability of information on relevant technological 
developments which some of them feel must have occurred in the six 
years since the previous Review Conference. The Second Review Con
ference, in the Final Declaration, recognized the need to keep the issue 
under continuing review and called for relevant information on such 
developments to be made available in time for the next such conference.

Another issue of concern td many, largely developing, countries 
participating in the Second Review Conference was the question of the 
relationship between the Treaty and the United Nations Convention on 
the Law of the Sea  ̂ which was opened for signature in December 11982. 
The Final Declaration of the Conference stated that nothing in the law of 
the sea Convention should affect the rights and obligations assumed by 
States parties under the sea-bed Treaty. However, it is conceivable that 
when that Convention enters into force, its relationship with the sea-bed 
Treaty could become an issue in future reviews of the Treaty, as well as in 
the consideration of further measures for the prevention of an arms race 
on the sea-bed.

It is significant that the sea-bed regime has continued to grow in 
membership, with 10 new States becoming parties to the Treaty in the 
intervenitig years between the two Review Conferences, and that no State 
has withdrawn from the Treaty. Through the Second Review Con
ference, States parties have once again reaffirmed the Treaty’s continuing 
validity and effectiveness.
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P A R T  FIVE

Information and studies





C H A P T E R  X X I

World Disarmament Campaign and Disarmament Week, 
and provision of information

Introduction

T h e  v a l u a b l e  r o l e  w h i c h  w o r l d  p u b l ic  o p in io n  c a n  p l a y  in promot
ing the cause of disarmament was fully recognized in 1978 in the Final 
Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly.' In the 
Document the Assembly proclaimed the week steirting 24 October, the 
day of the foundation of the United Nations, as Disarmament Week, 
that is, a week devoted to fostering the objectives of disarmament.^

At its thirty-fifth session, in 1980, the General Assembly, by resolu
tion 35/152 I, requested the Secretary-General to carry out, with the 
assistance of a small group of experts, a study on the organization and 
financing of a world disarmament campaign under the auspices of the 
United Nations. The study was annexed to a report of the Secretary- 
General that was submitted to the Assembly at its thirty-sixth session.^ It 
emphasized the importance of mobilizing public opinion in support of 
disarmament, so that it might exert a positive influence towards the 
achievement of meaningful and effective disarmament measures. The 
experts further underlined the need to involve as many segments of the 
world’s population as possible in the exercise and outlined the catalytic 
role which the United Nations could play in a balanced, factual and 
objective manner worldwide. After discussion of the report, the General 
Assembly adopted resolution 36/92 C by which, inter aliOy it noted with 
satisfaction the contents of the study and commended its conclusions; it 
further requested the Secretary-General to transmit it, together with 
views expressed regarding its implementation, to the General Assembly 
at its second special session devoted to disarmament, so that it could take 
appropriate decisions thereon.

Subsequently, issues regarding the Campaign were discussed exten
sively in the Preparatory Committee for the Second Special Session of 
the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, which recommended

* Official Records o f the General Assembly» Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. Ill, paras. 99-107 and 123. (The Final Document is reproduced in extenso 
in The Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, appendix I.)

2 Ibid., para. 102.
3 A/36/458.
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that, at the opening meeting of the special session, the President, follow
ing a formal decision, should launch the Campaign.

Thus, on 7 June 1982, the Assembly at its twelfth special session —or 
second such session devoted to disarmament —launched the World Dis
armament Campaign under th^ auspices of the United Nations. Sub
sequently, and in keeping with a recommendation of the Preparatory 
Committee, the Secretary-General presented at the session a further 
report entitled “Outline of a programme for the World Disarmament 
Campaign”,̂  which, together with the aforementioned study and perti
nent views of Member States, became the basis for discussions during the 
session. In it, the Secretary-General made clear that the Campaign would 
have to be carried out in all regions of the world in a balanced, factual 
and objective manner, in co-operation with Governments and non
governmental organizations. He also stated that the programme outlined 
concentrated on (a) extending United Nations means of communication 
with the world public, the media and non-governmental organizations;
(b) systematic co-operation with national and international non
governmental organizations that could stimulate public understanding;
(c) special events (Disarmament Week); and {d) a publicity programme 
for the Campaign itself. Under those four headings, the report outlined 
steps which might be taken during the period 1982-1984.

The Secretary-General further recommended that the information 
materials of the United Nations produced for the World Disarmament 
Campaign should be distributed as widely as possible. United Nations in
formation centres and other field offices should play an important role in 
the dissemination of such information to all constituencies. Moreover, 
projects should be undertaken in co-operation with interested national 
and international non-governmental organizations. As only some of the 
projected activities could be effected from funds available in the regular 
budget of the United Nations, the extent to which the entire programme 
could be carried out would depend on the availability of extrabudgetary 
resources. The Secretary-General finally stressed that the World Disarm
ament Campaign could succeed only through a concerted effort by the 
United Nations and its system of agencies and programmes. Member 
States and the concerned public.

After extensive consideration^ during the course of the session, the 
General Assembly reached consensus on a text describing the World Dis
armament Campaign, which it annexed to the Concluding Document of 
the Twelfth Special Session of the General Assembly.^ In the text, the 
objectives, contents and modalities of the World Disarmament Cam
paign were defined. Concerning the financial implications, it was 
recognized that additional human, financial and material resources 
would be necessary to carry out an effective Campaign. To that end, the

 ̂A/S-12/27.
5 For details, see The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XXI.
6 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda 

items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32, annex V; the Concluding Document is 
reproduced in extenso in The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, appendix I.
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Secretary-General was urged to explore the possibilities of redeploying 
existing resources. Also, Member States were invited to supplement 
available United Nations financial resources with voluntary contribu
tions, and it was stated that contributions by non-governmental organi
zations, foundations and trusts, and other private sources would also be 
welcome.

Also pursuant to the relevant decision made by the General 
Assembly at its twelfth special session, the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Assembly at its thirty-seventh session a report’ outlining a general 
framework and providing specifics of a programme of activities for 1983, 
together with the financial aspects of the proposed programme. At that 
session the General Assembly, in the context of follow-up to its special 
sessions on disarmament, adopted three resolutions relating to the World 
Disarmament Campaign. By resolution 37/100 H, it invited Member 
States, in the implementation of the Campaign, to take into account the 
various views expressed at the twelfth special session, including the pro
posal for a world-wide signature-collecting action for the prevention of 
nuclear war and for disarmament, and also to ensure a better flow of in
formation and to avoid dissemination of false and tendentious informa
tion. By resolution 37/100 I, adopted without a vote, the General 
Assembly approved the general framework of the Campaign and the pro
posals for the programme of activities for 1983 as specified by the 
Secretary-General in his report, invited further voluntary contributions 
and decided that there should be a pledging conference for contributions 
from Member States at the Assembly’s thirty-eighth session. By resolu
tion 37/100 J, also adopted without a vote, the Assembly called on States 
to facilitate the flow of a broad range of accurate information on disarm
ament matters and to encourage their citizens freely to meet and to express 
their own views thereon.

By a further resolution, 37/78 D, the Assembly unanimously 
expressed appreciation to all States and organizations concerned for their 
support of Disarmament Week, and invited them to take various 
measures to give that event a fresh impetus and to inform the Secretary- 
General of their activities.

Finally and in a separate context, the Assembly adopted resolution 
37/99 G, by which it noted that the Final Document had encouraged 
Member States to ensure a better flow of information on various aspects 
of disarmament and that objective information on military capabilities 
could contribute, inter alia, to confidence-building and disarmament, 
called upon States to consider additional measures to facilitate the provi
sion of such information and invited them to convey their views on such 
measures to the Secretary-General.

7 A/37/548.
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Consideration by the Disarmament Commission 
and the Committee on Disarmament, 1983

Neither the Disarmament Commission nor the Committee on Disarma
ment had an item relating to information activities on its agenda in 
1983.«

In the Disarmament Commission, however, there was considerable 
debate, in the context of its agenda item relating to military budgets, in 
connection with the reporting of information on military expenditures, 
as discussed in chapter XVIII above. In addition, during the general 
exchange of views, some members commented on the ever-growing 
expression of public concern about the arms race, particularly in its 
nuclear aspects. For instance, Argentina and Mongolia referred to the 
nuclear-weapon freeze movement, with Mongolia stressing that it was 
one attestation of public concern about the threat of nuclear war. In its 
closing remarks, Sweden looked upon the World Disarmament Cam
paign as an ongoing disarmament effort and hoped that it would take the 
report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security 
Issues (ICDSI)’ into account in its activities.

In the Committee on Disarmament there was considerable similar 
comment about expressions of concern on the part of the public regard
ing the danger of the arms race and, particularly, of nuclear war. It was 
voiced by both socialist and Western States in the Committee as well as 
non-aligned and neutral members of the group of 21. In fact, the 
Secretary-General, in his address to the Committee on 15 February, 
observed that, in parallel to statements of commitment indicating that 
“all countries of East and West, North and South alike” were giving high 
priority to arms limitation, there was mounting concern among peoples 
all over the world about the threat of nuclear war.

The USSR, in its opening address, noted that throughout the world 
peoples were demanding the adoption of concrete measures to lessen the 
danger of war. Nigeria was encouraged by the fact that public opinion 
had shifted in favour of disarmament and that the subject was no longer 
one of only marginal political interest. Yugoslavia, while acknowledging 
the increased concern of world public opinion over the arms race and 
its urgent demand for beginning the disarmament process, observed that 
the publicly expressed readiness of some States to reduce weapons 
significantly was often contrary to their actual behaviour. Later in the 
session, in discussing its policy, the United States said that, for its part, 
transparency was not just a theory but an instrument for increasing 
mutual trust and confidence, and that it was convinced that unimpeded 
access by the public to a broad range of information —about capabilities.

8 For details of the exchange of views in the Disarmament Commission, see 
A/CN.IO/PV.65-70 and A/CN.10/PV.65-72/Corrigendum, and in the Committee on 
Disarmament, see Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty^eighth Session, Supple
ment No. 27{\n%/T!  and Corr.l), appendix III (CD/421), vols. 1-V. 

y A/CN. 10/38.
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motivations and each other generally—could exercise a positive influence 
on efforts to achieve meaningful arms control measures and to prevent 
war.

Regarding the World Disarmament Campaign, Kenya stated that 
the education of the masses in favour of disarmament was a heavy 
responsibility which already was starting to make some Governments 
behave more sensibly in disarmament matters. Accordingly, the Cam
paign merited systematic encouragement if its primary purposes were to 
be realized. Ethiopia recognized the role of the Department for Disarma
ment Affairs in the conduct of the Campaign and felt, in that connection, 
that the importance of education and public information activities 
should be stressed. It then recalled the words contained in the Constitu
tion of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organi
zation (UNESCO), “Since war begins in the minds of men, it is in the 
minds of men that the defence of peace must be established”.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

At the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, several speakers 
referred in the plenary general debate*® to the role of information and 
world public opinion in the quest for disarmament, but the substantive 
discussion of the subject area took place in the First Committee,' ‘ where 
five draft resolutions were submitted, four of which were subsequently 
adopted as resolutions by the Assembly.

World Disarmament Campaign

At its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly had before it the 
Secretary-General’s report,'^ pursuant to resolution 37/100 I, on the im
plementation of the programme of activities of the World Disarmament 
Campaign for 1983. In the report, the Secretary-General described those 
activities under five subheadings, concerning: United Nations informa
tion materials; interpersonal communication, seminars and training; 
special events; a publicity programme; and United Nations field offices. 
In introductory parts of the report, he provided background information 
and a brief review of the relevant activities undertaken by the United Na
tions system since the launching of the Campaign, noting that they had 
followed the general guidelines laid down for it. The financial aspects of 
the programme were outlined in the final part of the report. The report of 
the Secretary-General covering the activities of the Advisory Board on 
Disarmament Studies'^ (see chapter XXII) also contained various brief

0̂ Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session^ Plenary MeetingSy 
5th to 33rd and 97th and 103rd meetings.

Ibid., First Committee, 3rd to 40th and 46th meetings, and ibid,. First Committee, 
Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.

12 A/38/349.
13 A/38/467.
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comments on the implementation of the Campaign, expressing, inter 
alia, appreciation for the manner in which that difficult task was being 
carried out.

In the section on activities, the report outlined the co-ordinating role 
of the Department for Disarmament Affairs and the participation of 
other departments and bodies, particularly the Department of Public In
formation. Then, under the subheadings listed abqye, it described, inter 
alia: information materials, noting the introduction of a Disarmament 
Newsletter; regional conferences and seminars, among them two held 
at New Delhi and Caracas for non-governmental organizations and 
educators respectively; special events, such as panel discussions, exhibits 
and film-making activities; and the provision of publicity for the Cam
paign through various activities, including particular publications and 
the media.

In the course of the debate in the First Committee, among the many 
States which recognized the potential of public opinion and of the Cam
paign for fostering disarmament, Nigeria drew particular attention to the 
current lack of progress in disarmament talks and the apparent unwil
lingness of some States to undertake meaningful disarmament, and 
stated that the only option seemed, therefore, to be the mobilization of 
world public opinion in favour of disarmament. That opinion, enlighten
ed about the destabilizing character of the arms race and its capacity to 
distort the socio-economic options of States, it believed, could prompt 
Governments to take decisions in favour of disarmament. Nigeria felt the 
World Disarmament Campaign in that context should be encouraged 
and should provide a forum for the free, objective exchange of views in 
all regions of the world. Senegal, noting particularly the failure of the 
Committee on Disarmament to make progress, stated that the Cam
paign, as an instrument for peace, should increase awareness of what was 
involved in the deadlock and make possible a collective militant effort to 
exert the necessary pressure on Governments to show more common 
sense. Mexico was convinced that, because of the Campaign, the voices 
of the peoples of the world would gain greater persuasive power than had 
the statements made in the General Assembly and the Committee on 
Disarmament. Those voices would contribute, as a result of moral 
pressure in all countries, to giving concrete expression to the political will 
to disarm, which the General Assembly had called a decisive element. 
Ecuador felt that the Campaign was one tangible aspect of follow-up of 
disarmament resolutions, which had been proliferating without imple
mentation.

Austria and Norway, while supporting the World Disarmament 
Campaign and recognizing as one of its primary purposes the dissemina
tion of information concerning disarmament, believed that only through 
free discussion and debate in all parts of the world on the basis of balanced 
and objective information could the public exercise a positive influence 
on the attainment of disarmament objectives.

The United States, welcoming the opportunity to disc^ss the World 
Disarmament Campaign, reaffirmed its commitment to a truly universal
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and objective world-wide discussion on disarmament that would meet 
the criteria clearly established for the Campaign at the second special ses
sion of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. It accordingly 
urged all countries to promote an unhindered flow of information to all 
peoples of the world and to permit the widest possible freedom of public 
expression and assembly on the crucial issues of world peace and disarm
ament. In that regard, the United States cited a number of reported inci
dents seeming to indicate, in contrast to ready public access to vast 
amounts of diverse, relevant information about war and peace and the 
freedom to demonstrate for disarmament in all open, democratic 
societies, that in the Soviet Union and other Eastern European States 
independent peace campaigners had been subjected to intimidation and 
restraint. It referred also to the existence of multi-sided media and the 
many public and private institutions freely expressing views on arms con
trol and security issues in the United States and other open societies, and 
regarded it as unfortunate that that was not the case everywhere. Thus it 
felt that ensuring adequate access in all regions remained the central, 
difficult area of the Campaign, and it commended the efforts of the 
Department for Disarmament Affairs for its dedication in attempting to 
implement and translate the Campaign’s goals into deeds.

Bulgaria informed the Committee of the unanimous support of its 
public for the World Disarmament Campaign and its goals, and stressed 
that the anti-nuclear movement had acquired world-wide proportions 
and was gaining in momentum. In that country alone, a participating 
non-governmental organization, the Committee of Bulgarian Women, 
had sponsored over 20,000 meetings and collected 2,350,000 signatures 
in favour of peace, and Bulgarian groups had taken part in many other 
international peace movements. Bulgaria stated that such unequivocal 
calls to preserve peace had led to some pressures on peace movements in 
Western countries and to attempts to confuse public opinion by pursuing 
a policy of misinformation about the socialist countries and non-aligned 
States. That, in its view, was in contradiction to the fundamental princi
ples of the Campaign, as well as to relevant resolutions of the General 
Assembly. It observed that the countries concerned had shown an unwil
lingness to participate in the Campaign. Within its framework, Bulgaria 
placed great importance on the concept of collecting signatures on behalf 
of peace and disarmament. It also felt that the annual report of the 
Secretary-General on the implementation of the Campaign could useful
ly contain information on the more important public actions and events 
resulting from its mobilizing effect, thereby giving Member States a 
clearer idea of the support of world public opinion. The Byelorussian 
SSR also called attention to growing anti-war and anti-missile move
ments and attached great importance to the World Disarmament Cam
paign. It voiced strong opposition to any attempt to distort its purposes, 
emasculate its content or replace serious discussion with attacks on States 
whose peoples were actively participating in the Campaign and whose 
Governments heeded their will.

The Soviet Union reviewed in some detail the large number of peace
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rallies and mass participation in them in that country in 1983, stating that 
they reflected the deep concern of the Soviet people at the growing threat 
of war. Representatives of anti-war organizations from abroad had also 
visited the USSR and Soviet peace supporters similarly had participated 
in disarmament activities in other countries. The Soviet Union accord
ingly wished to assure the Committee that its public did not need to be 
prompted about the need for disarmament or compelled to take part in 
the World Disarmament Campaign. While the Campaign was indeed 
conducted in different ways in different countries, depending on their 
social and political systems, that should not lead to the unwarranted con
clusion—that had been expressed—that rallies and events in the USSR 
were officially inspired. In closing, the Soviet representative said the 
Campaign was entirely consonant with the wishes of the Soviet people 
and with his country’s foreign policy.

Romania shared the view, mentioned also in the Secretary-General’s 
report, that the resources allocated thus far were inadequate for the effec
tive implementation of the objectives of the Campaign. It believed that 
the Secretariat department concerned should have the necessary means to 
intensify its efforts to achieve the objectives of the Campaign. There 
might also be closer co-ordination between Campaign activities and 
those planned for other major events aimed at larger audiences, such as 
the International Peace Year. Romania felt also that non-governmental 
organizations, the mass media and schools should play a greater role in 
mobilizing public opinion in support of disarmament. In concluding, it 
stated that as funds allocated to the Campaign increased, there must be a 
broader diversification of activities, greater attention to proposals by 
States and by persons representing public opinion, and the development 
of ways for the public to make itself heard in disarmament debates and 
negotiations.

The first United Nations Pledging Conference for the World Dis
armament Campaign was held during the 1983 Disarmament Week, on 
27 October. Either during the Conference or at other times in the course 
of the year, the following pledges to the Campaign were made:'"

Australia 30 000 Australian dollars
Bangladesh 25 000 taka
Burma 1 500 United States dollars
Canada 100 000 Canadian dollars
Cuba 5 000 Cuban pesos
Czechoslovakia 300 000 Czechoslovak koruny
Democratic Yemen 2 000 United States dollars
Denmark 250 000 Danish kroner
Egypt 40 000 Egyptian pounds
Greece 10 000 United States dollars
India 100 000 United States dollars
Indonesia 5 000 United States dollars
Japan 50 000 United States dollars
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 5 000 Libyan dinars

Pledges made to the World Disarmament Campaign during 1982 are listed in The 
Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XXI.
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Nigeria
Norway
Poland

10 000 naira
25 000 United States dollars 

100 000 zlotych 
5 000 United States dollars 

10 000 United States dollars equivalent 
300 000 Uganda shillings 
50 000 dong

Sri Lanka
Tunisia
Uganda
Viet Nam

After the pledges had been made, the Conference adopted its Final 
Act, which stated that the Secretary-General would keep a list of pledges 
made until 31 March 1984, when it would be issued. The General 
Assembly subsequently adopted resolution 38/73 D (discussed next) pro
viding, inter alia, for a second Pledging Conference.

On 11 November, Bangladesh, Egypt, Mexico, Sri Lanka, Sweden 
and Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution entitled “World Disarma
ment Campaign”, which was subsequently also sponsored by Indonesia, 
Romania and Venezuela. In introducing the draft resolution on 15 No
vember, Mexico reviewed its operative part, in particular pointing out 
that paragraph 1 took note of the Campaign’s activities for 1983, as 
described in the report of the Secretary-General, while, by paragraphs 2 
and 3, the Assembly would express satisfaction at the voluntary con
tributions made by Member States at the first Pledging Conference and 
would decide to hold a second one at its thirty-ninth session in order to 
give others an opportunity to announce their donations. Paragraphs 4 
and 5 were intended to ensure that work relating to the Campaign would 
be as effective as possible by recommending that voluntary contributions 
not be earmarked for specific activities and requesting the Secretary- 
General to instruct the United Nations information centres and regional 
commissions to give wide publicity to the Campaign. Given the absence 
of any controversial element in the draft resolution, the sponsors hoped 
it would be adopted by consensus.

Before the vote in the Committee, the Netherlands, in explaining its 
position, expressed objection to the idea of pledging conferences, both 
past and future, and said that too much emphasis on such conferences 
might erroneously suggest that the success of the Campaign depended 
merely on raising the necessary funds when, in fact, what was needed 
more was the pledge to an unconditional commitment in no way to im
pede the unqualified, free flow of information.

Thereafter, on 25 November, the First Committee approved the 
draft resolution without a vote.

Following that approval, the USSR explained its understanding of 
operative paragraph 4 and its implementation to be that, in accordance 
with the Secretary-General’s report and in particular its paragraph 13, 
the Secretary-General would consult donor countries about concrete 
measures for the Campaign in their countries which would be financed by 
their contributions. The German Democratic Republic explained its 
understanding of operative paragraph 4 to be that the Secretary- 
General’s power to take decisions regarding the Campaign was based on 
the United Nations Charter, the Final Document of the Tenth Special
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Session, particularly the priority tasks which it set out, and United 
Nations resolutions adopted in order to carry out those tasks, especially 
with a view to preventing nuclear war and achieving nuclear disarma
ment. The Federal Republic of Germany, while sharing in the consensus 
on the draft resolution and recognizing the worthy goals of the Cam
paign, expressed its reservations concerning operative paragraph 3, pro
viding for another Pledging Conference, in that it doubted whether such 
a Conference was the best means available to elicit maximum contribu
tions for the Campaign and, more importantly, it held that the objectives 
of the Campaign depended less on funds than on a free, unencumbered 
flow of information, especially by countries that still excluded their 
citizens from sharing freely in the broad information process on political 
issues.

The General Assembly, on 15 December, adopted the draft resolu
tion, again without a vote, as resolution 38/73 D. It reads as follows:

The General Assemblyy
Recalling that, in paragraph 15 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of 

the General Assembly, the first special session devoted to disarmament, it declared that it 
was essential that not only Governments but also the peoples of the world recognize and 
understand the dangers in the present situation and stressed the importance of mobilizing 
world public opinion on behalf of disarmament.

Recalling also its resolutions 35/152 I of 12 December 1980, 36/92 C of 9 December 
1981 and 37/100 I of 13 December 1982, as well as the reports of the Secretary-General of 
17 September 1981, 11 June 1982 and 3 November 1982,

Having examined the report of the Secretary-General of 30 August 1983 on the imple
mentation of the programme of activities of the World Disarmament Campaign,

Having also examined the part of the report of the Secretary-General dealing with the 
activities of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies relating to the programme of 
activities of the World Disarmament Campaign, as well as the final act of the 1983 United 
Nations Pledging Conference for the Campaign held on 27 October 1983,

1. Notes with satisfaction the implementation of the programme of activities of the 
World Disarmament Campaign for 1983 as described in the report of the Secretary- 
General;

2. Notes also with satisfaction the voluntary contributions made by Member States 
to the World Disarmament Campaign Voluntary Trust Fund, prior to and during the 1983 
United Nations Pledging Conference for the Campaign;

3. Decides that at its thirty-ninth session there should be a second United Nations 
Pledging Conference for the World Disarmament Campaign, in order that all those 
Member States that have not yet announced their voluntary contributions may have an 
opportunity to do so;

4. Recommends that the voluntary contributions made by Member States to the 
World Disarmament Campaign Voluntary Trust Fund should not be earmarked for specific 
activities inasmuch as it is most desirable that the Secretary-General may enjoy full freedom 
to take the decisions he deems fit within the framework of the Campaign previously approved 
by the General Assembly and in exercise of the powers vested in him in connection with the 
Campaign;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to instruct the United Nations information centres 
and regional commissions to give wide publicity to the World Disarmament Campaign and, 
whenever necessary, to adapt, as far as possible. United Nations information materials into 
local languages;

6. Also requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session a report covering both the implementation of the programme of activi
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ties of the World Disarmament Campaign by the United Nations system during 1984 and 
the programme of activities contemplated by the system for 1985;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-ninth session the item en
titled “World Disarmament Campaign”.

A second draft resolution, entitled “World Disarmament Campaign: 
actions and activities”, was subniitted by Bulgaria, Mongolia, Romania 
and Viet Nam on 11 November, and was later also sponsored by the Ger
man Democratic Republic. In introducing the draft resolution on 15 No
vember, Bulgaria stated that its provisions were designed to contribute to 
the successful carrying out of the Campaign, to ensure broad-based par
ticipation therein and to initiate within its framework practical actions 
and activities conducive to the effective attainment of the ultimate goal: 
the mobilization of world public opinion on behalf of peace and disarm
ament. After noting that Campaign documentation’̂  recognized diverse 
types of Campaign activities, including the collection of signatures, 
Bulgaria stated that operative paragraph 2 of the text dealt with the need 
for ensuring a better flow of accurate information and avoiding the dis
semination of false and tendentious information on various disarmament 
questions, as well as with the actions and activities of the world public in 
support of peace and disarmament. The thrust of the text was in con
formity with the principles of the Campaign and, in the opinion of the 
sponsors, should be generally acceptable.

On 25 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 88 to 1, with 30 abstentions (Western States and 
others).

Following the Vote, Brazil, which had cast the negative vote, stated 
that it remained convinced that activities such as collecting signatures did 
not conform to the function and purpose of the United Nations.

France had abstained in the vote. It explained that it had serious res
ervations regarding the reference to the collection of signatures at the end 
of the preamble and did not believe that operative paragraph 2 would 
promote a truly satisfactory dissemination of information; it felt that the 
references to accurate or false and tendentious information opened the 
way to censorship or controversy. The United Kingdom, which also ab
stained, regretted that a second proposal on the Campaign had been 
thought essential and felt that operative paragraph 2, which urged 
Member States to avoid the “dissemination of false and tendentious in
formation”, was an open invitation to censorship and posed the question 
of who would pass judgement. With its tradition of freedom of speech, it 
would never be party to the suppression of the free exchange of ideas and 
believed that, on a subject as important as disarmament, every facet 
should be fully explored and publicly debated.

Australia, which had taken the draft resolution at its face value and 
had voted in favour, applauded the dissemination of accurate informa
tion and believed that no State should disseminate false or tendentious

Particularly documents A/37/548 and A/38/349 and resolution 37/100 H.
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information about disarmament issues or, indeed, about any matter. It 
emphasized, however, that it did not endorse State censorship or central
ized control of information available to citizens and strongly favoured 
freedom of information.

The General Assembly, on 15 December, adopted the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 112 to 1, with 29 abstentions, as resolution 38/73 F. 
It reads as follows:

The General Assembly^
A ware of the growing public concern at the dangers of the arms race, particularly the 

nuclear-arms race, and its negative social and economic consequences.
Noting with satisfaction the successful beginning of the implementation of the World 

Disarmament Campaign and its positive impact on the mobilization on a large scale of 
world public opinion on behalf of peace and disarmament,

Recalling its resolutions 36/92 J of 9 December 1981 and 37/100 H of 13 December
1982, as well as the report of the Secretary-General on world-wide action for collecting sig
natures in support of measures to prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for dis
armament,

Welcoming the voluntary contributions made to the World Disarmament Campaign 
Voluntary Trust Fund to carry out the objectives of the Campaign,

Taking into account the report of the Secretary-General on the implementation of the 
programme of activities of the World Disarmament Campaign,

Convinced that the United Nations system, Member States, with respect for their 
sovereign rights, and other bodies, in particular non-governmental organizations, all have 
their role to play in achieving the objectives of the World Disarmament Campaign,

Taking into account the great number of various activities carried out within the 
framework of the World Disarmament Campaign, including action for collecting signatures 
in support of measures to prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for disarmament,

1. Reaffirms the usefulness of further carrying out actions and activities which are an 
important manifestation of the will of world public opinion and which contribute effectively 
to the achievement of the objectives of the World Disarmament Campaign and thus to the 
creation of a favourable climate for making progress in the field of disarmament with a 
view to achieving the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control;

2. Invites once again Member States to co-operate with the United Nations to ensure 
a better flow of accurate information with regard to the various aspects of disarmament as 
well as actions and activities of the world public in support of peace and disarmament, and 
to avoid dissemination of false and tendentious information;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report annually to the General Assembly on the 
implementation of the provisions of the present resolution.

On 11 November, Australia, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Indonesia, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Norway, Sweden, the United King
dom, the United States and Uruguay submitted a draft resolution entitled 
“Peace and disarmament movements”, which was subsequently also 
sponsored by the Bahamas, Costa Rica, the Netherlands, Portugal and 
Singapore. In introducing the draft resolution on 17 November, the 
United States said that the sponsors were convinced that a well-informed 
discussion of all points of view could build confidence and thus con
tribute to arms limitation. As secrecy created mistrust and wars had 
resulted from lack of communication, the draft resolution sought to 
ensure that citizens of all nations had the freedom to make well-informed
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choices on the vital questions surrounding disarmament. The sponsors 
viewed the proposal as a follow-up to the previous year’s resolu
tions 37/100 I and J on the World Disarmament Campaign.

By the draft resolution,*® the General Assembly would call upon 
States to permit their citizens free public expression of their own views on 
disarmament and the free exchange of such views between their citizens 
and the Secretary-General, express regret that some groups had had diffi
culty in engaging in such activities, and encourage States and non
governmental organizations to provide the Secretary-General with infor
mation pertinent to the monitoring of compliance with commitments to 
free debate on disarmament questions.

On 21 November, Czechoslovakia submitted amendments to the 
draft resolution consisting of the addition of a new first preambular 
paragraph, by which the Assembly would emphasize that Governments 
should take into account the “will of the peoples” as reflected by the mass 
movements for the prevention of nuclear war and for nuclear disarma
ment, and a new operative paragraph 1, by which it would urge Govern
ments of nuclear-weapon and other militarily significant States to harmo
nize their policies with the demands of such movements. On 23 November, 
the United States submitted sub-amendments to those amendments 
which referred to the “wishes of all people concerned”, rather than the 
will of mass movements, being taken into account by Governments and, 
in operative paragraph 1, urged Governments, especially of militarily 
significant States, to redouble their efforts to achieve general disarma
ment and prevent nuclear and any other type of war.

On 23 November, the original and subsequent sponsors submitted a 
revised draft resolution in which they deleted references to difficulties be
ing encountered in connection with the subject activities. Thereafter, on 
29 November, Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria submitted amendments to the 
revised draft resolution, both further modifying operative paragraph 1.

On 30 November, the United States, on behalf of the sponsors, 
stated that their conviction had not changed, but that their efforts and 
those of other interested delegations to find consensus language had failed, 
and that the latest proposals would reflect a significant change in the 
focus and basic objective of the draft resolution. Therefore, they had 
decided, with regret, to withdraw it.

Disarmament Week

In 1978, the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to dis
armament proclaimed the week beginning 24 October, the day of the 
foundation of the United Nations, as a week devoted to fostering the 
objectives of disarmament. Accordingly, Disarmament Week has been 
commemorated every year since then, as an appropriate time to increase 
public awareness of the dangers of the arms race, particularly the nuclear

16 A/38/641, paras. 24 to 30.
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arms race, mobilize public opinion and create an atmosphere conducive 
to progress in disarmament.

In 1983, in accordance with resolution 37/78 D of 9 December 1982, 
the Secretary-General reported replies received from 17 Governments 
and relevant departments of the Secretariat, as well as United Nations 
information centres, specialized agencies, research institutes and interna
tional non-governmental organizations concerning their activities under
taken to promote the objectives of Disarmament Week 1983.

In the First Committee, the observance of Disarmament Week 1983, 
held on 24 October,'® was marked by statements by the President of the 
General Assembly, the Secretary-General and representatives of the five 
regional groups.

In his statement, the President of the General Assembly emphasized 
that Disarmament Week was being observed at a time when the interna
tional situation was becoming increasingly threatening, when the search 
for absolute security by the great Powers served only to increase their 
sense of insecurity and when the nuclear arms arsenals posed a general 
threat to the very survival of mankind. He stated that countries must 
stop reacting to other societies in a military manner, before it was too 
late. He asked if mankind was so bankrupt intellectually that it had 
nothing better to rely on for peace than the so-called balance of terror, 
and observed that the Charter of the United Nations set out as the first of 
its purposes the maintenance of international peace and security. The 
President called for bold, imaginative steps to reduce tensions, to im
prove international relations, to promote development as well as interna
tional economic co-operation and to turn mankind away from the preci
pice. He observed that the World Disarmament Campaign, still in its early 
stages, was already attracting public attention to the nature of the inter
national machinery, whether bilateral or multilateral, which persistently 
failed to achieve progress for a safer future. A decisive element in restoring 
public confidence in an effective United Nations would be a demonstration 
in the deliberations of the First Committee and in the multilateral negotia
tions in the Conference on Disarmament in 1984 that common interests 
could be identified, compromises could be made and agreements could be 
reached to set the international community on the road towards disarma
ment. The foremost task was to remove the threat of nuclear war and to 
ensure the survival of mankind and, at the same time, pursue negotia
tions on measures of disarmament with greater imagination. The Presi
dent concluded by making an appeal for a rededication to the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations Charter to save succeeding genera
tions from the danger of a nuclear war.

The Secretary-General urged Governments and peoples of Member 
States to concentrate on the urgent need to make a start in reducing the 
increasingly vast and sophisticated arsenals of armaments. He noted that

•7 A/38/144.
•8 Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee,

I Ith meeting.
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the two major nuclear Powers were holding bilateral talks under the 
oppressive shadow of great tension and profound disagreements; he 
pointed out that the importance of an equitable and reliable agreement 
designed to reduce nuclear arsenals transcended the importance of such 
disagreements, "the Secretary-General specifically called on the Soviet 
Union and the United States to give serious thought to the adoption of 
provisional measures which would give more time for negotiations to 
achieve positive results. With regard to strategic armaments, both parties 
should consider creating less dangerous and more stable systems, while 
pursuing the ultimate objective of eliminating all nuclear arms. He added 
that the most important thing for the time being was the continuation of 
the negotiations. On the other hand, he observed, the broad forum of the 
Conference on Disarmament provided opportunities for progress in 
limiting the threat posed by armaments and the enormous burden they 
represented. The Secretary-General urged continued, determined efforts 
in the Conference on Disarmament to reach agreement on the prohibi
tion of use of chemical and radiological weapons and nuclear testing, as 
well as to establish a peaceful regime for outer space. He concluded by 
appealing to Member States to bear in mind the considerable progress 
which could be made in disarmament through a patient and constructive 
dialogue, in strict compliance with the principles and purposes of the 
Charter of the United Nations.

The representative of Senegal, speaking as Chairman of the Group 
of African States, said the promotion of disarmament was a particularly 
urgent matter for Africans, not only because of the constant threat of a 
nuclear holocaust, but also because they witnessed the squandering of 
enormous resources which could have eradicated, several times over, 
disease, hunger and ignorance from the third world. Emerging, four 
decades earlier, from the nightmare of war, mankind had hoped that it 
would be able in the future to prevent the outbreak of a new war by 
building a new system of international relations based on confidence, co
operation and solidarity, but justice and peace had become a reality for 
only a small number of countries. He believed that the nuclear Powers 
had a decisive role to play in eliminating the threat of South Africa’s 
nuclear capability, and that they should enter into specific binding 
commitments, guarantee observance of the non-nuclear status of Africa 
and refrain from transferring any nuclear technology to South Africa. 
He appealed to national and world public opinion to create militant 
political forces capable of bringing the necessary pressure to bear on the 
various Governments to induce them to realize finally that there was no 
alternative to disarmament and peace.

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, speaking on behalf 
of the Group of Asian States, said that nations celebrated Disarmament 
Week with regret and bitterness, as no progress had been achieved. 
Noting that Disarmament Week had made public opinion in different 
parts of the world more sensitive to the arms race and nuclear weapons, 
he mentioned two important issues, closely related to disarmament, 
which constituted a matter of global concern: the relationship of disarm
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ament to development and to international security. In conclusion, he 
called for the reaffirmation of full support to the United Nations to 
enable it to carry out its difficult tasks.

Speaking as Chairman of the Group of Eastern European States, the 
representative of the Byelorussian SSR observed that Disarmament 
Week coincided with the fortieth anniversary of the Moscow Confer
ence, attended by the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 
Kingdom, which recognized the need to establish a universal organiza
tion for the maintenance of international peace and security: the United 
Nations. In spite of certain achievements since then in the limitation of 
the nuclear arms race, military expenditures were higher than at the time 
of the Second World War. He did not want Disarmament Week to be 
restricted to the customary ritual speeches, but instead to become a 
powerful stimulus to strengthen peace, to avert the danger of nuclear war 
and to achieve agreements on real measures of nuclear and conventional 
disarmament, up to and including general and complete disarmament. 
He added that the World Disarmament Campaign, in which the peoples 
of the world were taking part ever more energetically, must play a part in 
that endeavour. He recalled that the socialist States had submitted for 
consideration a complete set of constructive proposals, the acceptance of 
which would, in his opinion, amount to the renunciation of the use of 
either nuclear or conventional weapons by any State against any other 
State. The socialist States believed that all peoples should be freed of the 
danger of a nuclear disaster and have an opportunity to devote their 
eff'orts to creative purposes, in conditions of undisturbed peace.

The representative of El Salvador, speaking as Chairman of the 
Group of Latin American States, said the deteriorating international 
situation made it urgent that attention be given to disarmament. The 
Latin American States fully supported disarmament efforts at all levels, 
including conventional weapons, intermediate-range missiles, long-range 
nuclear forces and the use of arms in outer space. He noted that the 
figures on world-wide military expenditures were astronomical and that 
the arms race could not be dissociated from its harmful effects on the 
economic and social development of States. The trend must be reversed. 
He pointed to the Treaty of Tlatelolco and its Protocols as proof of Latin 
America’s concern about the threat of atomic weapons. He concluded by 
stating that Latin America gave its support to disarmament, applauded 
initiatives to mobilize global public opinion in the World Disarmament 
Campaign, and trusted that common sense would prevail.

Speaking as Chairman of the Group of Western European and 
Other States, the representative of France recalled that Disarmament 
Week was a response to the legitimate concern for involving the peoples 
of Member States in eff̂ orts to promote disarmament. While it was pri
marily for Governments to carry on a determined quest for significant 
progress in that field, the difficulty of the endeavour and the magnitude 
of the stakes made it quite right that their efforts should be accompanied 
by a flow of information to their populations in order to make them 
more aware of what was happening. He was convinced that the activities
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in connection with Disarmament Week would help unite the entire inter
national community in the search for ways to reduce military arsenals. 
He concluded by reaffirming the support of the Group of Western Euro
pean and Other States for all efforts to achieve genuine disarmament in a 
more harmonious and united world.

On 26 October, the traditional Disarmament Week NGO Forum, 
sponsored by the Department for Disarmament Affairs and the Depart
ment of Public Information, was held in the form of a panel discussion 
on the subject “The prospects of disarmament in the 1980s”. The panel
lists included Ambassador Louis G. Fields, representative of the United 
States to the Conunittee on Disarmament at Geneva; Ambassador Amre 
M. Moussa, Deputy Permanent Representative of Egypt to the United 
Nations; Ambassador Vladimir F. Petrovsky, Member of the Collegium 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union; and Mrs. Daniela 
Szokoloczi de Alcala, Counsellor of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
Venezuela. Invitations had been sent to more than 2,000 non-govern- 
mental organizations and individuals around the world.

Also as elements of the observance of Disarmament Week, the 
Department for Disarmament Affairs, in co-operation with the United 
Nations Ad Hoc Internship Progranune, held a one-day seminar on dis
armament for all interns then at Headquarters; staff members of the De
partment, upon invitation, addressed non-governmental organizations in 
a number of countries on disarmament questions; and the Department of 
Public Information sponsored radio programmes in various locations.

During the general debate in the First Committee, attention was also 
given to Disarmament Week.

The representative of Mongolia noted that Disarmament Week had 
become a world-wide action aimed at the mobilization of world public 
opinion in support of halting and reversing the arms race—especially the 
nuclear arms race—in all its aspects. Disarmament Week represented an 
effort to increase public awareness of the growing danger of nuclear war. 
He expressed appreciation to the Department for Disarmament Affairs 
for preparing a broad report on the activities of Governments, interna
tional governmental and non-governmental organizations in holding Dis
armament Week. ‘ ’

The representative of UNESCO said that his organization continued 
to organize special activities for Disarmament Week, such as an exhibit 
of disarmament-related materials, as it had done since 1978.

The Dominican Republic noted that Disarmament Week was 
another manifestation of the efforts to increase the awareness of man
kind regarding the dangers of the arms race and arms buildup. The Bye
lorussian SSR observed that the 1983 Disarmament Week was marked by 
a powerful upsurge in anti-war activity, backed by public opinion 
through mass demonstrations. Ireland, in commenting upon the subject, 
found it relevant to ask why so little progress had been achieved over the 
previous four decades in curbing the arms race.

19 A/38/144.
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A draft resolution entitled “Disarmament Week” was submitted by 
Mongolia on 11 November. On 17 November, a revised draft resolution 
was submitted by Afghanistan, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, the Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Mongolia, the Ukrainian SSR and Viet Nam, in 
which the word “anti-missile” was replaced by “anti-nuclear” in the third 
preambular paragraph (see below). The revised draft resolution was sub
sequently also sponsored by India and Mozambique. In introducing the 
revised draft on 17 November, Mongolia said it represented a follow-up 
measure to the decisions taken by the first and second special sessions of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and was formulated 
along the same lines as those previously adopted.

On 25 November, the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 107 to none, with 13 abstentions.

In connection with the voting in the Committee, Canada stated it 
had voted in favour because it strongly supported Disarmament Week. 
Canada also expected that those agencies involved in implementing 
operative paragraph 4 would take particular care to remain within their 
mandates. Australia, unable to support the draft resolution, stated it 
regretted the inclusion of operative paragraph 4, which called on the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), in particular, to undertake 
activities which, Australia believed, were outside the scope of its statute. 
France, abstaining in the vote, also had serious reservations on that para
graph since it invited the specialized agencies to disseminate information 
on the consequences of the arms race. France believed that would be 
contrary to the reasonable balance of responsibilities and competence 
established within the United Nations system.

The General Assembly^® on 20 December adopted the draft resolu
tion by a recorded vote of 136 to none, with 12 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/183 L. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Gravely concerned over the escalating arms race,
Emphasizing the urgent need for and the importance of wide and continued mobiliza

tion of world public opinion in support of halting and reversing the arms race, especially 
the nuclear-arms race in all its aspects,

Mindful of the world-wide mass anti-war and anti-nuclear movement,
Noting with satisfaction the broad and active support by Governments and interna

tional and national organizations of the decision taken by the General Assembly at its tenth 
special session, the first special session devoted to disarmament, regarding the proclamation 
of the week starting 24 October, the day of the foundation of the United Nations, as a week 
devoted to fostering the objectives of disarmament,

Recalling the recommendations concerning the World Disarmament Campaign con
tained in annex V to the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Sepcial Session of the 
General Assembly, the second special session devoted to disarmament, in particular the 
recommendation that, in view of the fact that Disarmament Week has played a useful role

20 Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings,
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in fostering the objectives of disarmament, the week starting 24 October should continue to 
be widely observed as Disarmament Week,

Recalling also its resolutions 33/71 D of 14 December 1978, 34/83 I of 11 December 
1979 and 37/78 D of 9 December 1982,

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the report of the Secretary-General on the follow- 
up measures undertaken by governmental and non-governmental organizations in holding 
Disarmament Week;

2. Expresses its appreciation to all States and international and national governmen
tal and non-governmental organizations for their energetic support of and active participa
tion in Disarmament Week;

3. Invites all States, in carrying out appropriate measures at the local level on the 
occasion of Disarmament Week, to take into account the elements of the model programme 
for Disarmament Week, prepared by the Secretary-General;

4. Also invites the relevant specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency to intensify activities, within their areas of competence, to disseminate information 
on the consequences of the arms race and requests them to inform the Secretary-General 
accordingly;

5. Requests Governments, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 33/71 D, 
to inform the Secretary-General of activities undertaken to promote the objectives of Dis
armament Week;

6. Invites international non-governmental organizations to take an active part in Dis
armament Week and to inform the Secretary-General of the activities undertaken;

7. Requests the Secretary-General, in accordance with paragraph 4 of resolu
tion 33/71 D, to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session a report contain
ing the information referred to in paragraph 7 of resolution 37/78 D, as well as paragraphs 4 
to 6 above.

Information on military capabilities

Under the agenda item entitled “General and complete disarmament”, 
the General Assembly had before it the Secretary-General’s report,^* re
quested by resolution 37/99 G, containing 16 replies^  ̂of Member States 
communicating their views and proposals concerning additional 
measures to facilitate the provision of objective information on, and 
objective assessments of, military capabilities and providing preliminary 
ideas on the possible role of the United Nations in that context. The 
replies reflected two general positions. One emphasized the importance 
of exchanging information between States to build confidence, to con
tribute to studies, research and analysis, to aid in reaching agreements in 
such areas as the reduction of military budgets and to help ensure better- 
informed public opinion through an increased availability of quality 
data. The other regarded the absence of political will as the major prob
lem, and the collection and exchange of information as of value only in 
the context of the disarmament process or specific disarmament agree
ments. According to the second view, emphasis on data could divert 
attention from practical disarmament problems or be used as a pre-con- 
dition for negotiation. Thus the responses indicated that such measures 
might contribute to both the information and study processes, the sub-

21 A/38/368 and Add.l and 2.
22 The reply of the Federal Republic of Germany was on behalf of the 10 member States 
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ject of this part of The Yearbook, but were also related to such consider
ations as confidence-building, trust and political will, and military ex
penditures and regional questions, dealt with mainly in early chapters of 
parts one and two and in chapters XVII and XVIII.

In the First Committee, Austria, whose initiative had led to the 
adoption of resolution 37/99 G, stated that inadequate information on 
the military strength of States had been a major cause of mistrust, fear 
and tension in international relations and a significant reason for the con
tinuation of the arms buildup and the stagnation of disarmament efforts. 
In the absence of reliable information. Governments had long tended to 
overestimate the military strength of potential adversaries and to carry 
out arms programmes on the basis of worst-case estimates, thus setting a 
vicious circle in motion. Portugal, among others holding a similar posi
tion, felt that experience had demonstrated that only by raising the level 
of confidence among States, through the increased visibility of their mili
tary activities, could one hope to achieve disarmament objectives. Den
mark stressed that confidence among States was essential if progress was 
to be achieved in arms control and disarmament negotiations.

Several States, including the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden, felt 
that the Conference on Confidence- and Security-building Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe should seek agreement on a set of confidence- 
and security-building measures applicable to the whole of Europe and 
designed to create more transparency and predictability in the military 
field. The Federal Republic of Germany stated that transparency in mili
tary conduct must be at the centre of confidence-building and, in that 
regard, felt the efforts of the General Assembly and the Disarmament 
Commission to render military budgets more comparable and their 
reduction verifiable merited praise. Ecuador supported the Federal 
Republic of Germany’s appeals for measures to contribute to mutual 
trust, particularly for greater transparency in the military behaviour of 
both the super-Powers. The Sudan also welcomed the Federal Republic’s 
comments on confidence-building measures. The United States observed 
that it had proposed specific confidence-building measures, such as the 
pre-notification of ballistic missile launchings and major military exer
cises, and had suggested means of improving communications between 
its Government and that of the USSR in a crisis.

Austria stated that the standardized international reporting of mili
tary expenditures could contribute to reliable information on military 
matters, and that the idea of an international satellite-monitoring agency 
had the potential of providing objective information on security matters. 
Greece, speaking on behalf of the 10 members of the European Com
munity, welcomed the Assembly’s acknowledgement of the importance 
of a unified system of communication and comparability of military 
expenses, regarding it as an important confidence-building measure 
which could improve the climate for disarmament.

Austria supported the activities of the United Nations in the dissemi
nation of information on disarmament, mentioning the studies which 
had proved to be a useful tool for clarifying specific aspects of the arms
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race and disarmament, for strengthening public support for disarma
ment measures and for facilitating negotiations. It drew attention to the 
fact that much of the work of the Secretariat, such as in The United 
Nations Disarmament Yearbook project, focused on activities of the 
Organization, while facts and data on the arms race usually came from a 
variety of governmental and non-governmental sources. It supported all 
those activities but believed that the United Nations itself should be 
developed to become a source of objective data on security-related 
issues. In referring to the World Disarmament Campaign and the role of 
public opinion, Austria stated that it was only through free discussion 
and debate on the basis of balanced and objective information that the 
public could exercise a positive influence on efforts to attain disarmament 
goals. The success of the Campaign would therefore be directly commen
surate with the amount and quality of information available.

The USSR held the view that mistrust and suspicion among States 
were generated by the policies of certain circles that desired to act from a 
position of strength and by their attempts to place the arms race in ever 
newer and more dangerous orbits, rather than by a lack of transparency. 
It felt that to claim, in those conditions, that an increase in the volume of 
information about armed forces and armaments could build confidence 
would be a delusion. The absence of political will to stop the arms race 
and reluctance to seek mutually acceptable agreements on the basis of 
equality and equal security could not be remedied by any flow of data on 
arms and armed forces, studies on the comparability of military informa
tion or any other such activities. The Byelorussian SSR referred to the 
proposed Soviet programme of peace for the 1980s, and stressed that it 
mentioned a series of confidence-building measures. Those included, in 
particular, advance announcements with regard to military exercises not 
only by land forces, as had already been agreed, but also by naval and air 
forces, and to major troop movements. The programme also proposed a 
substantial expansion of the zone in which such confidence-building 
measures would apply, that is, to all of the European part of the USSR, 
if there were a similar expansion of the zone for the Western countries as 
well.

Czechoslovakia shared the view that confidence-building measures 
should promote the solving of disarmament problems. It recalled that the 
Prague Political Declaration of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty” 
had stated that easing the threat of war required the creation of a climate 
of trust involving, inter alia, political dialogue, measures in the economic 
and military fields, the dissemination of accurate information, and re
nunciation of aspirations to great-Power status and of attempts to teach 
others how to live. That approach, it stated, would guide its future work 
on confidence-building. Romania noted that mobilization, objective 
information and world pubUc opinion could have a positive effect on 
efforts to halt the arms race, and felt that the World Disarmament Cam
paign should make a greater contribution to an awakening of public

23 A/38/67-S/15556 and Corr.l.
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opinion to the real situation concerning both arms and disarmament 
negotiations.

On 11 November, Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, Bangladesh, Bel
gium, Colombia, Ecuador, France, Indonesia, Ireland, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Romania, the Sudan and Sweden submitted a draft resolution entitled 
“Measures to provide objective information on military capabilities”, 
which was later also sponsored by Costa Rica and the Federal Republic 
of Germany. In introducing the draft resolution on 9 November, the rep
resentative of Austria said that its preambular part set out the motives 
underlying the proposal, including a reference to the relevant provi
sion — paragraph 105 —of the Final Document of the Assembly’s 1978 
special session devoted to disarmament. He went on to state that 
operative paragraph 1 took note of the report of the Secretary-General; 
operative paragraph 2 called once more upon all States, in particular 
nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant ones, to consider 
additional measures to facilitate objective information on, and 
assessments of, military capabilities; and operative paragraph 3 again in
vited Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General their 
views and proposals. By operative paragraph 4 the Assembly would re
quest the Secretary-General to ask the Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies to consider the modalities of further studying the question. In 
that context, he recalled that the Advisory Board was also the Board of 
Trustees of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research 
(UNIDIR), which had already carried out relevant work. The sponsors 
accordingly considered it appropriate for the Board to suggest how to 
proceed with measures to provide objective information. The last opera
tive paragraph requested the Secretary-General to report to the Assembly 
at its thirty-ninth session.

On 25 November the First Committee approved the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 77 to none, with 17 abstentions.

Following the vote, the USSR explained its abstention, stating that 
during the disarmament process the exchange of information would be 
desirable and that it would be possible in a general climate of interna
tional confidence. That had been its experience in preparing and conclud
ing disarmament agreements. The only condition, for the USSR, was 
that such an exchange be directly linked to concrete disarmament 
measures and not be some sort of separate, preliminary step, as in fact 
was envisaged in the draft resolution. India, in explaining its abstention, 
considered that progress in disarmament was a matter of the exercise of 
political will by the major Powers and that a lack of progress could not 
be attributed to the lack of information on military expenditures or to 
the absence of an adequate format for collecting such information.

Costa Rica later stated that if it had been present it would have 
voted in favour. It supported the text as a whole and, in particular, the 
last preambular paragraph on the building of confidence, which it con
sidered necessary for the success of any disarmament negotiations.

The General Assembly, on 20 December, adopted the draft resolu-
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tion by a recorded vote of 119 to none, with 21 abstentions, as resolu
tion 38/188 C. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 37/99 G of 13 December 1982,
Deeply concerned about the continuing escalation of the arms race, in particular the 

nuclear-arms race, its extremely harmful effects on world peace and security and the deplor
able waste of human and. material resources for military purposes,

Recalling paragraph 105 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, which encourages Member States to ensure a better flow of information 
with regard to the various aspects of disarmament, to avoid dissemination of false and 
tendentious information concerning armaments and to concentrate on the danger of escala
tion of the arms race and on the need for general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control.

Noting that misperceptions of the military capabilities and the intentions of potential 
adversaries, which could be caused, inter alia, by the lack of objective information, could 
induce States to undertake armaments programmes leading to the acceleration of the arms 
race, in particular the nuclear-arms race, and to heightened international tensions.

Aware that objective information on the military capabilities, in particular among 
nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant States, could contribute to the 
building of confidence among States and to the conclusion of concrete disarmament agree
ments and, thereby, help to halt and reverse the arms race,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General;
2. Calls once more upon all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States and other 

militarily significant States, to consider additional measures to facilitate the provision of 
objective information on, as well as objective assessments of, military capabilities;

3. Invites all States that have not communicated to the Secretary-General their views 
and proposals concerning such measures to do so as soon as possible, and those States that 
have already communicated such views and proposals to supplement them, as appropriate;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to ask the Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies to consider the modalities of studying the question of measures to facilitate objec
tive information on, and objective assessments of, military capabilities, in particular 
among nuclear-weapon States and other militarily significant States;

5. Further requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session on the implementation of the provisions of the present resolution.

Conclusion

Activities contributing to the World Disarmament Campaign continued 
to grow in all respects—number, variety, organizations involved, geo
graphical reach—as it entered into its second year of implementation, 
during 1983. Moreover, Disarmament Week, as an event fostering the 
objectives of disarmament, was increasingly associated with the Cam
paign. In 1983, the first formal United Nations Pledging Conference for 
the World Disarmament Campaign was convened during that week. The 
General Assembly, by its resolution on Disarmament Week, expressed 
satisfaction with the widespread support shown for it and encouraged the 
continuation of its observance.

The programme of activities associated directly with the purposes of 
the Campaign under United Nations auspices—to inform, to educate and
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to generate understanding and support for the objectives of the United 
Nations in the field of arms limitation and disarmament—was universally 
regarded by the General Assembly as having been carried out satisfacto
rily, as indicated by its consensus adoption of resolution 38/73 D on the 
implementation of the Campaign. By that resolution, the Assembly also 
decided to hold a second Pledging Conference during its thirty-ninth 
session, in 1984.

In addition to the recognition of the value of specific, planned activi
ties, there emerged an increased acknowledgement also of the eflFective- 
ness of the role of public opinion in creating a climate favourable to pro
gress in disarmament and of the importance of having reliable informa
tion in that connection. That need, with regard to the arms race and dis
armament, was recognized in resolution 38/73 F on actions and activities 
in connection with the Campaign, by which the Assembly invited 
Member States to co-operate with the United Nations to ensure a better 
How of accurate information.

Separate from the Campaign, but associated with recognition of a 
requirement for both Governments and the public to have objective 
information also on military capabilities, was resolution 38/188 C, in
tended to foster enhanced mutual understanding, to contribute to confi
dence-building, to facilitate relevant research and analysis for various 
uses and to add to objective information accessible to the public.

While not every aspect of the World Disarmament Campaign and of 
other relevant information activities has so far met with unqualified 
endorsement from all quarters, the continuing doubts focus on such con
siderations as the feasibility of their universal implementation and 
whether they are of practical value, and not on matters of principle or 
objectives. Accordingly, trends witnessed in 1983 in the growth of the 
World Disarmament Campaign and in efforts to enhance other relevant 
information activities on a global scale may be expected to continue as 
long as the questions of the arms race and disarmament figure as promi
nent concerns of Governments and peoples.
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C H A P T E R  X X I I

Work of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies

Introduction

The Advisory Board on  Disarmament Studies was initially established 
following a decision taken by the General Assembly at its tenth special 
session in 1978, as a group of eminent persons to advise the Secretary- 
General on stupes to be made under the auspices of the United Nations 
in the field of disarmament.' The initial members served until the expira
tion of the term of office of the then Secretary-General, Dr. Kurt 
Waldheim, and, as a result, the Board did not meet during 1982.

During the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, in 1982, 
proposals for possible future activities of the Advisory Board were made 
by Norway^ and Turkey.’ However, as was the case with other substan
tive items on the agenda, the Assembly was unable either to discuss the 
subject of the Advisory Board at that special session or to take any deci
sion on its future role.

Later in the year, at its thirty-seventh session, the General 
Assembly, after consideration of a note of the Secretary-General,* 
adopted resolution 37/99 K. By section III of that resolution, it requested 
the Secretary-General to revive the Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies and to entrust it with the functions set out in his note, taking into 
account the provisions of section IV of the resolution. The Advisory 
Board was revived with the following functions:

(a) To advise the Secretary-General on various aspects of studies and research in the 
area of arms limitation and disarmament carried out under the auspices of the United 
Nations or institutions within the United Nations system, in particular on the integration of 
a programme of such studies with a comprehensive programme of disarmament, once this 
has been established;

(d) To serve as the Board of Trustees of the United Nations Institute for Disarma
ment Research (UNIDIR);

(c) To advise the Secretary-General on the implementation of the World Disarma
ment Campaign;

 ̂ For details regarding the establishment of the Board, see Tfie Yearbook, vol. 3: 1978, 
chap. XXV; for descriptions of its work and status in the intervening years, see The Year- 
book, vol. 4: 1979, chap. XXII; vol. 5: 1980, chap. XXI; vol. 6: 1981, chap. XX; and 
vol. 7: 1982, chap. XXIII.

2 A/S-12/AC.1/32.
3 A/S-12/AC. 1/54.
4 A/37/550.
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{d) At the specific invitation of the Secretary-General, to provide him with advice on 
other matters within the area of disarmament and arms limitation.^

Sessions of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, 1983

The Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, as revived by the Secre- 
tary-General, was composed with a new membership and entrusted with 
the additional functions set out above.

The composition of the Advisory Board for 1983 is set out in annex I 
to this chapter. The Board held its eighth and ninth sessions at United 
Nations Headquarters, in New York, from 6 to 13 September and from 
12 to 16 December 1983, respectively. In accordance with a decision 
taken by the Board that, in principle, the chairmanship should rotate on 
an annual basis, Ambassador O. Adeniji of Nigeria served as the Board's 
Chairman for its 1983 sessions.

Those sessions of the Board were devoted mainly to the considera
tion of: {a) United Nations studies on disarmament, (b) the work and 
statute of UNIDIR, and (c) the implementation of the World Disarma
ment Campaign.

United Nations studies on disarmament

The Board reaffirmed that the main purposes of disarmament studies re
mained as had previously been identified, that is, to assist in ongoing 
negotiations, determine possible new areas of negotiations or promote 
public awareness of the problems involved. The Board also discussed 
areas which studies might usefully cover in the light of those purposes. 
While the fact that the General Assembly had not yet been able to adopt 
a comprehensive programme of disarmament was considered to impede 
the formulation of a programme of studies with which it would be inte
grated, on the other hand, it was seen as creating an opportunity for the 
Board by obliging it to advise on individual proposals. The Board agreed 
to make recommendations for a study on the question of deterrence, to 
be carried out by a group of experts under United Nations auspices. The 
precise title and the modalities of the study, it was also agreed, would be 
further discussed at the next session of the Board, in 1984.

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

While meeting for the first time in its function as Board of Trustees of 
UNIDIR, the Advisory Board, in 1983, discussed and approved the 
report of the Director on the work of the Institute for submission to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.

5 A/38/467; the Secretary-Generars 1983 report on the Advisory Board contained 
necessary reformulations of the language of his note of the previous year.
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Following a thorough discussion of the considerations that should 
guide the research work of the Institute, the Board identified two cate
gories of possible work in particular: (a) in-depth research to be under
taken by qualified specialists in a given area, aiming at assisting in ongo
ing negotiations and identifying possible new areas for negotiations; and
(b) information papers which would not be in-depth studies, but would 
serve a useful purpose as background information for delegations taking 
part in United Nations deliberative bodies, as well as for the public at 
large. The work of UNIDIR during 1983 is described in annex II to this 
chapter, the text of which was contributed by the Institute.

The Board considered UNIDIR’s proposed research programme for 
1984-1985 and decided that the ongoing research projects should be con
tinued and certain new ones undertaken, as proposed.

The Board agreed that a study should be carried out on the conditions 
and possibilities for negotiating reductions and limitations of interconti
nental strategic nuclear-weapons categories, including the possibility of 
merging negotiations on strategic and intermediate-range nuclear 
weapons. In that context, the Board felt it to be worthwhile to study also 
the possibility of broadening the scope of negotiations so as to embrace 
tactical or battlefield nuclear weapons.

In considering the financing of UNIDIR’s activities, the Board was 
of the opinion that they should be financed partly from the regular 
budget of the United Nations, as far as basic operating and administra
tive costs were concerned, and partly from voluntary contributions and 
special purpose grants which, it envisaged, should cover the main study 
programme. That position was reflected in the draft statute of UNIDIR 
which the Board prepared in pursuance of resolution 37/99 K, part IV, 
for consideration by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session. 
The draft statute was transmitted to the General Assembly as an annex to 
the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Board.® There
upon Norway submitted a draft resolution to the First Committee’ by 
which the General Assembly would, inter alia, have approved the draft 
statute of the Institute. The First Committee, however, in the light of 
observations made by the Advisory Committee on Administrative and 
Budgetary Questions, agreed that the draft statute should be returned to 
the Board of Trustees with the request that it spell out the meaning of the 
provisions of the statute, so that the Assembly could take a decision on it 
at its next regular session, in 1984. On 20 December, the General 
Assembly adopted decision 447 to that effect.

That decision reads as follows:

Draft statute of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

At its 103rd plenary meeting, on 20 December 1983, the General Assembly, on the rec
ommendation of the First Committee, decided that the draft statute of the United Nations 
Institute for Disarmament Research should be returned to the Board of Trustees of the In

6 See footnote 5.
See A/38/640, paras. 9 to 11.
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stitute with a request that the Board spell out the meaning of the provisions of the draft 
statute, so that the General Assembly could take a decision on the draft statute at its thirty- 
ninth session.

Implementation o f the World Disarmament Campaign

In accordance with the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Ses
sion of the General Assembly' and pursuant to resolution 37/100 I, the 
Board discussed the implementation of the World Disarmament Cam
paign at its 1983 sessions.

The Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs introduced 
the report of the Secretary-General on the implementation of the pro
gramme of activities of the World Disarmament Campaign.’ The Board 
noted that its relevant views, as well as its support for the Campaign and 
appreciation for the manner in which it was being carried out, would be 
expressed in the Secretary-General’s report on its work. The Board 
believed that the effectiveness of the Campaign should be carefully 
appraised, including its use of printed material. The Board emphasized 
that the Campaign should be carried out in a factual, balanced and 
objective manner in all regions of the world, and that, in the light of its 
educational function, the language of the publicatioris used should be 
easy to comprehend.

The Board held it desirable that the contributions to the Campaign 
should not be earmarked for specific purposes, so that they could be allo
cated to any appropriate use within its framework. Selectivity in the ap
proach of the Campaign and the publication of written materials in other 
languages, besides the official languages of the United Nations, were called 
for. Several members recommended the adjustment of activities to speci
fic situations and audiences, and underlined the importance of increased 
contacts with the media.

To help it in formulating its views on the implementation of the 
Campaign, the Board invited the Non-governmental Organizations 
(NGO) Committee on Disarmament at United Nations Headquarters, 
the Special NGO Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and the World 
Federation of United Nations Associations (WFUNA) to send represen
tatives to meet with the Board. The New York NGO Committee on Dis
armament and WFUNA were present at the Board’s December meeting 
and a statement was received from the Geneva Committee.

The Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs opened the 
exchange of views with a statement on the implementation of the Cam
paign from the perspective of the United Nations, saying that it focused 
to a very large and growing extent on the non-governmental organizations. 
The representatives of those organizations made detailed statements on 
their work in connection with the Campaign and expressed their opinions 
on the manner in which it was being and might be conducted.

* Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Annexes, agenda
items 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, document A/S-12/32.

» A/38/349.
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The Board was especially interested in the following five questions:
(a) How the non-governmental organizations could be made to 

feel an integral part of the Campaign;
(b) How the Campaign’s policy was determined and how it was 

implemented;
(c) What the overall thrust of the Campaign was;
(d) How States could be encouraged to contribute significantly to

it;
(e) How its three constituencies (the United Nations, Member 

States and non-governmental organizations) could strengthen each 
other’s eflforts.

The Geneva and New York NGO Committees further submitted a 
memorandum in which they recommended, among other things, that the 
number of their members participating in the exchange of views with the 
Advisory Board be a minimum of two or three from each of the two 
NGO Committees, in order to provide the Board with as broad and 
representative a view of their activities and concerns as possible.

Many Board members voiced their recognition of the important role 
of the non-governmental organizations in the implementation of the 
Campaign. However, it was the opinion of the Board that only represen
tatives of the co-ordinating bodies should be invited, that only one or, at 
the most, two persons from each one of them should appear before it and 
that they should be in a position to make a balanced and objective pre
sentation of the views of their constituencies. Their participation would 
be strictly limited to an exchange on the implementation of the World 
Disarmament Campaign.

As it had done on previous occasions, the Board discussed its man
date and functions in a more general framework. It was suggested that 
the Advisory Board should assume a wider role in advising the Secretary- 
General on the future of disarmament. This led to an exchange of views 
on the extent to which it would be appropriate for the Board to make 
such observations to the Secretary-General. The Board decided to devote 
in the future one day of each session to a general discussion of the situa
tion in the area of disarmament.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1983

During the debate in the First C om m ittee,a number of member States, 
including Egypt, France, Norway and the United Republic of Cameroon, 
welcomed the revival of the Advisory Board. The Federal Republic of 
Germany felt that the Board should be given sufficient opportunity to 
review the study proposals and to evaluate them in relation to other con
current study plans. In a similar fashion, the United Kingdom raised the

Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 
3rd to 35th and 40th and 41st meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, cor
rigendum.
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question of how one could note satisfaction at the revival of the Board, 
while at the same time ignoring one of its prime functions, i.e., to give 
consideration to the merits of proposals for United Nations studies. The 
United Kingdom felt it would be more logical and more effective if spon
sors of studies were to seek the views of Member States and of the Advi
sory Board before the General Assembly was asked to vote on their pro
posals. The United Kingdom expressed the hope that some agreement 
could be reached to follow such a procedure before further studies were 
requested. A proposal was actually submitted by Austria (discussed in 
chapter XXI above), by which the Advisory Board was requested to con
sider the modalities of studying the question of measures to facilitate 
objective information on, and objective assessments of, military capabil
ities, in particular among nuclear-weapon States and other militarily sig
nificant States. That constituted the first instance in which the General 
Assembly asked for the advice of the Board before it decided that a par
ticular study should be undertaken, a procedure the Board has consis
tently advocated. The Soviet Union, however, in commenting on the 
Austrian initiative, did not see any reason why the Advisory Board 
should be involved in such matters.

On 11 November, Algeria, Argentina, Cuba, the German Democratic 
Republic, India, Mexico, Pakistan, Romania, Sri Lanka and Yugoslavia 
submitted a draft resolution entitled “Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies”, which was subsequently also sponsored by the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Mali and the United Kingdom. By the draft, the Gen
eral Assembly, expressing its satisfaction that the Secretary-General had 
revived the Advisory Board and taking note of the report of the Secre
tary-General on its activities in 1983, would request the Secretary-Gene
ral to report annually to the General Assembly on its work. In intro
ducing the draft resolution on 17 November, the representative of Mexico 
summarized the developments concerning the Board since 1978 and ex
pressed the expectation that the Assembly would be able to approve the 
draft resolution by consensus.

The draft resolution was approved by the First Committee on 
21 November, without a vote. On 20 December," the General Assembly 
adopted the draft resolution, also without a vote, as resolution 38/183 O. 
It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling paragraph 124 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 

General Assembly,
Recalling further its resolution 37/99 K of 13 December 1982, by section III of which it 

requested the Secretary-General to revive the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies,
1. Expresses its satisfaction that the Secretary-General has revived the Advisory 

Board on Disarmament Studies;
2. Takes note with appreciation of the report of the Secretary-General on the activi

ties of the Advisory Board in 1983;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to report annually to the General Assembly on the 

work of the Advisory Board.

Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 103rd meeting.
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The General Assembly’s decision, taken the same day, to return the 
draft statute of UNIDIR to the Advisory Board for clarification is dealt 
with above, in the section on the Advisory Board.

Conclusion

The revival of the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament 
Studies reflected the desire of Member States to maintain a comprehen
sive and long-term approach to the United Nations study activities in the 
field of disarmament and arms limitation. Although it is difficult for the 
Board to formulate a study programme in the absence of a comprehen
sive programme of disarmament, with which it ideally should be inte
grated, this also creates the obligation and the opportunity for the Board 
to advise on individual proposals, with a view to avoiding duplication 
and thus lending a solid rationale to an otherwise unstructured pro- 
granmie of studies.

The additional designation of the Board as the Board of Trustees of 
UNIDIR seems to have increased the potential of the Board to play a role 
in enhancing the effectiveness of the study programme of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament. By providing comprehensive and 
precise guidance for the research activities to be undertaken by the In
stitute, the Board can help ensure that disarmament research within the 
United Nations system is conducted in a co-ordinated and efficient way. 
It has to be kept in mind, however, that there is a basic difference be
tween the body’s function as the Advisory Board and that as the Board of 
Trustees of UNIDIR. Whereas the Board recommends to the Secretary- 
General that a particular study should be undertaken by a United 
Nations expert group, it decides on studies to be undertaken by UNIDIR.

The mandate of the Board has also been broadened by adding to it 
the tasks of advising the Secretary-General on the implementation of the 
World Disarmament Campaign and—at a specific request—on other 
matters within the area of disarmament and arms limitation.

ANNEX I

Members of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies*

Oluyemi Adeniji, Ambassador, Ministry of External Affairs, Nigeria 
Hadj Benabdelkader Azzout, Secretary-General, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Algeria 
Oleg N. Bykov, Deputy Director, Institute for World Economy and International Relations 

of the Academy of Sciences, USSR 
James E. Dougherty, Professor of Politics, Saint Joseph’s University, Philadelphia, United 

States
Omran El-Shafei, Under-Secretary of State, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Egypt 
Constantin Ene, Ambassador, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Romania

* Inclusion of a name does not necessarily indicate membership on the Board for the en
tire year.
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Edgar Faure, Member of the French Academy and Member of the Senate, France 
Alfonso Garcfa Robles, Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Mexico to the Committee 

on Disarmament
Ignac Golob, Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Yugoslavia to the United Nations 
A. C. S. Hameed, Minister for Foreign Affairs, Sri Lanka
Liang Yufan, Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative of China to the United 

Nations
Ronald Mason, School of Molecular Science, University of Sussex, United Kingdom 
Akira Matsui, Ambassador, Vice-President of Japan Atomic Energy Forum, Tokyo, Japan 
William Eteki Mboumoua, Minister at the Presidency in charge of Special Functions, 

United Republic of Cameroon 
Manfred Mueller, Professor, Institute for International Relations of the Academy for 

Political Science and Legal Studies, Potsdam, German Democratic Republic 
Carlos Ortiz de Rozas, Ambassador, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Argentina 
Maharajakrishna K. Rasgotra, Foreign Secretary, Ministry of External Affairs, India 
Friedrich Ruth, Ambassador, Federal Commissioner for Arms Control and Disarmament, 

Federal Republic of Germany 
Agha Shahi, Professor Emeritus of International Relations to Universities in Pakistan, 

Pakistan
Tadeusz Strulak, Ambassador, Deputy Director of the International Organizations Depart

ment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Poland 
Jose A. Tabares de! Real, Ambassador, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Cuba 
Oscar Vaerno, Ambassador, Special Adviser to the Foreign Minister on Arms Control and 

Disarmament, Norway

ANNEX II

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research*

Introduction

UNIDIR was established on 1 October 1980 within the framework of the United Nations 
Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR). The General Assembly, by its resolu
tion 37/99 K, of 13 December 1982, decided that UNIDIR should function as an autono
mous institution, working in close relationship with the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs, and that the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies should 
function as its Board of Trustees. It requested the Board to draft the statute of UNIDIR on 
the basis of its existing mandate. The Assembly also invited Governments to consider mak
ing contributions to UNIDIR and requested the Secretary-General to give it administrative 
and other support.^

The new status of UNIDIR became effective on 1 January 1983. The Advisory Board 
met as the Board of Trustees of the Institute for the first time, from 6 to 13 September 1983, 
at United Nations Headquarters in New York. The Board discussed the report of the Direc
tor on the work of the Institute,^ which it approved for submission to the General 
Assembly. Members of the Board expressed satisfaction at the work done by the Institute, 
regarding it as useful and as having proceeded along the lines which the General Assembly 
had foreseen. Its staff was commended for having achieved notable results with modest 
means.

* Text contributed by UNIDIR.
a For details on the origin of UNIDIR, see The Yearbook, vol. 6: 1981, chap. XX and 

annex II, and vol. 7: 1982, chap. XXIII and annex II. 
b A/38/475.
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In the discussion on the Board’s role with regard to UNIDIR, it was agreed that in the 
discharge of its supervisory function, the Board should not deal with details of the 
Institute’s daily work, which should be left to the Director. The Board agreed that while it 
might address any element of the Institute’s work, it should provide comprehensive and 
general guidelines for its activities and help to ensure co-ordination of disarmament 
research within the United Nations system. The Board expressed a wish that the basic costs 
of the Institute be borne by the regular budget of the United Nations; it also agreed to 
recommend that whenever the Assembly assigned specific studies to UNIDIR, it should 
allocate the necessary funds. Although a draft statute of UNIDIR was approved by the 
Board in 1983, it will be submitted for approval to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth 
session, in 1984.

Research programme

The Advisory Board discussed the research work of UNIDIR and formulated a number of 
general guidelines, as follows.

(a) Disarmament research can be of great importance in promoting and encouraging negotiations and deserves 
strong support. It should, however, avoid interfering in ongoing negotiations;

ib) The research programme should be realistic, that is to say, it should take into account the existing situation in 
regard to the arms race and disarmament endeavours. Research projects should be selected according to the priorities set 
out in the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly;^

(c) The Institute can play a potentially important role in promoting contact and co-ordination between research in
stitutes, especially through meetings between representatives of such bodies, which may range from formal conferences to 
frequent inform ^ gatherings;

id) One purpose of UNIDIR’s work is to bridge the gap between national disarmament research and studies con
ducted under United Nations auspices;

(«) The Institute’s research programme should be designed to promote United Nations objectives and should be car
ried out on the basis of the provisions of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, the 
first special session devoted to disarmament;

(/) In its choice of topics for research, the Institute should concentrate on a limited number of worthwhile subjects. 
In this connection, several members emphasized the relationship between disarmament and development and in particular 
the question of conversion of resources;

(g) In that choice, care should be taken to avoid duplication. Data produced should not duplicate those put out else
where and, while the Institute was in a position to generate specific expertise, it should avoid using its resources for exper
tise available elsewhere;

Oi) One factor in the choice of topics was whether a given project could result in a balanced account, that is, 
whether all necessary data could be obtained. Efforts should always be made to obtain diversified and complete data;

(/) The Institute’s work could help developing nations that lack the means for disarmament research, and the pro
gramme should take this into account;

(/) The work of the Institute has an important educational function and is of particular relevance to the World Dis
armament Campaign. The Institute’s output should, for this purpose, be easily readable and clear. Its relations with the 
non-governmental organizations and the media should be stressed;

(A:) While the principle of a five-year programme approach could be accepted, the need for flexibility within an 
adopted research programme was stressed.

Research projects under way in 1982-1983 

International law o f disarmament

Disarmament deliberations and negotiations frequently raise complex legal issues, for 
example, regarding the interpretation of various treaties. Such questions are the subject of 
a large number of articles and studies, many of them mentioned already in the Repertory o f 
Disarmament Researchy^ published by UNIDIR; however, no comprehensive work exists. 
The UNIDIR project aims at producing a treatise on the law of disarmament which will be 
an authoritative, practical reference work.

It will analyse not only positive law, but will also give a presentation of theses and 
arguments on controversial issues relating to the international law of disarmament. The

c Official Records o f the General Assembly, Tenth Special Session, Supplement No. 4 
(A/S-10/4), sect. III.

d Geneva, UNIDIR, 1982. 449 p. (Sales No. GV.E.82.0.2.)
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study wUl focus mainly on the provisions of existing treaties relating to disarmament and 
also examine humanitarian law and other relevant aspects of law.

It will be in five parts. The first will place the law of disarmament in the general frame
work of international law and will define disarmament in relation to other concepts such as 
sovereignty, security, development and human rights. The second will deal with conven
tional law regarding various types of weapons: nuclear, chemical and biological, radiologi
cal, conventional, etc. The third will deal with regions and environments: Antarctica, outer 
space, the sea-bed and ocean floor, nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of peace. The 
fourth will deal with machinery for deliberations and negotiations. The fifth will consider 
trends as they emanate from the work of the United Nations in the disarmament field.

The project will be completed in 1984.

Disarmament and the right to security

The Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly reveals links be
tween disarmament and the right of States to security. The concept of the right to security is 
not equivalent to such concepts as, for instance, self-defence (Article 51 of the United 
Nations Charter). So far it has not been fully defined.

The UNIDIR project examines the concept and its relationship with similar notions, 
using the Final Document as the basic reference point. It is meant to bring together and to 
analyse relevant instruments of law, national and international documents and doctrines 
prevailing in various parts of the world.

The project was near ccnipletion as of December 1983.

Arms control

The study examines the concept and practice of arms control in relation to disarmament. 
The project was envisaged originally as a general analysis of the field of disarmament, 
defining it in the general context of international relations, presenting its goals, principles, 
institutions and machinery, as well as the efforts to reach its objective. The Institute has 
recognized a need for more conceptualization and decided to continue work on the subject.

Denuclearization o f the Balkans

For more than 25 years, alongside efforts designed to promote bilateral relations between 
the Balkan countries, the idea of setting up a zone of peace, good-neighbourliness and co
operation, free of nuclear weapons, in the Balkan area has been taking shape. The main 
goal pursued is the transformation of the Balkans into an important factor for stability, 
security and co-operation in the European continent. Several initiatives have been put for
ward at the regional level, in the United Nations, at the multilateral negotiating body in 
Geneva and in other international forums. Over the last few years there has been broad 
development of bilateral co-operation between Balkan countries, and multilateral actions 
aimed at promoting co-operation and good-neighbourliness in the area. A landmark in this 
process is the series of meetings on Balkan multilateral co-operation in economic, technical 
and scientific fields (communications, transport, energy and raw materials for energy) held 
in Athens (1976), Ankara (1979), Sofia (1981) and Bucharest (1982).

The objective of the UNIDIR study is to outline and clarify various political, military, 
technical and legal aspects of such a project. It will take into account the experience 
gathered over a quarter of a century on proposals and the setting up of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, e.g., the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the Rapacki Plan and a Nordic nuclear-weapon-free 
zone. The singular character of the project stems from the fact that:

{a) It is a proposal aimed at setting up such a zone in a region including countries 
which are and are not members of a military alliance;

(^) It involves a comprehensive approach to the problem, as its goal envisages turn
ing the Balkans into a zone of peace, good-neighbourliness and co-operation.

The first draft has been prepared.
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Chemical weapons

The issue of banning chemical weapons has for many years been on the agenda of the 
General Assembly and the successive multilateral negotiating bodies, and was the subject of 
bilateral Soviet/American negotiations. Ample documentation and literature on the subject 
is available—most of it in connection with the work of the negotiating body.

The UNIDIR study will provide a comprehensive view of the technical, legal and 
political issues relating to the efforts to ban chemical weapons. It will examine the conse
quences, for regional and international security, of the existence and possible proliferation 
of chemical weapons, including those which might be produced as a result of scientific and 
technological progress. It will also analyse the questions relating to the prohibition of such 
weapons, such as a uniform interpretation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, customary law 
and the provisions of a future convention on chemical weapons. A large part will deal with 
the question of verification.

The study will be completed early in 1984.

New technologies in the field o f conventional armaments

Conventional weapons systems have undergone a continual and rapid refinement in terms 
of size, speed, propulsion, fire-power and accuracy. Technological advances have led to 
new types of conventional weapons with potentially far-reaching military and political 
implications, for example, precision-guided munitions and remotely piloted vehicles. The 
new weapons, together with developments in such areas as night vision devices, battlefield 
surveillance and communications, may further upgrade standing military forces.

Of particular importance is the strategic debate in Western Europe relating to the new 
technologies. The study initiated by UNIDIR entitled “New technologies in the field of con
ventional armaments: strategic aspects and implications for disarmament and arms limita
tion” aims at identifying the following aspects: the nature and performance of the new tech
nologies and armaments, impact on the strategic postures of States, the relationship be
tween the technologies and nuclear weapons, impact on negotiations in the field of arms 
limitation and disarmament and the consequences of the proliferation of the new tech
nologies and weapons to developing countries.

The study will be completed by July 1984.

Science and technology fo r disarmament

The project aims at studying the availability of technologies for disarmament and at indicat
ing areas in which technology could aid disarmament, especially in the area of verification.

Security o f States and the lowering o f levels o f armaments

This is a continuous project, the objective of which is to analyse prevailing security con
cepts and doctrines. The selection of case studies aims at providing a picture of the different 
situations in which various countries are:

(a) Major nuclear-weapon States;
(d) Medium-sized nuclear-weapon States;
(c) Small and medium-sized countries:

(i) members of military alliances;
(ii) non-aligned countries;

(iii) neutral countries;
(d) Regional approaches;
(e) Zones of peace, denuclearization.
Within the project the following papers have been completed:
(a) “A perspective from the United States of America”, by James E. Dougherty;
(d) “The policy of a medium-sized nuclear-weapon State: France”, by Pierre 

Dabezies;

443



(c) “Security of small and medium-sized European States”:
(i) Belgium, by Ren6 Schalbroeck;

(ii) Romania, by Constantin Vlad;
(iii) Yugoslavia, by Vojin Dimitrijevi(^;

{d) “Africa, its security and the nuclear option”, by G. Aforka Nweke;
(e) “Security doctrines in Central Africa”, by Joseph Owona and Antoine Zanga; 
(/) “The nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America”, by Hector Gros Espiell; 
te) “The Indian Ocean as a zone of peace”, by K. Subrahmanyam.
Three new case studies are currently under preparation:
{a) “Austrian security policy”, by Hanspeter Neuhold;
{b) “Egyptian security policy”, by Saad Alfarargi;
(c) “Swiss security policy”, by Dietrich Fischer.

Studies requested by the General Assembly in 1982 and 1983

The establishment o f an international 
disarmament fund fo r development

The General Assembly, by resolution 37/84 of 9 December 1982, gave UNIDIR a mandate 
to carry out a specific investigation of the modalities of an international disarmament fund 
for development, in consultation with other relevant international institutions.

For the implementation of that mandate, UNIDIR, to orient the research, established 
a steering group composed of Mansur Ahmad (Pakistan), Gheorghe Dolgu (Romania), 
Sergio de Queiroz Duarte (Brazil), Edgar Faure (France), Sten Lundbo (Norway) and 
Ibrahima Sy (Senegal).

The steering group, chaired by Mr. Faure, met on 21 and 22 June 1983. The meeting 
was also attended by Rikhi Jaipal, Personal Representative of the Secretary-General and 
Secretary of the Committee on Disarmament; Albert Tevoedjre, Director of the Interna
tional Institute for Labour Studies; members of the United Nations Department for Dis
armament Affairs and others who had been invited.

The following general orientation was agreed upon:
(flf) UNIDIR’s report would be based on the general principles of the report of the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations entitled The Relationship between Disarmament 
and Development,^ and would pursue further the analyses and proposals it contained, tak
ing into account suggestions of the steering group;

(b) The establishment of an international disarmament fund for development 
(IDFD) should be the expression of a political commitment to disarmament and should not 
be used to legitimize the arms race;

(c) The objective of IDFD should be to promote security through disarmament and 
development;

(d) The establishment of IDFD should develop the link between disarmament and 
development at the political and institutional levels;

(e) The setting up of IDFD should serve to increase the awareness of the interna
tional community as a whole of the importance of the link between disarmament and 
development, which would be in the interests of both the developed countries and the 
developing ones;

(/) The study should elicit, as speedily as possible, political initiatives on the part of 
Governments and within the framework of the United Nations.

Four separate, interrelated aspects of the study have been undertaken:
(fl) “Modalities for the establishment of IDFD”, by Marek Thee;

e United Nations publication. Sales No. E.82.IX.1. 
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(b) “Institutional, technical and political aspects of IDFD”, by Finn Sollie;
(c) “How the IDFD should be organized: the advantages of the regional approach”, 

by Hugo Sada;
(cf) “The relationship between the conversion of military activities to civilian ac

tivities and IDFD”, by Jacques Fontanel and Daniel Colard.
At the meeting of the Consultative Committee on Substantive Questions (Programme 

Matters) of the Administrative Committee on Co-ordination, held from 10 to 14 March
1983, representatives of organizations of the United Nations system were invited to co
operate in the carrying out of the investigation.

The UNIDIR study will be completed in 1984 and will be submitted to the General 
Assembly.

Denuclearization o f Africa

The General Assembly, by resolution 38/181 A of 20 December 1983, mandated UNIDIR 
to provide data on the development of South Africa’s nuclear capability. By the relevant 
portion of the resolution, it requested UNIDIR, “in co-operation with the Department for 
Disarmament Affairs and in consultation with the Organization of African Unity, to pro
vide data on the continued development of South Africa’s nuclear capability” The 
Assembly also requested the Institute to submit a report to the Assembly at its thirty-ninth 
session, in 1984.

Future research work

Limitation o f military uses o f outer space

The study, based on publicly available information, will deal with the militarization of 
outer space and its implications for disarmament research, aiming at three objectives:

{a) A factual description of current and possible new military activities in outer space 
and of their technical capabilities and limitations;

{b) Their implications for disarmament efforts;
(c) Their impact on negotiations and existing conventional law, and possible new 

domains for regulation.

Nuclear-test ban

The project, based on available material, will provide comprehensive coverage of the 
technical, scientific and political issues relating to negotiations to conclude a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty. It will examine the question of the effects of nuclear-weapon tests on the 
development of warheads and the implications of a comprehensive test ban for nuclear 
disarmament efforts.

Sub-Saharan Africa: security concepts and regional arrangements

The objective of the study is to identify and analyse the main concerns of the region in the 
context of its geographical location, historical experience and global strategic relationships. 
It will try to identify potential sources of conflict within the region and discuss implications 
of external endowments. The study will be based on existing literature and original 
research, including interviews and field trips.

The Board of Trustees has requested the Director of UNIDIR to explore ways to 
obtain the resources for the project.

Reduction o f strategic, intermediate-range 
and tactical nuclear weapons

The Board of Trustees has requested the Institute to study the conditions and possibilities 
for negotiating reductions and limitations in intercontinental and intermediate-range 
nuclear weapons, including the possibility of merging the two categories. The possibility of
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broadening the scope of negotiations to include tactical or battlefield nuclear weapons is 
also to be studied.

Disarmament—the subjective factors: perceptions, 
concept’formation, styles o f argument, implications

The project will cover the following:
(a) Assumptions regarding the potential adversary: their role in disarmament and 

arms control;
{b) Concept-formation: a synoptic analysis of central strategic terms in Chinese, 

English, French and Russian;
(c) Styles of argument: an analysis of arguments against disarmament proposals.

Arms transfer dependence

The proposed study will focus on the dependence of States on their sources of armaments 
(and the arms producers* dependence on their clients). While interdependence is not totally 
avoidable, excessive dependence will be viewed as undesirable. Perceptions of the problem 
will be explored, through which a greater understanding of dependence in arms limitation 
may be obtained.

Activities relating to treaty 
review conferences

In connection with the 1984 Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Tech
niques, UNIDIR, together with the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) 
and the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), will co-sponsor a sym
posium in Geneva.

A paper on the non-proliferation regime, designed to be useful to participants in the 
Third Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, is being planned.

Other activities

Conference o f European Research Institutes on Disarmament

The convening by UNIDIR of regional conferences of research institutes on disarmament 
was suggested at the first Conference of Directors of Research Institutes, convened by 
UNIDIR in 1981. Major research institutes from European States as well as from other 
parts of the world have been invited to participate and many have accepted; a number of 
governmental officials have also been invited.

The Conference was originally envisaged to take place in Bucharest, from 27 June to 1 
July 1983. However, a number of research institutes found it impossible to attend in view 
of other commitments. As UNIDIR wished to have the largest representation possible from 
the majority of European States at the Conference, it was decided to postpone it until 1984. 

UNIDIR has prepared for the Conference:
(a) a discussion paper
(b) surveys of literature on particular issues.^

*

*

For example, Marek, “Conceptual issues related to European security, arms control 
and confidence-building measures, negotiations in Geneva, Vienna and Madrid: insights 
from current literature”, Geneva, UNIDIR, October 1983.
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UNIDIR maintained close working relations with the bodies and organizations of the 
United Nations system having activities in disarmament, in particular the Department for 
Disarmament Affairs, UNESCO, the United Nations University and IAEA.

It developed close relations also with a number of national research institutes, non
governmental organizations and the media. It prepared certain special materials for such 
contacts (summaries of studies and guides to sources),8 which were viewed as contributions 
of UNIDIR to the World Disarmament Campaign.^

8 For example: “A brief guide to some basic sources on disarmament”, UNIDIR, 
February 1983, 44 p. (UNESCO Symbol SS-83/CONF.816/9), prepared for the Sym
posium on the Media and Disarmament, organized by UNESCO from 18-22 April 1983, in 
Nziirobi, and “Sources of information on disarmament and related issues: a short guide”, 
Geneva, June 1983, 37 p., published by UNIDIR in co-operation with the Information Ser
vice, United Nations Office at Geneva. The latter paper is divided into three parts: part one 
presents the main United Nations bodies with responsibilities and activities in the field of 
disarmament; part two contains a list of United Nations reports prepared by the Secretary- 
General with the assistance of experts, background papers prepared by the United Nations 
Secretariat and general publications of the United Nations Department for Public Informa
tion; part three indicates some secondary sources and general reference materials such as 
bibliographies, collections of documents and guides to research institutes.

h F^urther information on the Institute’s activities and publications may be found in 
General Assembly document A/38/475, or by contacting the Institute, Palais des Nations, 
1211 Geneva 10.
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C H A P T E R  X X I I I

United Nations disarmament studies programme 

Introduction

S i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  1960s t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  v a r io u s  s t u d ie s  by the 
United Nations in the field of arms limitation and disarmament has con
tinued to expand, reflecting the growing interest in such activity among 
Member States. These studies are intended to assist the negotiating proc
ess and to provide general information which may bring about a better 
understanding of the problems of the arms race and disarmament. The 
studies are authorized by General Assembly resolutions and carried out 
by the Secretary-General, with the assistance of experts and consultants 
appointed by him.

This chapter covers actions taken in this area in 1983; it includes an 
account of the follow-up of the study on the relationship between dis
armament and development and three studies in progress: those on con
ventional disarmament, nuclear-weapon-free zones, and military re
search and development. Three new studies were initiated in 1983 on the 
following subjects: the naval arms race, concepts of security, and 
unilateral nuclear disarmament measures.

Follow-up of recent disarmament studies

Study on the relationship between 
disarmament and development

At its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly had before it the report 
of the Secretary-General' on the implementation of resolution 37/84 on 
the follow-up of the study entitled The Relationship between Disarma^ 
ment and Development, completed in 1981.  ̂ In the resolution, the 
General Assembly had, inter alia, requested the Secretary-General to 
take appropriate administrative action as specified in chapter VII of the 
study, containing its conclusions and recommendations.^

The Group of Governmental Experts appointed by the Secretary- 
General in 1978 to study the relationship between disarmament and

• A/38/436.
2 United Nations publication, Sales No. E.82.IX.1.
3 See The Yearbook, vol. 6: 1981, chap. XXI.
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development had recommended, inter alia, that the issues addressed by 
the report regarding resource utilization, impact of the arms race, con
version problems and possible measures for reallocating resources could 
be appropriate points of reference for United Nations research, planning 
and educational programmes, and recommended that the disarmament- 
development perspective elaborated in the report be incorporated in a 
concrete and practical way in the ongoing activities of the United Nations 
system. Emphasizing that the disarmament and development perspective 
was both interdisciplinary and interdepartmental, the Group also recom
mended that the Secretary-General take appropriate action, through the 
existing inter-agency consultative mechanism of the Administrative 
Committee on Co-ordination (ACC) and its Consultative Committee on 
Substantive Questions, to foster and co-ordinate the incorporation of 
that perspective in the programmes and activities of the United Nations 
system. Noting that there was no special centre of expertise in the inter
national dimensions of the relationship between disarmament and devel
opment nor any part of the United Nations system with that particular 
focus, the Group identified the former Centre for Disarmament and the 
Office of the Director-General for Development and International 
Economic Co-operation as the two units having lead functions in the 
fields of disarmament and development.

In consultation with the office of the Director-General, the Depart
ment for Disarmament Affairs brought the subject to the consideration 
of the Consultative Committee on Substantive Questions (Programme 
Matters), known as CCSQ (PROG), with a view to appropriate action 
being undertaken for inter-agency consultation to foster and co-ordinate 
the incorporation of the disarmament and development perspective in 
the programmes and activities of the United Nations system.

The relationship between disarmament and development was dis
cussed during the first regular session of that Conmiittee, which was held 
in Geneva from 10 to 15 March 1983. The Committee noted that disarm
ament-related issues were receiving, in general, increasing interest in the 
governing bodies of the various organizations of the United Nations 
system and that, as a consequence, several organizations had received 
specific mandates in that area. It recognized that the issues related to the 
arms race and to disarmament were of a multidisciplinary nature and 
should be approached as such by the United Nations system; the strong 
and widespread interest expressed in that subject gave an opportunity of 
reinforcing the ongoing or planned activities through collaboration and 
co-operation. The members of the Committee voiced their intention to 
pursue and strengthen their collaboration with the Department for Dis
armament Affairs and, to that end, decided that the organs and organiza
tions of the United Nations system should designate focal points to 
facilitate continuing informal contacts with the Department for Disarm
ament Affairs. Furthermore, the Committee was of the view that ad hoc 
groups of technical experts in the field of disarmament might be convened 
when necessary, in order to carry out specific tasks, such as the prepara
tion of inputs to the report of the Secretary-General to the General
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Assembly. The Committee agreed to continue considering the item 
whenever appropriate.

In April, the Department for Disarmament Affairs approached the 
various departments, organs and organizations and specidized agencies 
of the United Nations system, as well as the regional commissions, to 
seek the designation of focal points for further contacts^ and to explore 
the possibility of convening an ad hoc group of technical experts to 
implement the decision of CCSQ (PROG). The Department also sought 
information on whether any specific programmes were already being 
implemented into which a disarmament-development perspective could 
be appropriately incorporated.

Information received from IAEA, other specialized agencies and 
other United Nations organizations devoting attention to the disarma
ment and development perspective was included in the Secretary- 
General’s above-mentioned report. Providing a preliminary survey of the 
initiatives taken by the Department for Disarmament Affairs in that field, 
the report mentioned that a growing number of requests had been receiv
ed by the Department for an elaboration of the basic reasoning of the 
Secretary-General’s report on the the relationship between disarmament 
and development, for further investigation of the problems covered in 
the report, for the supply of additional information relevant to it and for 
expert advice to facilitate programmes and activities undertaken with a 
view to incorporating that perspective. Such requests had come from 
Member States, as well as from other departments, agencies, organiza
tions, organs and regional commissions of the United Nations system, 
and also from both the general public and specialized interest groups. It 
was also mentioned that on the basis of the communications received, as 
well as direct personal contacts, the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs, in consultation with the Office of the Director-General for 
Development and International Economic Co-operation, was planning 
to convene in early 1984 an ad hoc group of technical experts with a view 
to discussing the further implementation of the decisions taken by CCSQ 
(PROG) in pursuance of resolution 37/84.

if
* *

 ̂ In response, focal points for further contacts with the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs were identified by the Office of the Director-General for Development and Interna
tional Economic Co-operation, the Department of Public Information, the Department of 
International Economic and Social Affairs, the Department of Political and Security Coun
cil Affairs, the Department of Technical Co-operation for Development, the United Na
tions Centre on Transnational Corporations, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament 
Research, the Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP), the 
Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA), the United Nations Conference on 
Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the United Nations Industrial Development 
Organization (UNIDO), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP), the International Labour Organisation (ILO), the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the World Health Organization (WHO), the Interna
tional Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
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During the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, President 
Mitterrand of France devoted the final part of his address to the General 
Assembly^ to the problems posed by the link between disarmament and 
development. He said it was necessary to go back to the origin of military 
expenditures, namely, the growing link between military insecurity and 
economic insecurity which characterized the world. He also reiterated the 
proposal, made by France on two previous occasions, concerning the 
creation of an international fund which would make it possible to give 
effect to the disarmament-development link. He suggested that action on 
the idea be taken in two stages: the first would consist of a meeting be
tween the most interested States, which France was ready to host once 
the major military Powers had announced their agreement. In the second 
stage, the participating States would set themselves the task of preparing 
and defining the targets for a United Nations conference, open to all 
Member States, on the subject.

Support for the French proposal was expressed during the debate in 
the First Committee® by, inter alia, Greece and Senegal. Senegal regarded 
as particularly important the idea of a conference on the relationship be
tween disarmament and development and hoped the major military 
Powers would accept it without delay. Greece said it was encouraged by 
the French proposal and supported all efforts to integrate the disarma
ment-development perspective with current United Nations activities. 
Sweden said it had decided to launch a study on the national aspects of 
that subject, including conversion, and would make it available in 
English for the benefit of other interested parties.

On 9 November, the Bahamas, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, Iceland, 
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Romania, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia submitted in the First Committee a draft resolution entitled 
“Relationship between disarmament and development”, which was later 
also sponsored by Bangladesh, Colombia, Ecuador, Greece, Indonesia, 
Mali and Uruguay. In introducing the draft resolution on 11 November, 
the representative of Sweden stressed that it should be viewed in the con
text of the continued efforts to ensure implementation of the study on the 
relationship between disarmament and development, and emphasized the 
crucial importance of the recommendations of that report.

On 25 November, the First Committee adopted the draft resolution 
by 112 votes to none, with 13 abstentions. In an explanation of vote, the 
representative of the Soviet Union said that the draft resolution was a 
natural extension of resolution 37/84, on which it had been obliged to 
abstain. As the Soviet Union did not endorse all the recommendations of 
the 1981 study, it could not, therefore, support the presentation of a 
report by the Secretary-General to the fortieth session of the General 
Assembly based on measures pursued by Member States and within the 
United Nations system in accordance with that resolution.

5 Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings, 
9th meeting.

 ̂ Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 3rd to 46th meetings, and ibid.. First 
Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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On 15 December the draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly’ by a recorded vote of 137 to none, with 12 abstentions, as re
solution 38/71 A. It reads as follows:

The General Assemblyy
Recalling the conclusions contained in the study entitled The Relationship between 

Disarmament and Development^
Recalling also its resolution 37/84 of 9 December 1982,
1. Takes note with appreciation of the report of the Secretary-General on measures 

taken within the United Nations system in implementation of resolution 37/84;
2. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report to the General Assembly at its 

fortieth session based on appropriate measures taken by Member States and within the 
United Nations system in accordance with resolution 37/84.

Separately, the existence of a close link between disarmament and 
development was reaffirmed in the preambular part of resolution 38/188 J. 
For the discussion of that resolution, see chapter II.

On 11 November, France submitted a draft resolution entitled 
“Relationship between disarmament and development”, which was later 
also sponsored by the Ivory Coast, Mali and Zaire. In introducing the 
draft resolution on 17 November, France stated that disarmament and 
development were the major objectives in international co-operation and 
that the idea of a link between the two and the assistance that the former 
could provide for the latter had been accepted by everyone. It also cited 
the statement made by President Mitterrand during the general debate in 
the General Assembly in September, which has been summarized above.

The sponsors submitted a revised draft resolution on 23 November 
which was further revised on 29 November, and subsequently also spon
sored by Djibouti and Togo. The changes to the text were small and 
designed to encourage the widest possible support.

On 30 November, the Committee adopted the draft resolution 
without a vote.

In an explanation of vote, the Soviet Union noted the improvements 
made in the original text by the sponsors and reiterated its conviction 
that the prevention of a nuclear war and the achievement of real progress 
in disarmament were the basic premises for the liberation of supplemen
tary funds for purposes of development, particularly of developing coun
tries. At the same time, it was decisively opposed to the idea of creating a 
fund known as “disarmament for development”, although it did not ob
ject to an examination of possible organizational measures in connection 
with the transfer of funds released as a result of a disarmament pro
gramme of particular assistance to the developing countries. Further
more, certain provisions of the draft resolution were ambiguous, but 
since they did not predetermine any decisions on the matters covered, the 
Soviet Union found it possible not to object to its adoption without a 
vote, although it said this should not be interpreted as a change in its atti
tude to resolution 37/84.

 ̂ Ibid.y Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetings^ 97th meeting.

452



The Federal Republic of Germany drew attention to the reservations 
it had expressed previously on the subject. In particular, it believed that 
one of the prerequisites for the successful implementation of the draft re
solution would be that Member States agreed on the crucial significance 
of transparency and on comparability of defence expenditures of States 
for the attainment of a reduction of military expenditures.

On 15 December, the General Assembly* adopted the draft resolu
tion as resolution 38/71 B, also without a vote. It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Deeply concerned by the arms buildup and trends in military expenditures, the conse

quent waste of human and economic resources and the resulting risks for world peace and 
security,

Also concerned by the extent of the crisis affecting the world economy, particularly the 
developing countries.

Considering that the magnitude of military expenditures is now such that their various 
implications can no longer be ignored in the efforts pursued in the international community 
to secure the recovery of the world economy and the establishment of a new internation^ 
economic order.

Also considering that a reduction of arms expenditures, especially by nuclear-weapon 
States and other militarily important States, on a mutually agreed basis would be a measure 
that would curb the arms buildup and would make it possible to release additional 
resources for use in economic and social development, particularly for the benefit of the 
developing countries.

Bearing in mind the conclusions of the study entitled The Relationship between Dis
armament and Development, as well as General Assembly resolutions 36/92 G of 9 Decem
ber 1981 and 37/84 of 9 December 1982, in which the General Assembly took note of those 
conclusions.

Noting that an investigation of the modalities of an international disarmament fund 
for development was undertaken in 1983 by the United Nations Institute for Disarmament 
Research, as requested by the General Assembly in its resolution 37/84,

Recalling the recommendation of the General Assembly in that resolution that the 
question of the conversion of resources from military to civilian purposes and the realloca
tion to economic and social development of the resources released by disarmament 
measures should be included in the provisional agenda of the Assembly at intervals to be 
decided upon.

Convinced the time has come to study measures that could be taken on the basis of 
the conclusions and recommendations of existing studies or studies being prepared on the 
question.

Noting that the envisaged initiatives include, in particular, a proposal for a conference 
on the various implications of the relationship between disarmament and development and 
a proposal on the establishment of an international disarmament fund for development,

1. Expresses its conviction that increased solidarity in the field of development would 
serve the cause of international peace and security and that the resources released by the 
reduction of arms expenditures would contribute to the growth and stability of the world 
economy, and particularly the economies of developing countries;

2. Invites Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General, by 1 April 1984, 
their views and proposals concerning the relationship between disarmament and develop
ment, in particular with regard to the following:

{a) The evaluation of the burden of armaments in the world;
(^) The impact of military expenditures on the world economic situation and 

development;

8 See footnote 7.
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(c) The contribution that a reduction in arms and military expenditures, in particular 
by nuclear-weapon States and other militarily important States, or a contribution by those 
States, as appropriate, would make to development tasks;

{d) The ways and means that would enable this contribution to be made, in particular 
in the interests of the economic and social progress of the developing countries;

(e) The consideration of proposals relating to the convening of a conference;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the replies of Member States to the 

Disarmament Commission in good time;
4. Requests the Disarmament Commission to include this item in the agenda of its 

next session, to be held in 1984, to consider the replies received and to make appropriate 
recommendations to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session.

Study on the reduction o f military budgets

The work in 1983 of the Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military 
Budgets, appointed by the Secretary-General pursuant to resolution 
37/95 B, is described in chapter XVIII, together with the text of resolu
tion 38/184 B.

Studies in progress
Study on conventional disarmament

Following the approval, in principle, by the General Assembly in its 
resolution 35/156 A of 12 December 1980 of the carrying out of a study 
on all aspects of the conventional arms race and on disarmament relating 
to conventional weapons and armed forces, the Disarmament Commis
sion endeavoured in 1981 to work out the general approach to that study, 
its structure and scope. However, the Commission was unable to reach 
agreement on the approach.

In 1981, by its resolution 36/97 A of 9 December, the General 
Assembly requested the Secretary-General to establish the group of 
qualified experts in accordance with the provisions of the previous 
resolution, namely, on a balanced geographical basis, and asked the 
Disarmament Commission, at its 1982 session, to complete its considera
tion of the general approach to the study, including its structure and 
scope, and to transmit the conclusions to the group of experts. Resolu
tion 36/97 A also reiterated the Genersil Assembly’s request that the 
Secretary-General submit a final report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-eighth session.

At its 1982 session, the Disarmament Commission agreed upon a 
text entitled “Guidelines for the study on conventional disarmament”.’

The Secretary-General appointed experts from Algeria, Argentina, 
Brazil, China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, France, the

* Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Twelfth Special Session, Supplement No. 3
(A/S-12/3), annex III; the text is reproduced in The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XVllI.
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German Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Nigeria, Peru, the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom, the United Republic of Tanzania, the 
United States and Yugoslavia to assist him in the preparation of the 
study.

The Group began its work in July 1982 under the chairmanship of 
Ambassador Skjold Mellbin of Denmark, whose country had initiated 
the study. After two sessions in 1982, in July and December, the Group 
met again in 1983, from 11 to 22 April and from 18 to 29 July. Although 
the Group’s work proceeded constructively, its progress fell behind, due 
to the difficulties encountered in the course of its discussions. In an effort 
to maintain the timetable by which the Secretary-General was called 
upon to make a final report to the thirty-eighth session of the General 
Assembly, a fifth session was held from 5 to 16 September, but there was 
insufficient progress to permit completion of the study.

In a letter to the Secretary-General, the Chairman explained that 
owing to the very wide area embraced by the study and the sensitivity and 
complexity of the issues involved, the Group of Experts needed further 
time in order to complete its work. The Secretary-General gave a report'® 
on the situation to the General Assembly, with the Chairman’s letter an
nexed to it.

In the general debate in the First Committee,'' several members gave 
their support to the extension by one year of the Group’s mandate. China 
felt that the Group had done a lot of hard work and had no objection to 
an extension; Egypt expressed similar views. Denmark hoped that the 
General Assembly would agree to the continuation of the study and 
Greece, speaking on behalf of the ten members of the European Com
munity, fully supported continuation of the work. The Soviet Union, 
while expressing the belief that studies should not be used as a pretext for 
refusing to engage in businesslike negotiations on specific issues, was not 
opposed to extending the mandate of the study.

On 28 October, Denmark submitted a draft resolution entitled 
“Study on conventional disarmament”. In introducing the draft resolu
tion on 2 November, the representative of Denmark pointed out that, 
solely as a matter of procedure, it requested the Secretary-General to 
continue the study and to submit the final report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-ninth session. On 15 November Denmark submitted a revised 
draft resolution in which a small amendment was made to the first 
preambular paragraph.

On 21 November, the First Committee approved the revised draft 
resolution by a recorded vote of 107 to none, with 9 abstentions.

Explaining its vote before the vote, India stated that it would ab
stain. It believed that the highest priority in the field of disarmament 
should be accorded to measures aimed at nuclear disarmament; attention

‘0 A/38/437.
• * Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee,

3rd to 34th meetings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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should not be diverted nor should the time and energies of the interna
tional community be wasted on non-priority issues. However, India had 
no objection to agreeing to the request for more time. In an explanation 
of vote after the vote, the United States said that it had voted in favour, 
but was of the opinion that the study should be funded within existing 
resources.

The United Kingdom expressed disappointment that, despite an extra 
session, the Group of Experts had been unable to complete its work. The 
United Kingdom believed that the additional costs of an extension should 
be found from the resources already proposed for the biennium 
1984-1985, and said that on that basis it had been able to support the 
draft resolution.

On 20 December, the General Assembly*  ̂ adopted the draft resolu
tion, as resolution 38/188 A, by a recorded vote of 138 votes to none, 
with 8 abstentions. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its previous resolutions in which, inter alia, it approved the carrying out of a 

study on all aspects of the conventional arms race and on disarmament relating to conven
tional weapons and armed forces, to be undertaken by the Secretary-General with the 
assistance of a group of qualified experts appointed by him on a balanced geographical 
basis,

Recalling the discussions at the 1981 and 1982 substantive sessions of the Disarmament 
Commission on the general approach to the study and its structure and scope, which 
resulted in the establishment of agreed guidelines for the study,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General to which is annexed a letter from 
the Chairman of the Group of Experts on All Aspects of the Conventional Arms Race and 
on Disarmament relating to Conventional Weapons and Armed Forces informing the 
Secretary-General that, owing to the very wide area embraced by the study and the sensitivity 
and complexity of the issues involved, the Group of Experts needs further time in order to 
complete its work;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue the study and to submit the final report 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session.

Study on nuclear-weapon-free zones

At its thirty-seventh session, in 1982, the General Assembly adopted 
resolution 37/99 F by which it decided that a study should be undertaken 
to review and supplement the Comprehensive Study o f the Question o f 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in All Its Aspects^^ in the light of informa
tion and experience accumulated since its completion in 1975. The 
Secretary-General was requested to carry out the study with the 
assistance of an ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts and to 
submit it to the Assembly at its thirty-ninth session, in 1984. Pursuant to 
that resolution, the Secretary-General appointed 21 governmental 
experts from Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bulgaria, China, Cuba,

*2 Ibid., Thirty-eighth Session, Plenary Meetingsy 103rd meeting.
United Nations publication. Sales No. E.76.I.7; the study was initially transmitted to 

the General Assembly as document A /10027/Add. 1.
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Egypt, Finland, France, the Federal Republic of Germany, India, Japan, 
Mexico, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, the Soviet Union, the United King
dom, the United Republic of Tanzania, the United States and Yugo
slavia. The list of experts is annexed to this chapter.

The Group of Governmental Experts on Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zones held two sessions in 1983, under the chairmanship of Mr. Klaus 
Tornudd, Under-Secretary for Political Affairs of Finland. It held an 
organizational session from 14 to 18 March, during which it conducted a 
general exchange of views and agreed on the structure and outline of the 
study. At that session it was also decided that the experts would submit 
written contributions to the Secretariat which would then produce a draft 
of the study for consideration by the Group. Such a draft was discussed 
at the second session of the Group, from 25 July to 5 August. On the 
basis of discussions at that session further work was to be carried out in 
1984.

The discussion that took place at the thirty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly on the generd subject of nuclear-weapon-free zones is 
described in chapter X of this volume.

On 11 November in the First Committee,'* Argentina, Brazil, 
Ecuador, Mexico, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia submitted a draft 
resolution entitled “Review and supplement to the Comprehensive study 
on the question o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects?'. The 
draft was subsequently also sponsored by Colombia and Indonesia. In 
introducing the draft on 17 November, Brazil, after referring to the expe
riences gained in connection with the conflict in the South Atlantic in 
1982 and their relevance for the Tlatelolco Treaty, stated that the whole 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones and the extension of negative se
curity assurances had to be reassessed in the light of the commitment by 
the nuclear-weapon Powers to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race and 
to achieve nuclear disarmament. It believed that the Group of Experts 
established by resolution 37/99 F would benefit greatly in carrying out its 
mandate if it had before it all the relevant documents submitted on the 
subject at the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, as well as 
the records of the views expressed on it during the general debate. The 
experts would then be better prepared to shed new light on the overall 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

In explanation of vote before the vote, India stated that its position 
on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones, as stated during the sec
ond special session devoted to disarmament,remained unchanged, but 
as the draft resolution was merely of a procedural character, India would 
abstain in the vote. Following the vote, the Federal Republic of Germany 
said that although it had voted in favour of the resolution, it felt that 
resolutions should not normally interfere with procedure and with the

For the discussion on the study in the First Committee, see Official Records o f the 
General Assembly. Thirty-eighth Session. First Committee, 21st, 24th, 33rd and 38th 
meetmgs, and ibid.. First Committee. Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.

See The Yearbook, vol. 7: 1982, chap. XI.
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orderly transaction of United Nations studies according to their man
date.

The First Committee approved the draft resolution on 23 November 
by a recorded vote of 125 to none, with 3 abstentions (India, United 
Kingdom and United States). It was adopted by the General Assembly'* 
on 20 December, as resolution 38/188 I, by a recorded vote of 146 to 
none, with 3 abstentions. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 37/99 F of 13 December 1982, in which it decided that a study 

should be undertaken to review and supplement the Comprehensive study o f the question 
o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects in the light of information and experience 
accumulated since 1975,

Recalling also that in paragraph 61 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session 
of the Generi Assembly it was determined that the process of establishing nuclear-weapon- 
free zones should be encouraged, with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely 
free of nuclear weapons,

Considering that the documents submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth 
session on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones, as well as the views expressed in the 
general debate on this particular subject, provide additional elements relevant to the up
dating of the study.

Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Group of Governmental Experts on 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones, established by resolution 3 7 /^  F, for its consideration and 
analysis all the relevant documents submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth 
session, as well as the records of the debate on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

Study on military research and development

Following the adoption by the General Assembly of resolution 37/99 J of 
13 December 1982, the Secretary-General established in early 1983 a 
group of experts to carry out a comprehensive study on the scope, role 
and direction of the military use of research and development, the 
mechanisms involved, its role in the overall arms race, in particular the 
nuclear arms race, and its impact on arms limitation and disarmament, 
particularly in relation to major weapons systems, such as nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, with a view to prevent
ing a qualitative arms race and to ensuring that scientific and technologi
cal achievements might ultimately be used solely for peaceful purposes.

With the participation of experts from 12 countries, namely, Argen
tina, China, Egypt, France, the German Democratic Republic, India, 
Japan, Peru, Sweden, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, the Group held its first session from 21 to 25 March, in 
New York. Experts from Czechoslovakia and Ghana later joined the 
Group. At the first session. Dr. Rolf Bjornerstedt of Sweden was elected 
as Chairman and the discussion was devoted primarily to the organiza
tion of work and a preliminary exchange of views on the content of the 
study. The list of experts is annexed to this chapter.

*6 See footnote 12.
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The second session took place in New York from 5 to 15 July and 
was attended by all 14 experts. A more detailed discussion of the subject- 
matter was held, taking into account responses by 28 Governments to 
resolution 37/99 J, in which the General Assembly had invited all States 
to submit views to the Secretary-General. The Group decided to ask the 
Secretariat to prepare a working draft of its report for consideration at 
the third session, due to be held in February 1984.

Studies initiated by the General Assembly in 1983 

Study on the naval arms race

On 18 October, Sweden expressed in the First Committee’’ its concern 
about the naval arms race, especially about the development of naval 
forces and the technological development of naval arms systems, which 
was dominated by the major naval Powers, but was also gradually 
influencing the navies of smaller countries. Sweden believed that the situ
ation had increased the risk of confrontation at Sea, unintended incidents 
and unnecessary conflicts. A further dimension was added by the growth 
in tactical nuclear weapons which, in fact, outnumbered the strategic 
ones. Sweden therefore proposed that the United Nations should carry 
out a broad study on various aspects of the naval arms race, which could 
provide valuable information and give impetus to arms control and 
confidence-building measures in the naval field.

Argentina believed that such a study should specifically focus on 
military nuclear aspects of the massive naval presence in all regions of the 
world. It recalled the concern expressed by the Co-ordinating Bureau of 
the non-aligned countries about the serious implications of military and 
naval manoeuvres, as well as other operations carried out by nuclear- 
weapon States, including the utilization of nuclear energy for non
peaceful purposes.

On 12 November, Austria, Finland, Indonesia, Mexico, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution entitled “Study on naval forces 
and naval armaments”, which was later also sponsored by Iceland. 
Sweden introduced the draft resolution on 17 November, calling atten
tion to the naval buildup and the development of naval arms systems and 
expressing concern about their possible eff“ects on the freedom of the high 
seas, on the principle of non-interference with international sea com
munications for trade and shipping and on the economic exploitation of 
the resources of the sea. Sweden believed that the proposed study would 
enhance international understanding of the issues involved, as well 
as facilitate the identification of possible areas of disarmament and 
confidence-building measures. It also recommended that the study be 
carried out by a small number of experts in order to limit the costs.

*“7 For the discussion on the study in the First Committee, see Official Records o f  the
General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee^ 4th, 8th and 33rd to 40th meet
ings, and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicley corrigendum.
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On 22 and 23 November the sponsors submitted changes in the form 
of revised draft resolutions. In sum, the revisions changed the title of the 
draft resolution to “Study on the naval arms race”, and amended the 
fourth presunbular paragraph to differentiate between those naval units 
which constituted integral parts of the strategic nuclear forces of the 
two major nuclear-weapon Powers and were therefore included in the 
strategic arms negotiations, and other naval nuclear-weapon systems 
which were not the subject of any disarmament negotiations.

The First Committee adopted the revised draft resolution on 25 No
vember by a recorded vote of 93 to 1 (United States), with 31 abstentions.

In explanation of vote before the vote, the United Kingdom said 
that it had abstained as there had been little or no prior discussion on the 
desirability or the practicability of setting up an expert group capable of 
the task. Furthermore, by postulating a naval arms race, the study seemed 
disposed to produce a set of conclusions with which the United Kingdom 
would find it hard to agree. In addition, it was concerned that the in
creasing financial and operational burden of such studies would produce 
worse rather than better effects on United Nations disarmament efforts.

The United States, which had cast a negative vote, questioned the 
vagueness of the study’s terms of reference and underlying concepts, 
finding it difficult to see how a small number of experts could deal in a 
meaningful way with the vast array of issues to be covered under the pro
posal. Furthermore, consultations with the main sponsor of the draft 
resolution had not brought about changes in the text to indicate that the 
study would be carried out within the existing resources of the United 
Nations. The Soviet Union explained that it had abstained because the 
study dealt purely with technical aspects and was not aimed at taking 
practical measures to reduce naval activity and armaments. India had 
abstained in the vote; in its view, singling out naval activities was not the 
right approach and the attention of the international community should 
be centred on nuclear disarmament, rather than being diverted to activi
ties which did not seem to have any utility. Argentina said that it had 
voted in favour because it believed that the recent buildup in naval 
deployments was a very timely issue. It was highly appropriate for the 
United Nations to concern itself with the question. The Federal Republic 
of Germany, which had abstained, said it regarded the proposed study as 
an example of a proliferation of United Nations studies in the disarma
ment field without an adequate preparatory stage.

On 20 December, the General Assembly'® adopted the draft resolu
tion as resolution 38/188 G by a recorded vote of 113 votes to 1, with 32 
abstentions. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly^
Concerned about the naval buildup and the development of naval arms systems.
Mindful of the paramount importance for the security and well-being of all nations, 

for international trade and shipping and for economic exploitation of marine resources of

*8 See footnote 12.
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preserving freedom of the high seas and of keeping open international sea communications 
for trade and shipping in a manner consistent with the Charter of the United Nations and 
with the principles of international law,

Mindful also of recent developments in the law of the sea,
Noting that some naval units constitute integral parts of the strategic nuclear forces of 

the two major nuclear-weapon Powers and are therefore included in the strategic arms 
negotiations while other naval nuclear-weapons systems are not the subject of any disarma
ment negotiations,

Recalling paragraph 96 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the 
General Assembly, which stated that taking further steps in the field of disarmament and 
other measures aimed at promoting international peace and security would be facilitated by 
carrying out studies by the Secretary-General in this field with appropriate assistance from 
governmental or consultant experts.

Convinced that a broad study carried out by the United Nations on the naval arms 
race, as well as on the development of naval forces and systems and their deployment, 
would enhance international understanding of the issues involved,

1. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, to carry out a comprehensive study on the naval arms race, on naval forces and 
naval arms systems, including maritime nuclear-weapons systems, as well as on the devel
opment, deployment and mode of operation of such naval forces and systems, all with a 
view to analysing their possible implications for international security, for the freedom of 
the high seas, for international shipping routes and for the exploitation of marine 
resources, thereby facilitating the identification of possible areas for disarmament and 
confidence-building measures;

2. Invites all Governments to submit to the Secretary-General, not later than 1 April 
1984, their views on the content of such a study and to co-operate with him by making rele
vant material available in order to achieve the objectives of the study;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to submit the final report to the General Assembly 
at its fortieth session.

Study on concepts o f security

Early in the debate in the First Committee,” Sweden made a statement in 
which it, among other things, criticized the doctrine of nuclear deter
rence and advocated the concept of common security. It declared that to 
say peace could be achieved only through deterrence was another way of 
saying that the search for security had to be based on fear, on the threat 
of revenge. That, in its opinion, could not provide a long-term basis for 
peace. All peoples had a common interest in avoiding nuclear war and on 
that the concept of common security was based. Political means must 
be given priority, and negotiations were essential in order to deepen 
understanding of the security interests of the opponent. That would pro
vide a basis for a policy of negotiations and co-operation, leading to 
growing confidence. The foundation would then be laid for a policy of 
common security.

On 11 November, Austria, Costa Rica, Finland, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution entitled “Indepen
dent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues”, which was sub

For the discussion on the study in the First Committee, see Official Records o f  the
General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 4th, 33rd and 40th meetings,
and ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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sequently also sponsored by the Bahamas, Colombia, Ecuador and 
Romania.

In introducing the draft resolution on 17 November, Sweden recalled 
that, by its resolution 37/99 B, the General Assembly had submitted the 
report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security 
Issues entitled “Common Security—a programme for disarmament” to 
the Disarmament Commission. At its 1983 session, the Disarmament 
Commission had welcomed that report and had also recommended that 
it be duly taken into account in continuing and future disarmament 
efforts. The draft resolution was the result of that recommendation. Dur
ing the recent years of tense relations between the major Powers, little 
effort had been put into the search for measures fostering a sense of com
mon security in international relations. Sweden believed that it was cur
rently all the more important to develop such positive concepts of security. 
As a starting point, the draft resolution requested the Secretary-General 
to carry out a study of concepts of security, in particular security policies 
which emphasized co-operative efforts and mutual understanding be
tween States.

On 25 November, the First Committee adopted the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 110 votes to 1 (United States), with 14 abstentions 
(mostly Western States).

Explaining its vote against the draft resolution, the United States 
said that in principle it did not object to disarmament studies by the 
United Nations, but the subject-matter should be well defined; the data 
base available should make possible an objective and balanced review of 
the problem; the task should be practicable from the point of view of the 
expertise required to conduct it; and the study should not require the 
allocation of additional funds. In the case in question, the United States 
believed, the terms of reference were broad and vague; they seemed to 
cover any and all matters pertaining to foreign and international security 
policies of States. Furthermore, the draft resolution welcomed the report 
of a group of private individuals which none of the Governments 
represented in the First Committee had endorsed. The United States was 
also puzzled and surprised by the introduction of a matter on which, it 
had thought, an understanding had been reached in the Disarmament 
Commission that it would not be pursued. The study would also require 
additional funds, whereas the United States had, in consultations with 
the main sponsor, sought to bring about a change in the text indicating 
that the proposed study should be carried out within existing resources of 
the United Nations.

The Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Japan and Turkey, all of which had abstained in the vote, expressed 
various doubts on the wisdom of carrying out a study, the outline of 
which they found vague; on the absence of sufficient consultations before 
the presentation of the proposal; or on the precedent of introducing into 
United Nations practice the discussion of reports by private persons. The 
Federal Republic of Germany also believed that the Advisory Board on 
Disarmament Studies should have been given the opportunity to review
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study projects, to evaluate them and to ensure that all those planned were 
arranged in a rational manner to facilitate proper support and servicing 
by the Department for Disarmament Affairs.

India had abstained because it was not in favour of any alternative 
security doctrine other than that of collective security as embodied in the 
Charter of the United Nations. Furthermore, it had reservations about 
some of the recommendations of the report of the Independent Commis
sion on Disarmament and Security Issues.

On 20 December, the General Assembly^" adopted the draft resblu: 
tion as resolution 38/188 H by a recorded vote of 132 votes to 1, with 15 
abstentions. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 37/99 B of 13 December 1982, in which it noted the report of 

the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues entitled “Common 
security—a programme for disarmament”, submitted to the General Assembly at its twelfth 
special session, the second special session devoted to disarmament.

Recalling also that the Disarmament Commission, in accordance with resolution 37/99 B, 
considered the recommendations and proposals in the report of the Independent Commis
sion, and that the Disarmament Commission recommended that the report be taken into 
account in ongoing and future disarmament efforts.

Regretting the lack of trust and confidence between States, especially between the 
nuclear-weapon Powers, reflected, inter alia, in the concepts of security adopted by 
Governments,

Bearing in mind that the Disarmament Commission held a broad discussion of the con
cept of common security which it found a valuable approach in the search for lasting peace 
and security,

Emphasizing the need for creating concepts enhancing political and economic 
confidence between nations and policies arrived at not against, but in co-operation with 
other nations, as, for instance, in the Comprehensive Study on Corrfidence-building 
Measures,

Recalling paragraph 96 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the Gen
eral Assembly, in which it stated that taking further steps in the field of disarmament and 
other measures aimed at promoting international peace and security would be facilitated by 
the carrying out of studies by the Secretary-Generaf in this field with appropriate assistance 
from governmental or consultant experts,

1. Welcomes the report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and 
Security Issues as a timely and constructive contribution to international efforts to achieve 
disarmament and to maintain and strengthen international peace and security;

2. Recommends that the report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament 
and Security Issues be duly taken into account in ongoing and future disarmament efforts;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, to carry out a comprehensive study of concepts of security, in particular security 
policies which emphasize co-operative efforts and mutual understanding between States, 
with a view to developing proposals for policies aimed at preventing the arms race, building 
confidence in relations between States, enhancing the possibility of reaching agreements on 
arms limitation and disarmament and promoting political and economic security;

4. Invites all States to submit to the Secretary-General, not later than 1 April 1984, 
their .views on the content of such a study and to co-operate with him in order to achieve the 
objectives of the study;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to submit the final report to the General Assembly 
at its fortieth session.

20 See footnote 12.
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Study on unilateral nuclear disarmament measures

Mexico introduced in the First Committee^' on 17 November a draft 
resolution entitled “Report of the Disarmament Commission”, which 
had been submitted on 11 November and was sponsored by Ecuador and 
Mexico, and subsequently also by Colombia. Explaining that the draft 
resolution stemmed from one of the items in the report of the Disarma
ment Commission, Mexico noted that nearly all the provisions of the 
Final Document of 1978 had remained dead letters, and that in the five 
years since the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, it had not been possible to agree on a single new treaty or 
convention on nuclear disarmament. Mexico believed it to be necessary 
to turn to other procedures, and that one such procedure which might be 
explored would be the taking of unilateral measures, as, for example, 
had been successfully done in the voluntary suspension of nuclear- 
weapon tests from 1958 to 1961.

Mexico emphasized the importance of States having confidence that 
their security would not be jeopardized. It suggested that, for example, 
one State or a group of States could begin the process by announcing 
unilateral adoption of some modest disarmament measure, specifying 
that it would be cancelled if there was no reciprocal measure within a 
reasonable period. At the same time, it could be stated that if reciprocity 
did ensue, then the scope of the measures could be expanded gradually 
and very considerably. By the draft resolution, the Secretary-Generd 
would be asked to prepare, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, a report to be submitted to the thirty-ninth session of the 
Assembly on ways and means of stimulating the adoption of unilateral 
nuclear disarmament measures.

On 23 November, the First Committee adopted the draft resolution 
by a recorded vote of 109 votes to 1 (United States), with 15 abstentions 
(mainly Western States).

In explanation of vote, China said that it had voted in favour as it 
believed it to be necessary to explore all reasonable and feasible channels 
for the prohibition of nuclear weapons, and had itself taken the uni
lateral measure of announcing, immediately on acquiring nuclear weap
ons, that it would not be the first to use them nor would it use them 
against non-nuclear-weapon States. Mongolia, Oman and the Soviet 
Union indicated that they had supported the draft resolution on the basis 
that they supported any efforts to prevent nuclear war and achieve 
nuclear disarmament. The Netherlands abstained in the vote. While 
believing that the study might have some merit, the Netherlands recalled 
that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) had recently taken 
a unilateral step in announcing the withdrawal of 1,400 nuclear warheads 
from Europe, over a number of years. That step, as well as other possible 
measures which a study could identify, could inspire Governments to

For the discussion on the study in the First Committee, see Official Records o f  the
General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, First Committee, 33rd and 39th meetings, and
ibid.. First Committee, Sessional Fascicle, corrigendum.
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follow suit. The Netherlands, however, doubted whether the study 
would, in practical terms, contribute much to the success of current arms 
control negotiations.

On 20 December, the General Assembly” adopted the draft resolu
tion as resolution 38/183 J by 132 votes to 2 (United Kingdom, United 
States), with 14 abstentions. Subsequently the delegation of the United 
Kingdom advised the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain. The 
resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Having examined the various concrete proposals submitted to the Disarmament Com

mission at its 1983 session and reproduced by the Commission in its report to the General 
Assembly,

Considering that one of these proposals, intended to expedite negotiations of nuclear 
disarmament through the preparation of a study on unilater^ measures, would be at pres
ent of particular value in view of the impasse existing in both the bilateral and the multi
lateral negotiations,

Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified governmen
tal experts and applying the methods customary in these cases, a report, to be submitted to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session, on ways and means that seem advisable for 
stimulating the adoption of unilateral nuclear disarmament measures which, without 
prejudice to the security of States, would come to promote and complement bilateral 
and multilateral negotiations in this sphere.

Conclusion

The programme of United Nations disarmament studies continues to be 
a heavy one, with one study’s mandate extended by a year and three new 
studies authorized by the General Assembly in 1983. It is clear that 
studies are a well-established aspect of the United Nations machinery for 
the consideration of the arms race and disarmament. At the same time, 
some Member States have indicated by their votes and their statements 
that studies are not necessarily always appropriate and should not take 
up too much of the available resources.

It is also worth noting that, intended as they are to assist in ongoing 
or new negotiations and to shed light on the issues involved in each area 
under scrutiny, studies are fundamentally political exercises. Studies can
not be expected to find easy agreement on issues on which there is basic 
international discord.

22 See footnote 12.
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ANNEX

Composition of study

Group o f Governmental Experts

Benoit d’Aboville, France 
Mansur Ahmad, Pakistan 
Ahmed Attaf, Algeria 
Musinga T. Bandora, United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Thomas Barthelemy, United States 
Marin Buhoara, Romania 
Nikola CiCanovic, Yugoslavia 
Radoslav Deyanov, Bulgaria 
Tetsuya Endo, Japan 
D. Roberto Garci'a Moritan, Argentina 
Kashi Prasad Jain, India

Group o f Governmental Experts

Alexander Akalovsky, United States
S. K. Baafi, Ghana 
Abdel Halim Badawy, Egypt 
Rolf Bjornerstedt, Sweden 
Percy Cornejo-Barreda, Peru 
Ian Cuthbertson, United Kingdom 
Zdenek Havlik, Czechoslovakia 
Masayoshi Kakitsubo, Japan

>ups established in 1983*

on Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

Andrzej Karkoszka, Poland 
Miguel Marin-Bosch, Mexico 
Pedro Nunez Mosquera, Cuba 
Ahmed Osman, Egypt 
N. F. Price, United Kingdom 
Ernst-Joerg von Studnitz, Federal Re

public of Germany 
Klaus Tornudd, Finland 
G. A. Vorontsov, USSR 
Ronald Walker, Australia 
Yang Hushan, China

Military Research and Development

B. I. Komzin, USSR 
Liu Zhong Yu, China 
Herbert Meissner, German Democratic 

Republic 
Antonio F. Moreno, Argentina 
Hugo Sada, France 
N. S. Venkatesan, India

* Inclusion of a name does not necessarily indicate service with the study group for the 
entire duration of its mandate.
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A P P E N D I C E S





A P P E N D I X  I

Status of multilateral arms regulation and 
disarmament agreements

Actions taken in the period 1 January to 31 December 1983

The following list shows action taken,'^ if any, during the period 1 January to 31 De
cember 1983 with regard to the arms regulation and disarmament agreements for which full 
information is provided in the second edition of the publication entitled Status o f 
Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements,^ No other relevant agree
ments were concluded or opened for signature during the period.

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare

S ig n e d  a t  G e n e v a :  17 June 1925
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  for each signatory as from the date of deposit of its ratification;

accessions take effect on the date of the notification of the depositary Government 
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n t :  France

N e w  P a r t i e s :  Democratic Kampuchea —15 March 1983 (ay 
Guatemala—3 May 1983 (a)

T otal  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t ie s : 105

The Antarctic Treaty

S ig n e d  a t  W a s h in g to n :  1 December 1959 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  23 June 1961 
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n t :  United States of America 

N e w  P a r t i e s :  China—8 June 1983 (a)
In d ia -19 August 1983 (a)

T o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t i e s :  28

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water

S ig n e d  by  t h e  U n io n  o f  S o v ie t  S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l ic s ,  t h e  U n i t e d  K in g d o m  o f  G r e a t  
B r i t a i n  a n d  N o r t h e r n  I r e l a n d  a n d  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f  A m e r ic a  in  M o s c o w : 
5 August 1963

“ Accession is indicated by (<z) and succession by (s). Instruments of ratification, acces
sion or succession may be deposited with the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (M), the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L) and/or the 
United States of America (W) or other depositaries, as applicable.

 ̂Status o f Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, 2nd edition: 
1982 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.83.IX.5).

 ̂With the following reservation:
“The said Protocol shall ipso facto cease to be binding in regard to any enemy 

whose armed forces or whose Allies fail to respect the prohibitions laid down in the Pro
tocol.”
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O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  in  L o n d o n ,  M o s c o w  a n d  W a s h in g to n :  8 August 1963 
F m t p r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  10 October 1963
i  ’̂ osiTARY G o v e r n m e n ts :  Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (M)* United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L), and Uhited States of America (W)
^Ne w  P a r t ie s : n o n e  

T otal  n u m b e r  o f P a r t ie s : 111

Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration 
and tJse of Oiiter Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  in  L o n d o n ,  M o s c o w  a n d  W a s h in g to n :  27 January 1967 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  10 October 1967
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n t s : Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (M), United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L), and United States of America (W)
N e w  P a r t i e s :  China—30 December 1983 (W) (a)^
T ota l  n u m b e r  o f P a r t ie s : 84

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  a t  M e x ic o  C i ty :  14 February 1967 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  for each Government individually 
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n t :  Mexico

T r e a t y —N e w  S ig n a to r i e s :  Antigua and Barbuda — 11 October 1983 ^
N e w  P a r t i e s :  Antigua and Barbuda —11 October 1983 ^

ADDifiONAL P r o t o c o l  I—N e w  P a r t i e s :  none 
A d d i t i o n a l  P r o t o c o l  II— N e w  P a r t i e s :  none 
T o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t i e s :  31

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  in  L o n d o n ,  M o s c o w  a n d  W a s h in g to n :  1 July 1968 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  5 March 1970
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n t s : Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (M), United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L), and United States of America (W)
'iC 

ryj h -

^ With the following declaration:
“The Government of the Pwple’s Republic of China declares as illegal and null and 

void the signature on and ratification of the said Treaty on 27 January 1967 and 24 July 
1970 respectively by the Taiwan authorities usurping the name of China.”
 ̂With the following Declaration of Waiver signed at St. John’s on 1 September 1983: 

“WHEREAS the Governnient of Antigua and Barbuda is a signatory to the treaty 
for Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.

“AND WHEREAS the Government of Antigua and Barbuda has deposited its 
instrument of ratification of the aforesaid treaty with the Government of Mexico.

“AND WHEREAS paragraph 2 of article 28 of the aforesaid treaty provides that all 
signatory states shall have the imprescriptible right to waive wholly or in part the re
quirements laid down in paragraph 1 of article 28 and that they may do so by means of a 
declaration which shall be annexed to their respective instrument of ratification and 
which may be formulated at the time of deposit of the instrument of ratification or sub
sequently.

“NOW THEREFORE the Government of Antigua and Barbuda hereby declares its 
complete waiver of the requirements laid down in paragraph 1 of article 28 of the treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, in consequence of which the 
aforesaid treaty enters into force for Antigua and Barbuda upon deposit of this instru
ment.”
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N e w  P a r t i e s :  Sao Tome and Principe—20 July 1983 (M) (j)
T o tal  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t ie s : 120

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons 
of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof*

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  in  L o n d o n ,  Moscow a n d  W a s h in g to n :  11 February 1971 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  18 May 1972

D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n ts :  Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (M), United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L), and United States of America (W)
N e w  P a r t i e s :  Argentina-21 March 1983 (L) (M) (W^
T otal  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t ie s : 73

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling 
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  in  L o n d o n ,  M o s c o w  a n d  W a s h in g to n :  10 April 1972 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  26 March 1975
D e p o s i t a r y  G o v e r n m e n ts :  Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (M), United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland (L), and United States of America (W)
N e w  P a r t i e s :  Democratic Kampuchea—9 March 1983 (W)

Germany, Federal Republic o f - 7 April 1983 (L) (W)
Colombia—19 December 1983 (W)

T o tal  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t ie s : 98

f  With the following declaration, signed at Buenos Aires on 9 February 1983:
“WHEREAS: by Law No. 22,507, sanctioned and promulgated on 7 October 1981, 

the ‘Treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the sub-soil 
thereof, signed at London, Moscow and Washington on 11 February 1971, was ap
proved,

“NOW THEREFORE: I ratify the aforesaid Treaty in the name and on behalf of the 
Argentine Government, making the following declaration:

“ ‘One of the constant concerns by which we have been guided has been to use 
all available means to obviate the possibility that the Draft, by virtue of its sphere of 
application, might affect the position of the various States with regard to questions 
( T’̂ qtional maritime law and particularly those relating to the territorial sea 
an î tiiv jntinental shelf. We have said and we emphatically repeat that a document 
of this nature could not and must not, either directly or indirectly, attempt to solve 
or even affect the complex problems pertaining to the Law of the Sea 
(CCD/PV.445, para. 48 et seq., CCD/PV.454, paras. 10 and 11, and 
CCD/PV.475/Add.l, para. 16). For that reason we have taken due note of the 
statements made by the co-sponsors of the Draft to the effect that such is not the aim 
of the Treaty and that its provisions are in no way intended or designed to under
mine, strengthen or affect the positions of States with regard to such questions; nor 
to prejudice or influence any decisions that may be taken in future on that subject or 
endorte or revoke obligations that have been or may be assumed by virtue of inter- 
natioijal instruments. On the basis of those statements, v/hich we consider 
equivalent to a formal commitment, and of the provisions of Article IV—known as 
the “safeguard clause”—by the letter and spirit of which we strictly abide, we wish to 
place on record that we interpret the references to the freedoms of the high seas as in 
no way implying a pronouncement on the different positions with regard to ques
tions of international maritime law. By the same token it is our understanding that 
mention is made of coastal States’ rights of exploration and exploitation over their 
continental shelves purely because they are the ones that might be most frequently 
affected by verification procedures. In other words we exclude from the outset any 
possibility that by means of this document certain positions with regard to continen
tal shelves may be strengthened, to the detriment of others based on different 
criteria (CCD/PV.492, paras. 51 and 52).

“‘This Declaration constitutes the authentic interpretation of the Treaty and it 
is on that understanding that the Government of the Argentine Republic ratifies the 
instrument.’”
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Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  a t  G e n e v a :  18 May 1977 
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e :  5 October 1978 
D e p o s i t a r y :  The Secretary-General of the United Nations 

N e w  P a r t i e s :  Netherlands—15 April 1983«
Romania- 6  May 1983
Germany, Federal Republic of—24 May 1983^
Greece—23 August 1983 (a)

T ota l  n u m b e r  of  P a r t ie s : 42

Agreement Governing the Activities of States 
on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  a t  N e w  Y o r k :  18 December 1979 
N o t  y e t  in  f o r c e

D e p o s i t a r y :  The Secretary-General of the United Nations 
N e w  P a r t i e s :  Netherlands—17 February 1983'
T o tal  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t ie s : 4

Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively 
Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects

O p e n e d  f o r  s i g n a t u r e  a t  N e w  Y o r k : 10 April 1981
E n t e r e d  i n t o  f o r c e : 2 December 1983
D e p o s i t a r y : The Secretary-General of the United Nations

N e w  P a r t i e s :̂  Lao People’s Democratic Republic —3 January 1983 (cr) 

Austria—14 March 1983 
Yugoslavia —24 May 1983 
Poland —2 June 1983 
Norway —7 June 1983 
Guatemala—21 July 1983 (a)
Australia —29 September 1983 

T o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  P a r t i e s : 23

 ̂For the Kingdom in Europe and the Netherlands Antilles. Accompanied with the 
following declaration:

“The Kingdom of the Netherlands accepts the obligations laid down in Article 1 of 
the said Convention as extending to States which are not a party to the Convention and 
which act in conformity with Article 1 of the Convention.”
 ̂Accompanied with the following declaration:

“With effect from the day on which the Convention enters into force for the Federal 
Republic of Germany it shall also apply to Berlin (West) subject to the rights and 
responsibilities of the French Republic, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and the United States of America including those relating to disarma
ment and demilitarization.”
' For the Kingdom in Europe and the Netherlands Antilles.
j All States ratifying the Convention so far have given notification of their acceptance 

of Protocols I, II and III.
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A P P E N D I X  I I

Texts for the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
submitted by the Ad Hoc Working Group on the 
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
to the Committee on Disarmament*

I .  I n t r o d u c t i o n ®

1. The threat to the very survival of mankind posed by the existence of nuclear 
weapons and the continuing arms race, which ah-eady in 1978 gave rise to the justified alarm 
of the General Assembly, far from disappearing has considerably increased during the four 
years that have elapsed since the holding of its first special session devoted to disarmament. 
It was thus natural not to unduly delay the convening of the second special session, which, 
with the same purpose as the first, had been explicitly provided for in the Final Document 
of that session.

2. Both in the general debate of this second special session of the Assembly, in which 
an impressive number of heads of State or Government and Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
participated, as well as in the deliberations of the A d Hoc Committee and the Working 
Groups, it became evident that there had been no erosion in the support of all fundamental 
conclusions of the Final Document, such as the following:

(a) The objective of security, which is an inseparable element of peace, has always 
been one of the most profound aspirations of humanity. Yet the accumulation of weapons, 
particularly nuclear weapons, today constitutes much more a threat than a protection for 
the future of mankind since, far from helping to strengthen international security, it on the 
contrary weakens it, and since existing arsenals of nuclear weapons alone are sufficient to 
destroy all life on earth.

{b) The arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect, runs counter to efforts to achieve 
further relaxation of international tension, to establish international relations based on 
peaceful coexistence and trust between all States and to develop broad international co-op- 
eration and understanding. The arms race impedes the realization of the purposes, and is 
incompatible with the principles, of the Charter of the United Nations, especially respect 
for sovereignty, refraining from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any State, the peaceful settlement of disputes and non-interven
tion and non-interference in the internal affairs of States. On the other hand, progress on 
detente and progress on disarmament mutually complement and strengthen each other.

(c) Military expenditures are reaching ever higher levels, the highest percentage of 
which can be attributed to the nuclear-weapon States and most of their allies, with pros
pects of further expansion and the danger of further increases in the expenditures of other 
countries. The hundreds of billions of dollars spent annually on the manufacture or

* Official Records o f the General Assembly, Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), para. 88, annex.

® Draft prepared by the Chairman of ih t Ad Hoc Working Group during the second 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament in his capacity as Chair
man of the Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament established 
at that session. The draft was not discussed in the A d Hoc Working Group in 1983.
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improvement of weapons are in sombre and dramatic contrast to the want and poverty in 
which two thirds of the world’s population live. This colossal waste of resources is even 
more serious in that it diverts to military purposes not only material but also technical and 
human resources which are urgently needed for development in all countries, particularly in 
the developing countries.

(d) Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the accumulation of 
weaponry by military alliances nor be sustained by a precarious balance of deterrence or 
doctrines of strategic superiority. Genuine and lasting peace can only be created through 
the effective implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter of the 
United Nations and the speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forces, by 
international agreement and mutual example, leading ultimately to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control.

3. It was undoubtedly for reasons like the above that, in one of the last paragraphs of 
the Programme of Action outlined in the Final Document, the General Assembly decided 
that the implementation of the priorities defined therein should lead to general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control, which “remains the ultimate goal 
of all efforts exerted in the field of disarmament”. The Assembly completed this statement, 
adding that the negotiations on general and complete disarmament shall be conducted con
currently with negotiations on partial measures of disarmament and deciding that, with this 
purpose in mind, the Committee on Disarmament should undertake the elaboration of a 
“comprehensive programme of disarmament encompassing all measures thought to be 
advisable in order to ensure that the goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control becomes a reality in a world in which international peace and 
security prevail and in which the new international economic order is strengthened and con
solidated”.

4. The General Assembly did not only stress several times the importance of this goal 
which it called the “ultimate goal” of all disarmament efforts. On more than one occasion it 
stated also its opinion as to which should be the “immediate goal”, defining it as “the elimi
nation of the danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of measures to halt the arms 
race and clear the path towards lasting peace”

5. Bearing in mind those antecedents and taking as the main basis for its delibera
tions the draft transmitted by the Committee on Disarmament, the General Assembly has 
elaborated this Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, which received the approval 
by consensus of all the States Members of the United Nations which participated in its sec
ond special session devoted to disarmament. In addition to the present introduction, the 
Programme comprises five chapters whose titles, clearly indicative of their contents, are the 
following: “Objectives”, “Principles”, “Priorities”, “Measures and stages of implementa
tion” and “Machinery and procedures”.

6. It has not been possible to reach agreement for the Comprehensive Programme to 
become a treaty, as some States would have preferred in order to make its provisions legally 
binding. There has been, however, unanimous support for the idea that all necessary steps 
must be taken to enhance the political and moral value of the Programme. It has thus been 
agreed that a special copy of the Programme shall be carried by a personal representative of 
the Secretary-General to the capitals of all States Members of the United Nations, in order 
to have it signed by the respective heads of State or Government. This symbolic act will be a 
clear sign that this time there is the required “political will” to proceed along the road of 
uninterrupted negotiations in good faith in the field of disarmament. Should there be some 
States where constitutional obstacles prevent recourse to the above procedures, alternative 
methods of similar significance should be employed. Thus the Comprehensive Programme 
of Disarmament, although not a treaty in itself, would indeed become a source of numerous 
successive treaties, thanks to which mankind may start the twenty-first century in conditions 
totally different from those that prevail at present and are the cause of deepest concern.

II. O b je c t iv e s

1. The immediate objectives of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
should be to eliminate the danger of war, in particular nuclear war, the prevention of which 
remains the most acute and urgent task of the present day, to implement measures to halt
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and reverse the arms race, in particular the nuclear arms race, and to clear the path towards 
lasting peace. To this end, the Programme will also aim:

— To maintain and further the momentum generated by the first special session of the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament;

— To initiate or engage in further negotiations, to expedite the halting of the arms 
race in all its aspects, in particular the nuclear arms race;

— To consolidate and develop the results reflected in agreements and treaties achieved 
so far, relevant to the problems of disarmament;

— To open and accelerate the process of genuine disarmament on an internationally 
agreed basis.

2. The ultimate objective of the Comprehensive Programme is to ensure that general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control becomes a reality in a 
world in which international peace and security prevail and in which the new international 
economic order is fully achieved.

3. Throughout the implementation of the Programme towards the progressive reduc
tion and final elimination of armaments and armed forces, the following objectives should 
be pursued:

— To strengthen international peace and security, as welLas the security of individual 
States, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations;

— To contribute to the safeguarding of the sovereignty and independence of all 
States;

— To make, through the implementation of the Programme, an effective contribution 
to the economic and social development of States, in particular developing States;

— To increase international confidence and relaxation of international tension;
— To establish international relations based on peaceful coexistence and trust be

tween all States, and to develop broad international co-operation and understanding with a 
view to promoting conditions favourable to the implementation of the Programme;

— To mobilize world public opinion in favour of disarmament, through balanced, 
factual and objective information and education in all regions of the world, so as to gener
ate further understanding and support for the efforts to halt the arms race and achieve 
disarmament.

III. P r i n c i p l e s

1 The Members of the United Nations are fully aware of the conviction of their peo
ples that the question of general and complete disarmament is of utmost importance and 
that peace, security and economic and social development are indivisible, and they have 
therefore recognized that the corresponding obligations and responsibilities are universal.

2.^ The ending of the arms race and the achievement of real disarmament are tasks of 
primary importance and urgency.

3.^ Progress on detente and progress on disarmament mutually complement and 
strengthen each other.

4.* All States Members of the United Nations reaffirm their full commitment to the 
purposes of the Charter of the United Nations and their obligation strictly to observe its 
principles as well as other relevant and generally accepted principles of international law 
relating to the maintenance of international peace and security. They stress the special 
importance of  refraining from the threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or against peoples under colonial or foreign 
domination seeking to exercise their right to self-determination and to achieve indepen
dence, non-acquisition and non-annexation of territories by force and non-recognition of 
such acquisition or annexation, non-intervention and non-interference in the internal 
affairs of other States; the inviolability of international frontiers; and the peaceful settle
ment of disputes, having regard to the inherent right of States to individual and collective 
self-defence in accordance with the Charter.

 ̂ The placement of this paragraph in the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
will be determined later.
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5. In order to create favourable conditions for success in the disarmament process, 
all States should strictly abide by the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, 
refrain from actions which might adversely affect efforts in the field of disarmament, and 
display a constructive approach to negotiations and the political will to reach agreements.

6.^ The arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect, runs counter to efforts to achieve 
further relaxation of international tension, to establish international relations based on 
peaceful coexistence and trust between all States, and to develop broad international co-op- 
eration and understanding. The arms race impedes the realization of the purposes, and is 
incompatible with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, especially respect for 
sovereignty, refraining from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any State, the peaceful settlement of disputes and non-interven
tion and non-interference in the internal affairs of States.

7. Significant progress in disarmament, including nuclear disarmament, would be 
facilitated by parallel measures to strengthen the security of States and to improve the inter
national situation in general.

8. Disarmament, relaxation of international tension, respect for the right to self- 
determination and national independence, the peaceful settlement of disputes in accord
ance with the Charter of the United Nations and the strengthening of international peace 
and security are directly related to each other. Progress in any of these spheres has a benefi
cial effect on all of them; in turn, failure in one sphere has negative effects on others.

9.^ Enduring international peace and security cannot be built on the accumulation of 
weaponry by military alliances or be sustained by a precarious balance of deterrence or doc
trines of strategic superiority. Genuine and lasting peace can only be created through the 
effective implementation of the security system provided for in the Charter of the United 
Nations and the speedy and substantial reduction of arms and armed forces, by interna
tional agreement and mutual example, leading ultimately to general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control. At the same time, the causes of the arms race 
and threats to peace must be reduced and to this end effective action should be taken to 
eliminate tensions and settle disputes by peaceful means.

10. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to strengthen insti
tutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of international disputes by peaceful 
means.

11. Negotiations should be based on the strict observance of the purposes and princi
ples enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations, with full recognition of the role of the 
United Nations in the field of disarmament and reflecting the vital interest of all the peoples 
of the world in this sphere.

12. Since the process of disarmament affects the vital security interests of all States, 
they must all be actively concerned with and contribute to the measures of disarmament 
and arms limitation, which have an essential part to play in maintaining and strengthening 
international security.

13. All the peoples of the world have a vital interest in the success of disarmament 
negotiations. Consequently, all States have the duty to contribute to efforts in the field of 
disarmament. All States have the right to participate in disarmament negotiations. They 
have the right to participate on an equal footing in those multilateral disarmament negotia
tions which have a direct bearing on their national security.

14. In a world of finite resources, there is a close relationship between expenditure on 
armaments and economic and social development. The continuation of the arms race is det
rimental to and incompatible with the implementation of the new international economic 
order based on justice, equity and co-operation. Consequently, there is a close relationship 
between disarmament and development. Progress in the former would help greatly in the 
realization of the latter and resources released as a result of the implementation of disarma
ment measures should be devoted to the economic and social development of all nations and 
contribute to the bridging of the economic gap between developed and developing coun
tries.

15. Disarmament and arms limitation, particularly in the nuclear field, are essential 
for the prevention of the danger of nuclear war and the strengthening of international peace
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and security and for the economic and social advancement of all peoples, thus facilitating 
the achievement of the new international economic order.

16.  ̂ Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of 
civilization.

17. The adoption of disarmament measures should take place in such an equitable 
and balanced manner as to ensure the right of each State to security and to ensure that no 
individual State or group of States may obtain advantages over others at any stage. At each 
stage the objective should be undiminished security at the lowest possible level of arma
ments and military forces.

18. In accordance with the Charter, the United Nations has a central role and pri
mary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament. In order effectively to discharge this role 
and facilitate and encourage all measures in this field, the United Nations should be kept 
appropriately informed of all steps in this field, whether unilateral, bilateral, regional or 
multilateral, without prejudice to the progress of negotiations.

19.* The process of nuclear disarmament should be carried out in such a way, and 
requires measures to ensure, that the security of all States is guaranteed at progressively 
lower levels of nuclear armaments, taking into account the relative qualitative and quanti
tative importance of the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and other States 
concerned.

20. Significant progress in nuclear disarmament should be facilitated both by parallel 
political or international legal measures to strengthen the security of States and by progress 
in the limitation and reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments of the nuclear- 
weapon States and other States in the regions concerned.

21. Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, negotiations 
should be carried out on the balanced reduction of armed forces and of conventional arma
ments, based on the principle of undiminished security of the parties with a view to promot
ing or enhancing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the need of all States 
to protect their security. These negotiations should be conducted with particular emphasis 
on armed forces and conventional weapons of nuclear-weapon States and other militarily 
significant countries.^

22. While disarmament is the responsibility of all States, all the nuclear-weapon 
States, in particular those among them which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, 
have the primary responsibility for nuclear disarmament and, together with other militarily 
significant States, for halting and reversing the arms race. It is therefore important to secure 
their active participation.

23.  ̂ In the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all the nuclear- 
weapon States, in particular those among them which possess the most important nuclear 
arsenals, bear a special responsibility.

24. An acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations for nuclear and 
non-nuclear-weapon States should be strictly observed.

25. Disarmament and arms limitation agreements should provide for adequate 
measures of verification satisfactory to all parties concerned in order to create the necessary 
confidence and ensure that they are being observed by all parties. The form and modalities 
of the verification to be provided for in any specific agreement depend upon and should be 
determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the agreement. Agreements should pro
vide for the participation of parties directly or through the United Nations system in the 
verification process. Where appropriate, a combination of several methods of verification 
as well as other compliance procedures should be employed. Every effort should be made to 
develop appropriate methods and procedures which are non-discriminatory and which do 
not unduly interfere with the internal affairs of other States or jeopardize their economic 
and social development or prejudice their security.

26. Negotiations on partial measures of disarmament should be conducted concur-

 ̂One delegation reserved its position on the present text of this paragraph.
^ Some delegations felt that the language of this paragraph should be brought in 

accordance with paragraph 28 of the Final Document of the first special session of the Gen
eral Assembly devoted to disarmament.
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rently with negotiations on more comprehensive measures and should be followed by nego
tiations leading to a treaty on general and complete disarmament under efifective interna- 
tional control.

27. Qualitative and quantitative disarmament measures are both important for 
halting the arms race. Efforts to that end must include negotiations on the limitation and 
cessation of the qualitative improvement of armaments, especially weapons of mass 
destruction and the development of new means of warfare, so that ultimately scientific and 
technological achievements may be used solely for peaceful purposes.

28. Universality of disarmament agreements helps create confidence among States. 
When muhilateral agreements in the field of disarmament are negotiated, every effort 
should be made to ensure that they are universally acceptable. The full compliance of all 
parties with the provisions contained in such agreements would contribute to the attain
ment of that goal.

29. All States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, should consider various pro
posals designed to secure the avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons, and the prevention 
of nuclear war. In this context, while noting the declarations made by nuclear-weapon 
States, effective arrangements, as appropriate, to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 
the use or the threat of use of nuclear weapons could strengthen the security of those States 
and international peace and security.

30.* The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of agreements or 
arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the zone concerned and the full com
pliance with those agreements or arrangements, thus ensuring that the zones are genuinely 
free from nuclear weapons, and respect for such zones by nuclear-weapon States constitute 
an important disarmament measure.

31. Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is a matter of universal concern. Measures 
of disarmament must be consistent with the inalienable right of all States, without discrimi
nation, to develop, acquire and use nuclear technology, equipment and materials for the 
peaceful use of nuclear energy and to determine their peaceful nuclear programmes in 
accordance with their national priorities, needs and interests, bearing in mind the need to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. International co-operation in the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy should be conducted under agreed and appropriate international 
safeguards applied on a non-discriminatory basis.

32. As security and stability should be assured in all regions taking into account the 
specific needs and requirements of their respective situations, bilateral and regional disarm
ament negotiations may also play an important role and could facilitate negotiations of 
multilateral agreements in the field of disarmament.

33. Agreements or other measures should be resolutely pursued on a bilateral, 
regional and muhilateral basis with the aim of strengthening peace and security at a lower 
level of forces, by the limitation and reduction of armed forces and of conventional 
weapons, taking into account the need of States to protect their security, bearing in mind 
the inherent right of self-defence embodied in the Charter of the United Nations and 
without prejudice to the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples in 
accordance with the Charter, and the need to ensure balance at each stage and undimin
ished security of all States.

34. Bilateral, regional and multilateral consultations and conferences should be held 
where appropriate conditions exist with the participation of all the countries concerned for 
the consideration of different aspects of conventional disarmament, such as the initiative 
envisaged in the Declaration of Ayacucho subscribed to by eight Latin American countries 
on 9 December 1974.

35.* It is essential that not only Governments but also the peoples of the world recog
nize and understand the dangers in the present situation. In order that an international con
science may develop and that world public opinion may exercise a positive influence, the 
United Nations should increase the dissemination of information on the armaments race 
and disarmament with the full co-operation of Member States.

36.* Draft multilateral disarmament conventions should be subjected to the normal 
procedures applicable in the law of treaties. Those submitted to the General Assembly for 
its commendation should be subject to full review by the Assembly.
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37. Collateral measures in both the nuclear and conventional fields, together with 
other measures specifically designed to build confidence, should be undertaken in order to 
contribute to the creation of favourable conditions for the adoption of additional disarma
ment measures and to further the relaxation of international tension.

38.^ Taking further steps in the field of disarmament and other measures aimed at 
promoting international peace and security would be facilitated by carrying out studies by 
the Secretary-General in this field with appropriate assistance from governmental or consul
tant experts.

39.^ In particular publicity should be given to the decisions of the special sessions of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

IV. P r io r it ie s

1. In the implementation of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament for the 
achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective international control as 
the ultimate goal, the priorities which reflect the urgency attached to the measures for nego
tiations are:

— Nuclear weapons;
— Other weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons;
— Conventional weapons, including any which may be deemed to be excessively inju

rious or to have indiscriminate effects;
— Reduction of armed forces.
2. Effective measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have 

the highest priority. Along with negotiations on these measures, effective measures should 
be negotiated to prohibit or prevent the development, production or use of other weapons 
of mass destruction, as well as on the balanced reduction of armed forces and of conven
tional armaments.

3. Nothing should preclude States from conducting negotiations on all priority items 
concurrently. Bearing in mind these priorities, negotiations should be pursued on all meas
ures which would lead to general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control.

V. M e a s u r e s  a n d  s t a g e s  o f  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ‘s 

First staged

DISARMAMENT MEASURES

A. Nuclear weapons

1. Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of civili
zation. It is essential to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race in all its aspects in order to 
avert the danger of war involving nuclear weapons. The ultimate goal in this context is the 
complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

 ̂ The heading is without prejudice to the position of delegations with respect to ques
tions relating to stages of implementation. The following text has been considered for even
tual inclusion in the chapter on machinery and procedures:

All efforts will be made by States, particularly through the conduct of negotiations in good faith on specific disarma
ment measures, to achieve the goal o f  General and Complete Disarmament, as defined in the Comprehensive Programme, 
by the year 2000. in order to assure continued progress towards the full realization of  this ultimate goal, a special session 
of  the General Assembly shall be convened periodically to review the implementation of the measures included in the vari
ous stages of  the Comprehensive Programme. The first such special session of the General Assembly shall be held in 
(1987) (1988) (1989), and will: {a) review the implementation of the measures included in the first stage o f  the Comprehen
sive Programme; (b) consider the readjustments that need to be made in the Programme in the light of  the review and the 
steps that need to be taken to stimulate progress in its implementation; (c) elaborate in more concrete terms the measures 
to be implemented in the second stage of the Programme, taking into account the progress made so far and other develop
ments in international relations, as well as science and technology; and (d) decide on the time for the next special session 
to review the implementation of the measures included, and adjusted as necessary, in the second stage o f  the Comprehen
sive Programme, with the understanding that such session would be held not later than six years after the first.
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in the task of achieving the goals of nuclear disarmament, all the nuclear-weapon 
States, in particular those among them which possess the most important nuclear arsenals, 
bear a special responsibility.

The process of nuclear disarmament should be carried out in such a way, and requires 
measures to ensure, that the security of all States is guaranteed at progressively lower levels 
of nuclear armaments, taking into account the relative qualitative and quantitative impor
tance of the existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States and other States concerned.

2. The achievement of nuclear disarmament will require urgent negotiation of agree
ments at appropriate stages and with adequate measures of verification satisfactory to the 
States concerned for:

(a) Cassation of the qualitative irhprovement and development of nuclear-weapon 
systems;

(b) Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and their means of 
delivery, and oh the production on fissionable material for weapons purposes;

(c) A comprehensive, phased programme with agreed time-frames, whenever feasi
ble, for progressive and balanced reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery, leading to their ultimate and complete elimination at the earliest possible 
time.
Consideration can be given in the course of the negotiations to mutual and agreed limita
tion or prohibition, without prejudice to the security of any State, or any types of nuclear 
^maments.

3. Nuclear test ban:
The cessation of nuclear-weapon testing by all States within the framework of an effec

tive nuclear disarmament process would be in the interest of mankind. It would make a sig
nificant contribution to the aim of ending the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons 
and the development of new types of such weapons and of preventing the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Therefore, all efforts should be made to conclude, as an important part of 
the process of nuclear disarmament, a multilateral nuclear-test-ban treaty at the earliest 
possible date/

4. Pending the cbticlusion of further agreements relating to nuclear disarmament, the 
USSR and the United States should, on a reciprocal basis, continue to refrain from actions 
which would undercut existing strategic arms agreements concluded between them.

5. USSR-United States strategic arms negotiations:^
(Consultations between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States 

of America on the text are under way.)
6. Bilateral negotiations on the limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons in 

Europe:^
(Consultations between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States 

of America on the text are under way.)
7. Multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament:^
The urgent initiation of multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations is of vital inter

est to the nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States. The conclusion of multilateral disarma
ment agreements would be facilitated by substantial progress in the bilateral negotiations in 
this area between the States which possess the most important arsenals and have a special 
responsibility in the field of nuclear disarmament. Also, multilateral negotiations are par
ticularly important to achieve significant and universal progress towards the achievement of 
nuclear disarmament. This will require negotiation of agreements at appropriate stages, 
taking due account of the relative quantitative and qualitative importance of existing ar
senals and the necessity of maintaining the undiminished security of all States, nuclear and 
non-nuclear, at each stage, and with adequate measures of verification satisfactory to all

/  Some delegations reserved their position with respect to the first sentence of this text. 
Other delegations reserved their position with regard to the last sentence. 

s One delegation held that paragraphs 5 and 6 should be consolidated.
^  Two delegations reserved their position on the text of paragraph 7 pending the prepa

ration of the text of paragraphs 5 and 6.
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parties concerned, for the cessation of the qualitative improvement and development of 
nuclear-weapon systems, for the cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery and for the reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery.

In the course of such negotiations, a combination of the measures as detailed in para
graph 2 above, or a combination of different elements of such measures, could be consid
ered.

The overall objective of the measures for nuclear disarmament outlined in the preced
ing paragraphs for negotiation during the first stage of the Comprehensive Programme, 
and on those included in subsequent stages, would be to achieve qualitative and quantita
tive limitations on and significant reductions of the nuclear-weapon arsenals e?(isting at the 
beginning of the stage.

8. Avoidance of the use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war:
(Text pending.)
9. Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against 

the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons:
The nuclear-weapon States should take steps to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States 

against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Bearing in mind the declarations made 
by the nuclear-weapon States, efforts should be pursued to conclude, as appropriate, effec
tive arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons.

10. Nuclear non-proliferation:
It is imperative, as an integral part of the effort to halt and reverse the arms race, to 

prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The goal of nuclear non-proliferation is on 
the one hand to prevent the emergence of any additional nuclear-weapon States besides the 
existing five nuclear-weapon States, and on the other progressively to reduce and eventually 
eliminate nuclear weapons altogether. This involves obligations and responsibilities on the 
part of both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, the former undertak
ing to stop the nuclear arms race and to achieve nuclear disarmament by urgent application 
of the measures outlined in the relevant paragraphs of the Final Document, and all States 
undertaking to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

Effective measures can and should be taken at the national level and through interna
tional agreements to minimize the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons without 
jeopardizing energy supplies or the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 
Therefore, the nuclear-weapon States and the non-nuclear-weapon States should jointly 
take further steps to develop an international consensus of ways and means, on a universal 
and non-discriminatory basis, to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Full implementation of all the provisions of existing instruments on non-proliferation, 
such as the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and/or the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) by States parties 
to those instruments will be an important contribution to this end. Adherence to such 
instruments has increased in recent years and the hope has been expressed by the parties 
that this trend might continue.

Non-proliferation measures should not jeopardize the full exercise of the inalienable 
rights of all States to apply and develop their programmes for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy for economic and social development in conformity with their priorities, interests 
and needs. All States should also have access to and be free to acquire technology, equip
ment and materials for peaceful uses of nuclear energy, taking into account the particular 
needs of the developing countries. International co-operation in this field should be under 
agreed and appropriate international safeguards applied through the International Atomic 
Energy Agency on a non-discriminatory basis in order to prevent effectively the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons.

Each country’s choices and decisions in the field of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
should be respected without jeopardizing their respective fuel cycle policies or international 
co-operation, agreements and contracts for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, provided 
that the agreed safeguard measures mentioned above are applied.
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In accordance with the principles and provisions of General Assembly resolution 32/50 
of 8 December 1977, international co-operation for the promotion of the transfer and utili
zation of nuclear technology for economic and social development, especially in the devel
oping countries, should be strengthened.

11. Establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones:
The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of agreements or 

arrangements freely arrived at among the States of the region concerned constitute an 
important disarmament measure and should be encouraged with the ultimate objective of 
achieving a world entirely free of nuclear weapons, taking into account the characteristics 
of each region. The States participating in such zones should undertake to comply fully 
with all the objectives, purposes and principles of the agreements or arrangements estab
lishing the zones, thus ensuring that they are genuinely free from nuclear weapons. The 
nuclear-weapon States are called upon to give undertakings, the modalities of which are to 
be negotiated, in particular: (i) to respect strictly the status of the nuclear-weapon-free 
zone; (ii) to refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against the States of 
the zone.

(a) Adoption by the States concerned of all relevant measures to ensure the full appli
cation of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco), taking into account the views expressed on the adherence to it at the tenth spe
cial session of the General Assembly, the General Conference of OP ANAL and other rele
vant forums, and including ratification of additional Protocol I by all States concerned.

(b) In Africa, the Organization of African Unity has affirmed the denuclearization of 
the continent. The United Nations General Assembly in successive resolutions has sup
ported the African initiative for the denuclearization of the continent and at its tenth spe
cial session the General Assembly, by consensus, called upon the Security Council to take 
appropriate effective steps to prevent the frustration of this objective.

(c) The establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East in compli
ance with General Assembly resolution 35/147 would greatly enhance international peace 
and security. Pending the establishment of such a zone in the region. States of the region 
should solemnly declare that they will refrain on a reciprocal basis from producing, acquir
ing or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices and from 
permitting the stationing of nuclear weapons on their territory by any third party, and agree 
to place all their nuclear activities under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. 
Consideration should be given to a Security Council role in advancing the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

(d) All States in the region of South Asia have expressed their determination to keep 
their countries free of nuclear weapons. No action should be taken by them which might 
deviate from that objective. In this context, the question of establishing a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia has been dealt with in several resolutions of the General Assembly, 
which is keeping the subject under consideration.

(e) Efforts to create nuclear-weapon-free zones in other regions of the world should 
be promoted at the initiative of States which intend to become part of the zone.

(/) Ensuring that the zones are genuinely free from nuclear weapons and respect for 
such zones by nuclear-weapon States constitute an important disarmament measure.

B. Other weapons o f mass destruction

1. All States should adhere to the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed 
at Geneva on 17 June 1925.

2. All States which have not yet done so should consider adhering to the Convention 
on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction.

3. It is necessary to make all possible efforts for the early conclusion of an interna
tional convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the development, produc
tion, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and on their destruction.
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4. An international treaty on the prohibition of the development, production, stock
piling and use of radiological weapons should be concluded, bearing in mind the negotia
tions under way in the Committee on Disarmament and all proposals made in connection 
therewith.

5. Effective measures should be taken to avoid the danger and prevent the emergence 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific principles and 
achievements. Efforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the prohibition of such 
types and systems of weapons. This question should be kept under continuing review.

C. Conventional weapons and armed forces

1. Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, the limitation and 
gradual reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons should be resolutely pursued 
within the framework of progress towards general and complete disarmament. States with 
the largest military arsenals have a special responsibility in pursuing the process of conven
tional armaments reductions.'

2. (Interested States will have to continue consultations on the text of the paragraph 
on Europe.)

3. Agreements or other measures should be resolutely pursued on a bilateral, 
regional and multilateral basis with the aim of strengthening peace and security at a lower 
level of forces, by the limitation and reduction of armed forces and of conventional 
weapons, taking into account the need of States to protect their security, bearing in mind 
the inherent right of self-defence embodied in the Charter of the United Nations and 
without prejudice to the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples in ac
cordance with the Charter and the need to ensure balance at each stage and undiminished 
security of all States. Such measures might include the following:

{a) Bilateral, regional and multilateral consultations and conferences should be held 
where appropriate conditions exist with the participation of all the countries concerned for 
the consideration of different aspects of conventional disarmament, such as the initiative 
envisaged in the Declaration of Ayacucho subscribed to by eight Latin American countries 
on 9 December 1974.

{b) Consultations should be carried out among major arms suppliers and recipient 
countries on the limitation of all types of international transfer of conventional weapons, 
based in particular on the principle of undiminished security of the parties with a view to 
promoting or enhancing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the need of 
all States to protect their security as well as the inalienable right to self-determination and 
independence of peoples under colonial or foreign domination and the obligations of States 
to respect that right, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the Declara
tion on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation 
among States.

4. Prohibition of restrictions of use of certain conventional weapons, including those 
which may cause unnecessary suffering or which may have indiscriminate effects:

(a) Adherence by all States to the agreement adopted by the United Nations Confer
ence on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May 
Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects.

(b) Broadening of the prohibitions or restrictions of use of certain conventional 
weapons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects, 
either through amendments to the existing Protocols or through the conclusion of addi
tional Protocols, in accordance with article 8 of the Convention on Prohibitions or Restric
tions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be 
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects.

(c) The result of the above-mentioned Conference should be considered by all States, 
especially producer States, in regard to the question of the transfer of such weapons to 
other States.

‘ In the view of one delegation, the inclusion of this paragraph was dependent on the 
text that may be agreed for paragraph 21 of the chapter on principles.
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D. Military budgets

1. Gradual reduction of military budgets on a mutually agreed basis, for example, in 
absolute figures or in terms of percentage points, particularly by nuclear-weapon States and 
other militarily significant States, would be a measure that would contribute to the curbing 
of the arms race and would increase the possibilities of reallocation of resources now being 
used for military purposes to economic and social development, particularly for the benefit 
of the developing countries.

2. The basis for implementing this measure will have to be agreed by all participating 
States and will require ways and means of its implementation acceptable to all of them, tak
ing account of the problems involved in assessing the relative significance of reductions as 
among different States and with due regard to the proposals of States on all the aspects of 
reduction of military budgets.

3. The General Assembly should continue to consider what concrete steps should be 
taken to facilitate the reduction of military budgets, bearing in mind the relevant proposals 
and documents of the United Nations on this question.

E. Related measures

1. Further steps to prohibit military or any other hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques:

Review of the need for a further prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques with a view to the adoption of further measures to 
eliminate the danger to mankind from such use.

2. Further steps to prevent an arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the 
subsoil thereof:

Consideration of further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an 
arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof in order to promote 
the peaceful use of, and to avoid an arms race in, that environment, taking into account the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and the proposals made during the First 
and Second Review Conferences of the Parties to the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Em
placement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, as well as any relevant technological 
developments.-/

3. In order to prevent an arms race in outer space, further measures should be taken 
and appropriate international negotiations held in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty 
on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

4. The establishment of zones of peace:
The establishment of zones of peace in various regions of the world under appropriate 

conditions, to be clearly defined and determined freely by the States concerned in the zone, 
taking into account the characteristics of the zone and the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations, and in conformity with international law, can contribute to strengthening 
the security of States within such zones and to international peace and security as a whole.

{a) South-East Asia:
Steps should be taken by the States of the region towards the early establishment of a 

zone of peace, freedom and neutrality in South-East Asia, taking into account the need for 
ensuring stability and for enhancing prospects for co-operation and development in the 
region.^

{b) (Interested States will have to continue consultations on the text on the Indian 
Ocean);

j Two delegations reserved their position with respect to the reference in this paragraph 
to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.

 ̂Some delegations reserved their position on the present text of this subparagraph.
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(c) (Interested States will have to continue consultations on the text on the Medi
terranean).

OTHER MEASURES

1. Confidence-building measures

In order to facilitate the process of disarmament, it is necessary to take measures and 
pursue policies to strengthen international peace and security and to build confidence 
among States. Commitment to confidence-building measures could significantly contribute 
to preparing for further progress in disarmament. For this purpose, measures such as the 
following, and other measures yet to be agreed upon, should be undertaken:

{a) The prevention of attacks which take place by accident, miscalculation or com
munications failure by taking steps to improve communications between Governments, 
particularly in areas of tensions, by the establishment of “hot lines” and other methods of 
reducing the risk of conflict;

{b) States should assess the possible implications of their military research and devel
opment for existing agreements as well as for further efforts in the field of disarmament.

2. Prevention o f the use o f force in international relations

{a) Strict adherence and full commitment by all States Members of the United 
Nations to the purposes of the Charter of the United Nations and their obligation strictly to 
observe its principles as well as other relevant and generally accepted principles of interna
tional law relating to the maintenance of international peace and security, in particular the 
principles of refraining from the threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity or political independence of any States or against peoples under colonial or 
foreign domination seeking to exercise their right to self-determination and to achieve inde
pendence, non-acquisition and non-annexation of territories by force and non-recognition 
of such acquisition or annexation, non-intervention and non-interference in the internal 
affairs of other States; the inviolability of international frontiers; and the peaceful settle
ment of disputes, having regard to the inherent right of States to individual and collective 
self-defence in accordance with the Charter.

(Z?) Strengthening the role of the United Nations in the maintenance of international 
peace and security and full implementation of the decisions of the Security Council by all 
States Members of the United Nations in accordance with their obligations under Article 25 
of the United Nations Charter.

3. Mobilization o f world public opinion in favour o f disarmament

In order to mobilize world public opinion in favour of disarmament, the specific
measures set forth below, designed to increase the dissemination of information about the 
armaments race and the efforts to halt and reverse it, should be adopted in all regions of the 
world in a balanced, factual and objective manner:

{a) Throughout the implementation of the Programme, therefore, governmental and 
non-governmental information organs of Member States and those of the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies as well as non-governmental organizations should, as appro
priate, undertake further programmes of information relating to the danger of the arma
ments race as well as to disarmament efforts and negotiations and their results, particularly 
by means of annual activities conducted in connection with Disarmament Week. These 
actions should constitute a programme to further alert world opinion to the danger of war 
in general and nuclear war in particular.

{b) With a view to contributing to a greater understanding and awareness of the
problems created by the armaments race and of the need for disarmament. Governments
and governmental and non-governmental international organizations are urged to take 
steps to develop programmes of education for disarmament and peace studies at all levels.

(c) The World Disarmament Campaign, which was solemnly launched by the 
General Assembly at the opening meeting of its second special session devoted to disarma
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ment, should provide an opportunity for discussion and debate in all countries on all 
points of view relating to disarmament issues, objectives and conditions. The Campaign 
has three primary purposes: to inform, to educate and to generate public understanding 
and support for the objectives of the United Nations in the field of arms limitation and 
disarmament.

{d) As part of the process of facilitating the consideration of issues in the field of 
disarmament, studies on specific questions should be undertaken on the decision of the 
General Assembly, when necessary for preparing the ground for negotiations or reaching 
agreement. Also, studies pursued under the auspices of the United Nations, in particular by 
the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, could bring a useful contribution 
to the knowledge and exploration of disarmament problems, especially in the long term.

(e) Member States should be encouraged to ensure a better flow of information with 
regard to the various aspects of disarmament, to avoid dissemination of false and tenden
tious information concerning armaments and to concentrate on the danger of escalation of 
the armaments race and on the need for general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control.

if)^ In particular, publicity should be given to the decisions of the special sessions of 
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, especially the Final Document of the first 
special session.

4. Verification'^

(a) In order to facilitate the conclusion and effective implementation of disarmament 
agreements and to create confidence. States should accept appropriate provisions for 
verification in such agreements.

(b) In the context of international disarmament negotiations, the problem of 
verification should be further examined and adequate methods and procedures in this field 
be considered. Every effort should be made to develop appropriate methods and procedures 
which are non-discriminatory and which do not unduly interfere with the internal affairs of 
other States or jeopardize their economic and social development."

DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

1. In view of the relationship between expenditure on armaments and economic and 
social development, the implementation of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment should make an effective contribution to economic and social development of all 
States, in particular of the developing countries. In this context, it is of particular 
significance that substantial progress in disarmament should be made in accordance with 
the responsibility that each State bears in the field of disarmament, so that real resources 
now being used for military purposes can be released to economic and social development 
in the world, particularly for the benefit of the developing countries.

2. Disarmament would contribute over the long term to the effective economic and 
social development of all States, in particular developing countries, by contributing 
towards reducing the economic disparities between developed and developing countries and 
establishing the new international economic order on the basis of justice, equity and co
operation and towards solving other global problems.

3. The Secretary-General shall periodically submit reports to the General Assembly 
on the economic and social consequences of the armaments race and its extremely harmful 
effects on world peace and security.

 ̂The placement of this paragraph in the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament 
will be determined later.

Some delegations indicated a preference for the paragraphs under this heading to be 
amplified and given greater prominence, such as an introduction to chapter V, “Measures 
and stages of implementation”, or as a separate chapter preceding chapter V. One delega
tion held that the paragraphs under this heading should form part of chapter VI, 
“Machinery and procedures”.

" The final placement of the second sentence of this paragraph will be determined later.
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DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

1. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to strengthen insti
tutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of international disputes by peaceful 
means. During and after the implementation of the programme of general and complete 
disarmament, there should be taken, in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations, the necessary measures to maintain international peace and security, in
cluding the obligation of States to place at the disposal of the United Nations agreed man
power necessary for an international peace force to be equipped with agreed types of arma
ments. Arrangements for the use of this force should ensure that the United Nations can 
effectively deter or suppress any threat or use of arms in violation of the purposes and prin
ciples of the United Nations.

Intermediate stage^

Last staged

VI. M a c h i n e r y  a n d  p r o c e d u r e s

1. The United Nations, in accordance with the Charter, should continue to have a 
central role and primary responsibility in the sphere of disarmament.

2. Negotiations on multilateral measures of disarmament envisaged in the Compre
hensive Programme of Disarmament should, as a rule, be conducted in the Committee on 
Disarmament, the single multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament.

3. Bilateral and regional disarmament negotiations may also play an important role 
and could facilitate negotiations of multilateral agreements in the field of disarmament.

4. The United Nations should be kept duly informed through the General Assembly, 
or any other appropriate United Nations channel reaching all Members of the Organiza
tion, of all disarmament efforts outside its aegis, without prejudice to the progress of nego
tiations.

5. All efforts will be made by States, particularly through the conduct of negotiations 
in good faith on specific disarmament measures, to achieve the goal of general and com
plete disarmament, as defined in the Comprehensive Programme, by the year 2000. In order 
to assure continued progress towards the full realization of this ultimate goal, a special ses
sion of the General Assembly shall be convened periodically to review the implementation 
of the measures included in the various stages of the Comprehensive Programme. The first 
such special session of the General Assembly shall be held in (1987) (1988) (1989), and will: 
(a) review the implementation of the measures included in the first stage of the Comprehen
sive Programme; (Jb) consider the readjustments that need to be made in the Programme in 
the light of the review and the steps that need to be taken to stimulate progress in its im
plementation; (c) elaborate in more concrete terms the measures to be implemented in the 
second stage of the Programme, taking into account the progress made so far and other 
developments in international relations, as well as science and technology; and {d) decide 
on the time for the next special session to review the implementation of the measures in
cluded, and adjusted as necessary, in the second stage of the Comprehensive Programme, 
with the understanding that such session would be held not later than six years after the 
first.^

6. In addition to the periodic reviews to be carried out at special sessions, there 
should be an annual review of the implementation of the Programme. Therefore, an item 
entitled “Review of the implementation of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarma
ment” should be included annually in the agenda of the regular sessions of the General 
Assembly. To facilitate the work of the Assembly in this regard, the Secretary-General 
should submit annually a report to the General Assembly on progress in the imple
mentation of the Programme.

° The heading is without prejudice to the position of delegations with respect to ques
tions relating to stages of implementation.

P This paragraph has not been discussed. Therefore, the issues dealt with therein remain 
open.
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7. During its annual review, or at its periodic special sessions to review the implemen
tation of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, the General Assembly may, as 
appropriate, consider and recommend further measures and procedures to enhance the im
plementation of the Programme.

8. In the implementation of the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, the 
Disarmament Commission shall continue functioning as a deliberative body, a subsidiary 
organ of the General Assembly, and shall consider and make recommendations on various 
problems in the field of disarmament.

9. Proposals listed in paragraph 125 of the Final Document of the first special session 
and annex II of the Concluding Document of the second special session devoted to disarma
ment should be considered, and decisions taken, at an appropriate time.

10. At the earliest appropriate time, a world disarmament conference should be con
vened with universal participation and with adequate preparation.
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A P P E N D I X  I I I

Activities of the United Nations Environment Programme 
related to disarmament*

Introduction

The Declaration on the Human Environment adopted by the United Nations Con
ference on the Human Environment, held at Stockhohn in June 1972 and endorsed by the 
General Assembly, clearly states in principle 26 that:

“Man and his environment must be spared the effects of nuclear weapons and all other means o f mass destruction. 
States must strive to reach prompt agreement, in the relevant international organs, on the elimination and complete 
destruction of such weapons.”

Since the creation of UNEP, its Governing Council has adopted a number of resolutions, 
and also some of the activities of UNEP are related to that principle for the enhancement of 
the environment. A brief review of such resolutions and activities is given in this appendix.

Resolutions and reports

A. Effects o f weapons on ecosystems

1. The United Nations Conference on Desertification, held in 1977, adopted resolu
tion 4 concerning the effect of weapons of mass destruction on ecosystems. It noted that the 
use of chemical and biological weapons during wars was one of the factors contributing to 
desertification in certain parts of the world and that those factors were most seriously felt in 
developing countries, including those which were currently engaged in armed struggle for 
independence and those which had recently achieved independence through armed struggle. 
It condenmed the use of any techniques that cause the desertification of the environment 
and denounced the effects of destructive weapons and practices on the ecosystems of all 
countries. The use of chemical and biological weapons which destroy or diminish the poten
tial of ecosystems and are conducive to desertification was also condemned and the prohibi
tion of the use of poisons in water as a weapon of war was demanded. Resolution 4 of the 
Desertification Conference was endorsed by General Assembly resolution 32/172. In imple
mentation of the resolution, UNEP and the former United Nations Centre for Disarma
ment prepared a study on the effect of weapons of mass destruction on ecosystems. On the 
basis of that study, the Secretary-General presented a report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-third session" (A/33/259, annex II).

B. Remnants o f war

2. The problem of material remnants of war has been the subject of several deci
sions of the UNEP Governing Council and the General Assembly since 1975. At its thirtieth 
session, the General Assembly requested UNEP to undertake a study of the problem of the 
material remnants of wars, particularly mines, and their effects on the environment, and to 
submit a report on the subject at its thirty-first session (resolution 3435 (XXX), paragraph 5).

* Text contributed by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).
° UNEP Studies, vol. 1, ‘The effects of weapons on ecosystems”, by J. P. Robinson of 

the Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex, Brighton, England. (Published for 
the United Nations Environment Programme by Pergamon Press.)
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The Governing Council of UNEP, at its fourth session, in April 1976, by decision 80 (IV) 
authorized the Executive Director, inter alia, to proceed with the study requested by the 
General Assembly and, on its behalf, to submit an interim report to the Assembly at its 
thirty-first session. The Governing Council also agreed to consider the matter further at its 
fifth session with a view to submitting a more complete study to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-second session.

3. The above-mentioned interim report on the study was submitted to the General 
Assembly in December 1976 (A/31/210). At the same session, the Assembly adopted 
resolution 31/111 requesting UNEP to ensure the completion of the study.

The mandate of UNEP decision 80 (IV) was reiterated by decision 101 (V), adopted by 
the Council at its fifth session.

4. The Executive Director, in compliance with General Assembly resolutions 3435 
(XXX) and 31/111, submitted a report (A/32/137) entitled “Material remnants of wars and 
their effect on the environment” to the General Assembly at its thirty-second session, 
highlighting the adverse effect of remnants of wars on the environment. The General 
Assembly took note of the report and, inter alia, invited concerned Governments to co
operate in the matter with the UNEP Executive Director (resolution 32/168, December 
1977).

5. The Governing Council of UNEP, at its sixth session, in May 1978, requested the 
Executive Director of UNEP to continue to gather, through the Internationa Referral 
System, sources of information on methods of dealing with environmental problems caused 
by the material remnants of wars, to render assistance to Governments in preparing their 
programmes for the elimination of mines in their territories and to carry out and promote 
studies on the environmental effects of the material remnants of wars, particularly mines 
(decision 6/15, May 1978).

6. The problem of remnants of war was again the subject of General Assembly reso
lution 35/71 of 5 December 1980 and UNEP Governing Council decision 9/5 of 25 May 
1981. At its thirty-sixth session, the General Assembly took note of the report of the 
Secretary-General on the implementation of the above resolution (A/36/531) and adopted 
resolution 36/188 requesting the Secretary-General to continue his contacts and consulta
tions with Member States in order to find ways and means of solving the problem, includ
ing the possibility of convening a conference under the auspices of the United Nations. A 
similar request was also made by the UNEP Governing Council at its tenth session in its 
decision 10/8 of 28 May 1982.

7. Pursuant to resolution 36/188, the views and observations of all States were 
sought by a letter from the Executive Director of UNEP on behalf of the Secretary- 
General. A report on the replies received (A/37/415) was submitted to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-seventh session. In its resolution 37/215, the Assembly took note of 
the report and requested the Secretary-General, in co-operation with the Executive Director 
of UNEP, to prepare a factual study on the problem of remnants of war, particularly 
mines, which would include an analysis of the following aspects of the problem:

{a) The economic and environmental problems experienced by developing countries 
affected by remnants of war, the loss of life and property they have suffered, their specific 
demands in this respect and the extent to which the responsible States are willing to com
pensate the affected States and to assist them in solving the problem.

{b) The legal status of the problem.
(c) The international co-operation required to solve the problem.
{d) The role of the United Nations in this regard, including the possibility of conven

ing a conference pursuant to General Assembly resolutions 35/71 and 36/188.
It also requested the Secretary-General, in co-operation with the Executive Director of 
UNEP, to submit the study in time for consideration by the General Assembly at its thirty- 
eighth session.

8. In pursuance of resolution 37/215, the Executive Director of UNEP again sought 
the views of Governments and, within the framework of a joint UNEP/SIPRI (Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute) programme of studies on military activities and the 
human environment (see F below), organized a meeting of high-level experts on the 
economic, environmental and legal aspects of remnants of war. They met in July 1983 and

497



produced a study, “Explosive remnants of conventional war”. The study was annexed to the 
report of the Secretary-General to the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly 
(A/38/383), which also reflected the information and views forwarded to UNEP by those 
Governments that had replied to the letter of the Executive Director.

9. On 19 December 1983, at its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly adopted 
resolution 38/162, which, inter aliay requested the Secretary-General, in co-operation with 
the Executive Director of UNEP, to continue to seek the views of States on the recommen
dations contained in section VIII of the above-mentioned study; also requested the 
Secretary-General to intensify his efforts to urge the States concerned immediately to con
duct bilateral consultations with the aim of concluding, as soon as possible, agreements for 
the solution of that problem, it being understood that the legitimate right of the affected 
developing countries to full compensation for damages due to them should be ensured; and 
called upon all States to co-operate with the Secretary-General in carrying out the tasks re
quested of him so as to enable him, in co-operation with the Executive Director of UNEP, 
to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session a report on the results of his 
consultations and endeavours with the States concerned.

C. Pernicious effects o f the arms race on nature

10. The General Assembly, at its thirty-fifth session, in October 1980, adopted, by a 
recorded vote of 68 to none, with 47 abstentions, resolution 35/8 on the historical responsi
bility of States for the preservation of nature for present and future generations and asked 
UNEP to prepare a report on the pernicious effects of the arms race on nature and to seek 
the views of States on possible measures to be taken at the international level for the preser
vation of nature. At the thirty-sixth session of the General Assembly, a progress report on 
the implementation of resolution 35/8 was submitted by the Secretary-General (A/36/532 
and Corr.l). The Assembly adopted resolution 36/7 by which it requested the Secretary- 
General, inter alia, to complete the preparation of a report containing recommendations 
for the adoption by States of specific obligations and measures relating to the protection of 
nature from the pernicious effects of the arms race and to the limitation and prohibition of 
the types of military activity which present the greatest danger for nature. It also requested 
the Secretary-General to submit that report to the General Assembly at its second special 
session devoted to disarmament.

11. A summarized version of a study on the pernicious effects of the arms race on 
nature was submitted to the General Assembly at its second special session devoted to dis
armament (A/S-12/9).

D. The state o f the world environment

12. The Governing Council of UNEP, at its seventh session, in May 1979, decided to 
include the topic “Environmental effects of military activity” in the report on the state of 
the environment. In pursuance of that request, the publication The State o f the World 
Environment: Selected Topics included chapter V on the environmental effects of military 
activity.

13. The UNEP report The World Environment 1972-1982, prepared with the main 
objective of assessing the state of the world environment decade after the Stockholm Con
ference on the Human Environment, included chapter 16 on peace and security.^

E. Hostile use o f environmental modification

14. The Governing Council of UNEP, at its fifth session, in May 1977, took note of 
the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques annexed to General Assembly resolution 31/72 of 10 December

 ̂ The World Environment 1972-1982. A report by the United Nations Environment 
Programme. Edited by M. W. Holdgate, M. Kassas and G. F. White and co-ordinated by
E. El-Hinnawi, Tycooly International, Dublin, 1982.
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1976 and requested member States to facilitate exchanges of information on the use of envi
ronmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes (UNEP/GC.102(V)).

15. The Governing Council of UNEP, at its eighth session, adopted decision 8/7, 
section (a) of which was entitled “Provision for co-operation between States in weather 
modification”. In paragraph 1 of that decision, the Governing Council decided, inter aliOy 
that weather modification should be dedicated to the benefit of mankind and the environ
ment.

16. The issue of environmental modification techniques is one of the activities in
cluded in the joint UNEP/SIPRI programme of studies on military activities and the 
human environment. A symposium on the legal and technical aspects of the Convention on 
the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques will be held in co-operation with UNIDIR in April 1984.

F. Military activity and the environment in the context
o f the System- Wide Medium- Term
Environment Programme (SWMTEP)

17. In its decision 9/10 (B), the UNEP Governing Council approved, on a provi
sional basis, the structure and objectives of SWMTEP. At the same session, the Council, by 
decision 9/4, requested the Executive Director to include in his presentation of SWMTEP 
the analysis of the impact of the arms race on nature.

18. Also at its ninth session, the UNEP Governing Council approved decision 9/8, 
on global armaments spending, which called upon Governments to stop the arms race and, 
until disarmament was achieved, to allocate at least 0.001 per cent of armaments spending 
for development projects and the protection of the environment.

19. The Governing Council of UNEP, meeting in a Session of Special Character in 
May 1982, adopted resolution I which indicated the main environmental trends, problems 
and priorities to be addressed. The resolution drew attention to the fact that the continuing 
increase in the production, stockpiling and risk of use of weapons of mass destruction and 
the development of new types of chemical and bacteriological weapons not only posed a 
major threat to the environment and even to life on earth, but also competed for limited 
resources that could be better used for constructive purposes. Later on the resolution re
quested that priority for action be given to ensure that the environmental implications of 
existing and new types of armaments and warfare would be taken into account.

20. At the same Session of Special Character, the Council approved resolution III, 
on arms and the environment, which, considering that a major threat to the environment, 
of greater concern than a decade before, was the possibility of a global confrontation, ap
pealed to Governments and the world community as a whole to do the utmost to halt the 
arms race and thereby prevent a major threat to the environment. It then requested the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations to bring the appeal to the attention of the General 
Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament.

21. The structure of SWMTEP was approved by the Council by decision 10/13 of 
31 May 1982. This structure included chapter XV on the arms race and the environment 
(UNEP/GC.10/7 and UNEP/GC.l 1/7), which indicated, inter alia, the following activities 
that UNEP could implement in co-operation with other agencies: preparation of reports on 
the state of the art on possible effects of military activity on the environment, examination 
of the issues of ecologically important areas in relation to potential damage of military 
activity, analysis of existing treaties in relation to environmental effects of military activ
ities, study of the use of natural resources for military activities, etc.

22. Part of the above-mentioned activities are considered in a joint programme of 
studies on military activities and the human environment that UNEP has with SIPRI.

G. Ozone research and monitoring

23. UNEP organized a meeting of experts designated by Governments, intergovern
mental and non-governmental organizations at Washington, D.C., in March 1977. The 
outcome of the meeting was an agreed World Plan of Action on the Ozone Layer. Follow
ing the recommendations contained in the Plan of Action, the Co-ordinating Committee on
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the Ozone Layer was set up. It was composed of representatives of the international agen
cies and non-governmental organizations participating in implementing the Plan of Action, 
as well as representatives of countries with major scientific programmes contributing to it.

24. The Committee has met six times to review progress made in implementing the 
Plan of Action, identify deficiencies and make recommendations for future work. An 
assessment of ozone depletion and its impacts was made by the Committee at each meeting. 
Members also reported on ongoing and planned research work carried out by their coun
tries or organizations relevant to the Plan of Action. The assessment, reports and recom
mendations made at the meetings on the CCOL are published regularly in the UNEP Ozone 
Layer Bulletin, an eighth edition of which will be published in mid-1984.

25. UNEP is supporting a Global Ozone Research and Monitoring Project meant to 
provide advice to member States, to the United Nations and other appropriate international 
organizations concerning various aspects of atmospheric ozone.

26. The Governing Council of UNEP, at its ninth session, in May 1981, adopted 
decision 9/13, section B of which is entitled “Protection of the ozone layer”. In paragraphs 
1 and 2 of that decision, the Governing Council decided, inter alia, to initiate work on the 
elaboration of a global framework of a convention for the protection of the ozone layer. It 
further decided to establish an ad hoc working group of legal and technical experts which 
should report, through the Executive Director of UNEP, to the Governing Council on the 
progress of its work.

27. Three sessions of the Working Group will be held in the period 1983-1984 for the 
purpose of developing a draft convention for the protection of the ozone layer. Two draft 
technical annexes concerning research and systematic observations and information 
exchange and a draft protocol on the regulation of emissions of chlorofluorocarbons were 
also elaborated simultaneously by the Working Group. The Working Group will meet in 
late 1984 or early 1985 to complete its work before the draft convention is considered by a 
meeting of plenipotentiaries.

H. Radiation from nuclear explosions

28. The report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation (UNSCEAR)'^ included special chapters on the effects of nuclear explosions. 
Artificial radioactive material from nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere has been the 
cause of widespread contamination of the environment. The Committee has regularly 
assessed the exposure to which the population of the world has been subjected as a result of 
the atmospheric nuclear tests.

29. The same report examined the genetic effects of radiation in the children of 
atomic bomb survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

 ̂ Ionizing radiation: sources and biological effects. UNSCEAR report to the General 
Assembly, 1982; see annex E, Exposures resulting from nuclear explosions, and annex I, 
Genetic effects of radiation.
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A P P E N D I X  I V

Activities of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization related to disarmament*

At its twenty-first session, the General Conference adopted resolution 11.1, entitled 
“Creation of a climate of opinion conducive to the halting of the arms race and the transi
tion to disarmament”. It also adopted, at the same session, resolution 3.01 on the pro
gramme for the social sciences and their applications, of which objective 2.1 concerns the 
“promotion of peace research, in particular on manifestations of violation of peace, causes 
preventing its realisation, ways and means to eliminate them and proper measures to be 
taken in order to maintain and reinforce a just, lasting and constructive peace at the level of 
groups, societies and the world . . . ”

In conformity with these two resolutions, UNESCO has continued in 1983 its activi
ties, particularly in relation to research, publishing and the organization of training 
seminars.

Research and publications

The results of a pluridisciplinary research project on research and development activi
ties in the military field and their influence on scientific communities and on scientific and 
technological development have been published in the International Social Science Journal 
(volume 35, No. 1, 1983) under the title “Burdens of Militarization”. This volume, intro
duced by Alfred Kastler, the Nobel Prize Winner for Physics in 1966, deals in its first two 
parts with the subjects “Military research and development in industrialized countries” and 
“Militarization in the Third World” respectively. In its concluding section, this volume 
examines the potential role of the scientific community in the conversion of the arms indus
try in the establishment of a new international economic order and in disarmament.

The UNESCO Yearbook on Peace and Conflict Studies 1982 (the third volume in the 
UNESCO Yearbook series) was published in 1983 and contains studies on approaches to 
the problems of peace and security as well as detailed information on the activities of the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR).

As in the 1980 and 1981 volumes of the Yearbook, this volume also includes method
ological studies on education and research in the field of peace and conflict as well as infor
mation on the developments of the relevant competent institutions. The 1983 Yearbook, to 
be published in the course of 1984, will touch upon the theme of the perception of the threat 
to, and of the conceptions of, security, a theme which was the subject of an international 
Expert Meeting held at UNESCO Headquarters from 2 to 5 November 1982.

Finally, French and Spanish translations of the manual published in English in 1981 by 
UNESCO entitled Armaments, Arms Control and Disarmament are being prepared.

Several publications, which have been prepared over the period 1981-1983, are to 
appear in 1985. They include a book for teachers on the teaching of contemporary world 
problems relating to education for peace, disarmament and human rights, a guide on 
methods of disarmament education and a study on the possibility of co-ordinating the 
efl’orts of educational institutions with those of other social institutions able to contribute 
towards peace and disarmament.

* Text contributed by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO).

501



Meetings

The Intergovernmental Conference on Education for International Understanding, 
Co-operation and Peace and Education relating to human rights and fundamental freedoms, 
with a view to developing a climate of opinion favourable to the strengthening of security 
and disarmament, which was held at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris (12-20 April 1983), 
was convened by the Director-General in pursuance of resolution 1/01 (paragraph 5 (cO)» 
adopted by the General Conference at its twenty-first session, and in accordance with the 
work plan of the Approved Programme and Budget for 1981-1983. The Conference was 
considered by the participants as an important landmark in the UNESCO programme for 
the development of international education by increasing awareness of the role played by 
education in the fields covered by the recommendation concerning education for interna
tional understanding, co-operation and peace and education relating to human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, adopted by UNESCO in 1974.

The discussions clarified the role of education and the tasks which devolve upon it in 
the light of earlier decisions taken by the General Conference and the United Nations 
General Assembly, and of the conclusions and recommendations of certain meetings con
vened by UNESCO, such as the World Congress on Disarmament Education.

Of the 21 recommendations adopted by the Intergovernmental Conference, 20 dealt 
with measures to be taken in order to attain the objectives of the 1974 recommendation. 
Recommendation 15 in particular concerns the contribution made by the mass media to the 
subject of the Conference.

Within the framework of the Organization’s contribution to the World Disarmament 
Campaign launched by the General Assembly on 7 June 1982, UNESCO organized from 
18 to 22 April 1983, in Nairobi, Kenya, an International Symposium on the Media and 
Disarmament. Thirteen main participants, researchers and journalists from different coun
tries, were invited to attend the symposium in their personal capacity.

Topics related to disarmament were studied by a number of the 1,700 institutions (in 
86 member States) participating in the Associated Schools Project. An International Con
gress on the occasion of the Thirtieth Anniversary of the Associated Schools Project was 
convened in Sofia, Bulgaria (12-16 September 1983) in pursuance of resolution 1/01 (para
graph 5 (d))y mentioned above. The Congress elaborated a medium-term strategy 
(1984-1989) for the development of the Project, one of the objectives of which is to con
tribute towards the Action Plan for Disarmament Education.

From 5 to 9 December 1983, UNESCO organized in Dakar, Senegal, a regional seminar 
on peace research and disarmament education in Africa. The seminar had as its objectives 
the definition of regional priorities as regards peace research and the in-depth consideration 
of the ways and means of integrating disarmament problems with the process of education 
in Africa. In order to broaden the reflection of the participants (representatives from 
African universities and observers from international non-governmental organizations and 
the United Nations University), studies were prepared on the following themes: the prob
lematic of peace and disarmament in Africa; African perception of the notion of security; 
the economic aspects of armaments and the development of African countries; the status of 
disarmament education and peace research in Africa; ways and means of integrating peace 
research and disarmament education with the education process in Africa; apartheid and 
the southern African liberation movements; and the strategy for regional and international 
co-operation in the field of peace research and disarmament education in Africa.

The seminar was the last in a series of three regional training seminars, foreseen in the 
Organization’s Approved Programme and Budget for 1981-1983 following the recommen
dations of the World Congress on Disarmament Education, organized by UNESCO in 
1980. The first of the regional seminars for the Latin American and Caribbean region was 
held in Venezuela in October 1981, and the second seminar for the Asia and Pacific region 
was held in Indonesia from 30 August to 3 September 1982.
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Conclusion: principal orientation of the Approved Programme 
and Budget of UNESCO for 1984-1985

At its twenty-second session, the General Conference adopted resolution 20 entitled 
“The role of UNESCO in generating a climate of public opinion conducive to the halting of 
the arms race and the transition to disarmament”. The General Conference also adopted 
resolution 13.1 on Major Programme XIII: “Peace, international understanding, human 
rights and the rights of peoples”. In paragraph 2 {a) (ii) of this resolution, the General Con
ference invited the Director-General, inter alia, to promote research into the causes and 
consequences of the arms race and the creation of conditions conducive to disarmament by 
encouraging study of the problems of armaments and their consequences in UNESCO fields 
of competence, and of the links between peace, disarmament and development, in associa
tion with the activities provided for under subprogramme VIII 1.1: “Development and 
international relations”.

In accordance with these resolutions, the Approved Programme and Budget for 
1984-1985 foresees a number of activities, as outlined in subprogrammes XIII. 1.1, XIII. 1.2 
and XIII.3.1 to 3.4. These activities involve:

— The philosophical reflection on peace in the present world context;
— The study of factors contributing to peace and research into the causes and conse

quences of conflicts and their different interpretation;
— The analysis of international relations in their political, social and cultural dimen

sions and development of the study and teaching of public international law;
— The study of the problems of armaments and their consequences in UNESCO fields 

of competence;
—The study of the links between peace, disarmament and development;
—The improvement of action to implement the 1974 recommendation and stimulation 

of activities concerning the follow-up to the 1983 Intergovernmental Conference;
—Action for the extension, in higher education, of education for peace, disarmament 

and respect for human rights and the rights of peoples;
-Out-of-school education and aduh education;
—An experimental project concerning the role of the mass media in spreading know

ledge and information relating to peace, human rights and the rights of peoples;
— Promotion of co-operation between educational institutions and social institutions, 

in particular the mass media;
— Encouragement of reflection and action by young people.
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A P P E N D I X  V

Activities of the Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations related to disarmament*

While FAO has no specific mandate in the area of disarmament, it cannot ignore or 
fail to be concerned by the contrast between the escalation of world military spending and 
the chronic shortage of resources for development programmes. FAO’s concern is all the 
greater as there are no perceptible signs that this deplorable state of affairs will cease.

In the fulfilment of its mandate in the food and agriculture sector, besides bringing 
relief to the victims of wars and disturbances, FAO continues to be active in its eflforts to 
contribute to the dissemination of information on the perilous effects of the arms race.

In this connection, the Organization wishes to report that on the occasion of Disarma
ment Week, starting on 24 October 1983, it contributed the following message:

FAQ welcomes the observance of Disarmament Week. As emerged very clearly from the World Food Day celebra
tions throughout the world and at FAO Headquarters on 16 October, rapid disarmament is an essential requisite in any at
tempt to alleviate the sufferings of the poorest people in the world. The United Nations has consistently been trying to 
achieve progress in disarmament. Despite these efforts, however, the results are discouraging.

There is a stalemate in negotiations in strategic nuclear arms control. Not only is the planet being rapidly turned into 
a vastly overarmed camp but we are also witnessing the beginning of a militarization of space.

In a vain attempt to ensure each nation’s security, astronomical sums of money have been and are still increasingly 
being wasted on the building of destructive power. Since 1945 there have been over 150 wars in which millions of people 
have lost their lives, and millions more have been crippled, bereaved or made homeless and hungry. Villages, towns, cities, 
whole countries have been left hating, distrusting and fearing each other.

At a time of mounting dangers when the “overkill” capacity of nuclear weaponry threatens to extinguish all life on 
earth, FAO appeals once again to the leaders of nations finally to acknowledge and recognize the rights of people to life 
and to food thereby putting into practice the principles embodied in the United Nations Charter and in the Constitution of 
FAO.

Throughout the year under review, the Director-General repeatedly appealed to world 
leaders to reflect on the “absurdity and danger of an overarmed but underfed humanity”, 
condemning in his major policy statements the tragedy of the arms race.

ANNEX I

Excerpt from an address to the staff of FAO by the Director-General 

12 January 1983

M il it a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e

Can we watch unmoved as more than 600 thousand million dollars a year are swal
lowed up in military expenditure, when 15 to 18 thousand million invested annually from 
now to the end of the century would suffice to put the poorest countries on the road to food 
self-sufficiency?

But, of course, the peasants in the developing countries are not only poor: they are also 
isolated. They do not form, as in the West, powerful professional associations able to

* Text contributed by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO).

504



impose their views even on government councils. And in the developed countries, develop
ment aid does not have a pressure group as persuasive as the military-industrial complex.

This frantic arms race has disastrous repercussions on the world as a whole. It main
tains a climate of insecurity and tension, exhausts economies, diverts resources to sterile 
purposes and increases indebtedness, particularly in the third world.

The industrial countries devote to arms 20 times more than the amount allocated to 
assistance to the third world.

When contemplating this absurd expenditure, one cannot help but reflect that 
2.3 thousand million dollars would have been enough to cover the fertilizer imports of the 
poorest countries in 1981-1982; or that with 15 thousand million dollars, 3 million hectares 
of new land could be brought under irrigation; or that 4 thousand million dollars would be 
enough to procure all the draught animal equipment necessary for 90 developing countries.

Unfortunately the second special session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations devoted to disarmament, held in New York from 7 June to 9 July 1982, produced 
almost no results, and the discussions in Geneva, Vienna and elsewhere drag on eternally. 
However, the decision by the General Assembly to launch a World Disarmament Campaign 
deserves to be supported. FAO will consider how it can contribute to this Campaign, within 
its modest limits.

ANNEX II

Excerpt from a statement at the informal meeting of the Administrative 
Committee on Co-ordination on problems of development 

by the Director-General of FAO

Paris, 30 March 1983

To alleviate the problem, should a two-tier price system be established, which would 
ensure guaranteed remunerative prices for producers and subsidized prices for consumers? 
Or should producers be assisted with other forms of income support, as is done in nearly all 
the developed countries?

I know that this idea does not sit well with the champions of financial orthodoxy. And, 
what is more, a reduction in price supports for foodstuffs or other goods —I mentioned fer
tilizer just a moment ago—often is one of the requirements established for the granting of 
loans. Why not make the granting of loans conditional on a decrease in the expenditure of 
the Ministry of Defence or Armaments, rather than in funds for foodstuffs?

ANNEX III

Excerpt from a statement at the eighth session of the 
Committee on Worid Food Security by the 

Director-General of FAO

Rome, 13 April 1983

T h e  p a r a d o x  o f  w o r l d  e c o n o m i c  p r i o r i t i e s

The world economic scene is characterized by a host of incredible paradoxes: the 
human family—this humanity that we like to say is unified—is rent by conflicts; everywhere, 
we see nothing but tension, turmoil and torment. Disregarding the very foundations of their 
fragile economies, countries race towards catastrophe, hurtling into open or insidious war
fare. Already impoverished peoples are submerged by waves of refugees plunged in the 
depths of human misery. Trade, aid and resources from institutions providing 
humanitarian and development assistance are shrinking; world military expenditures are 
expanding at a dizzy rate and today are 20 times higher than official development assistance. 
A single nuclear aircraft carrier costs more than the GNP of 53 countries. Each year the 
developing countries spend nearly as much on importing arms as on importing foodstuffs.

As to the proposed global negotiations, there has been no definite progress. No matter 
how widely the principle of world interdependence is accepted, countries disregard it in their
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policies. The time has truly come for us to understand that no problem can be viewed in 
isolation any longer, whether it concerns the North or the South, the economic order or 
food security. Never before have the security and stability of so many developing countries 
depended so closely on economic growth and on progress in the agricultural and rural sec
tor. At the summit meeting of non-aligned countries at New Delhi, one head of State clearly 
warned us: the slightest aggravation of the situation may set off riots, rebellions and revolu
tions.

ANNEX IV

Excerpt from a statement at the sixth session of the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 

by the Director-General of FAO

Belgrade, 8 June 1983 

A r m a m e n t s  o r  d e v e l o p m e n t ?

1 wish to raise another matter which, although not directly related to the activities of 
FAO or those of UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development), may 
have profound repercussions on the world in which we are carrying out our mission. The 
Charter of the United Nations stipulates “that armed force shall not be used, save in the 
common interest”. This principle has been enshrined in history, but is far from being a fact 
of contemporary reality. Indeed, today 100 million persons are involved directly or indirectly 
in military activities, which consume no less than 4.5 per cent of the world’s GNP, and 
which are certainly not undertaken “in the common interest”. Resources which should be in
vested in development are devoured by armaments. The developing countries alone today 
absorb 75 per cent of the world’s arms imports. In 1979 the military expenditure of the two 
super-Powers exceeded the total value of world trade in agricultural goods. The most 
sophisticated weapons are being bought and sold even in the heart of the most remote 
regions. In such an environment, recourse to violence for political ends is no longer un
thinkable: on the contrary, it is entirely commonplace.

If the rising tide of military expenditure does not ebb, if the spirit of the United Nations 
Charter is not revived, we may find ourselves bequeathing to the twenty-first century a 
legacy of devastation rather than development.

ANNEX V

Excerpt from a statement to the eighty-third session of the 
FAO Council by the Director-General

Rome, 13-24 June 1983

M is s il e s , m o n e y  a n d  f o o d

Mr. Chairman, it could be said that the world’s most urgent problems today can be 
summed up in three words-missiles, money and food. The excessive abundance of ar
maments, the instability of the monetary system, and the extreme fragility of food supplies, 
especially for the poorest countries and the poorest people, are major challenges of the 
mid-1980s. All three must be tackled and solved if there is to be hope for a better global 
economy.

A r m a m e n t s

I am not going to moralize here about the resources spent on arms which should be 
channelled to development. Let me just point out that the world contains over 17,000 tar
geted strategic weapons. The military expenditures of the two super-Powers exceed the en
tire value of all world trade in agricultural products. Arms exports are an important factor 
in some economies. And the developing countries are now responsible for 75 per cent of all 
arms imports; in 1980 they devoted over 300 million dollars a day to military expenditures.
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ANNEX VI

Excerpt from a statement to the 1983 second regular session 
of the Economic and Social Council 

by the Director-General of FAO

Geneva, 7 July 1983

The contrast between military spending on an exponential curve and social pro
grammes, which are questioned in spite of their negligible amounts, continues to be painfully 
acute.

ANNEX VII

Excerpt from an address on the occasion of the 
Third World Food Day by the Director-General of FAO

Rome, 17 October 1983

C o n t r a d i c t i o n s  a n d  a b s u r d i t i e s

How would we explain to them, in fact, some of the contradictions and absurdities of 
our time:

—That, for example, the military expenditures of Member Governments of the United 
Nations —at $700 billion annually — represent about 30 times all the official development 
assistance allocated to the relief of social and economic problems in the third world;

—That the military budgets of the developing countries themselves, by 1980, amounted 
to almost $115 billion, causing one to wonder what comparative priority is being accorded 
to food and agriculture or agrarian reform and rural development.

ANNEX VIII

Excerpt from a statement to the twenty-second session 
of the FAO Conference by the Director-General

Rome, 5-24 November 1983

W o r l d  e c o n o m i c  a n d  p o l i t i c a l  c o n t e x t

The increase in the number of local conflicts and areas of tension has fostered a climate 
of uncertainty and suspicion which does little to encourage international solidarity or fur
ther development. All too often, confrontation is preferred to dialogue.

Nations are being bled dry by the arms race, and particularly the weakest ones. What is 
the logic in a suicidal form of behaviour which involves twenty times the total for official 
development aid, or 800 billion dollars, being thrown out of the window on military 
expenditure every year? And what a senseless waste it is, at a time when development re
sources are as tightly rationed as they are.

ANNEX IX 

Over a billion dollars a day . . . °

In 1983, world cereal production reached an estimated total of 1.62 billion tons —a 
good harvest equalling 350 kilogrammes for every man, woman and child.

Yet, this 350 kilogrammes figure is dwarfed by the per capita availability of 3,450 kilo
grammes of TNT. Not counting conventional weapons, the nuclear destructive capacity 
alone amounts to ten times the grain produced in the world in a good crop year . . . .

Although the nuclear arsenal is more than sufficient to turn the globe into a radioactive 
graveyard, the global armaments race is still continuing.

° News Feature (July 1983) written by Heinrich von Loesch.
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The first Disarmament Decade declared by the General Assembly of the United Na
tions, the 1970s, became in reality an armaments decade. And the eighties, proclaimed as 
the Second Disarmament Decade, have so far brought a number of disarmament initiatives, 
but no tangible progress. The unbelievable figure of 1.6 billion United States dollars con
tinues to be spent by the world on armaments every day for over 600 billion dollars a year.

“The capacity to overkill the underfed is surely the foremost evidence of irrationality in 
human affairs . . says Director-General Edouard Saouma of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations.

It maintains a climate of insecurity and tension, exhausts economies, diverts resources to sterile purposes and in
creases indebtedness, particularly in the third world. The industrial countries devote to arms 20 times more than the 
amount allocated to assistance to the third world.

Thus, every day of the year, 1.6 billion dollars drain economies, and spread misery, 
suffering and starvation as if there already was not enough poverty and hunger in the world.

Some five hundred million people are already undernourished, according to conserva
tive estimates by FAO. At least one billion people live in absolute poverty.

Arms serve to buy security, say those whose business it is to purchase arms. But with all 
the billions of dollars spent day after day on weapons the world has not become a safe place. 
On the contrary, along with the mushrooming overkill capacity, fear and insecurity are also 
growing.

Poverty, lack of food and social injustice are the roots of unrest in developed and de
veloping countries alike.

A Government whose people are well fed and satisfied with economic and social pro
gress does not require arms to maintain internal security. Food security is the only true 
security a country can enjoy, and as Mr. Saouma stated: “A Government that fears for its 
security could do well to equip itself with an arsenal of grain, not bombs. The training of 
farmers may do more for peacekeeping than the drilling of soldiers.”

Nobody reasonably expects that universal disarmament can be achieved overnight. 
What appears within reach, however, is a slowing down of the arms race, an agreement not 
to exceed current levels of arms spending in the future, and perhaps even a gradual disarma
ment.

The bonus in terms of funds freed for development would be enormous, since even 
fractions of current arms spending would suffice to solve humanity’s most pressing prob
lems.

Willy Brandt noted in his introduction to the first report of the North-South Commis
sion:

One half of one percent of one year’s world military expenditure would pay for all the farm equipment needed to in
crease food production and approach self-sufficiency in food-deficit low-income countries by 1990.

And asks Mr. Saouma:
Can we watch unmoved as more than 600 thousand million dollars a year are swallowed up in military expenditure, 

when 15 to 18 thousand million invested annually from now to the end of the century would suffice to put the poorest coun
tries on the road to food self-sufficiency?

Other facts: a sum of 2.3 thousand million dollars would have been enough to cover the 
fertilizer imports of the poorest countries in 1981-1982; or that with 15 thousand million 
dollars, 3 million hectares of new land could be brought under irrigation; or that 4 thousand 
million dollars would be enough to procure all the draught animal equipment necessary for 
90 developing countries.

All the daily cooking and heating fuel needs of the rural population in the third world 
could be covered if 2 thousand million dollars were available annually up to the year 2000 to 
be invested in fuelwood plantations. The impact of these additional forests on the quality of 
the cropland and the battle against desertification could hardly be overestimated . . .

Part of the savings made possible by curbing the arms race could be used by the 
developing countries themselves. They are presently spending about 117 billion dollars per 
year to maintain their military strength, of which 19.5 billion on arms purchases abroad. 
Though their per capita military expenditure is only one tenth that of the rich countries,
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they have doubled their arms purchases over the last decade and become the major buyer in 
the world market for weapons.

Armaments also involve a tremendous loss of qualified manpower. Half a million of 
the world’s most gifted experts are working in military research. If redeployed for produc
tive purposes, including development, they could probably achieve technological break
throughs for the betterment of the lives of millions.

In the developing countries, more than 14 million people are currently serving in the 
armed forces, mostly young men at their most productive age. Although the military per
forms useful civilian functions in many poor countries, such as training and education, 
those under arms could probably do a lot more for development, particularly as regards 
rural life and agriculture.

Worldwide, at least 50 million people are directly or indirectly engaged in military or 
paramilitary activities. At least 5 million of them are workers producing weapons and other 
specialized military equipment.

The effects of increased military spending on the world economy, already suffering 
from prolonged recession, are thus likely to be depressing, according to 27 experts who 
studied the relationship between disarmament and development upon request of the United 
Nations Secretary-General. Direct displacement of investment and indirect constraints on 
productivity caused by the military bias in technological research and development are, 
according to the experts’ report, the main negative effects of military outlays.

They recommended that further consideration be given to establishing an international 
disarmament fund for development. In examining various proposals made in the United 
Nations regarding suitable machinery for the transfer of resources from disarmament to 
developing countries, the study gave particular consideration to the French proposal for the 
creation of a special fund for this purpose.

“There is enormous potential for reallocating military resources to bring food and 
prosperity to the poor”, Mr. Saouma says.

For example, for less than the cost of one nuclear submarine we could develop 10 million hectares of grazing land in 
the third world or provide almost 200 million sets of hand tools for poor farmers.

I also think time is overdue to move from appeals to actions. That’s why 1 attach great importance to proposals for set
ting up an International Disarmament Fund for Development — based on international taxes to be levied on arms sales or 
arsenals.

If such a fund ever comes into being, we at FAO are ready and equipped to assist agricultural development for real 
world security.
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A P P E N D I X  VI

Activities of the World Health Organization 
related to disarmament*

In its resolution WHA 34.38, “The role of physicians and other health workers in the 
preservation and promotion of peace as the most significant factor for the attainment of 
health for all”, the World Health Assembly requested the Director-General to establish an 
International Committee of Experts in Medical Sciences and Public Health to study the con
tribution that WHO could and should make to facilitate the implementation of the United 
Nations resolutions on strengthening peace, detente and disarmament and preventing ther
monuclear conflict. The Committee established several working groups and allocated to 
them the task of collecting, reviewing, and summarizing the most recent information on the 
possible effects of nuclear-weapon explosions on health and the health services.

In its report “Effects of nuclear war on health and health services”, submitted to the 
World Health Assembly at its thirty-sixth session, in May 1983, the Committee considered 
three possible scenarios: (1) the detonation of a 1-megaton bomb over a large city; (2) 
“limited” nuclear war with smaller tactical weapons equivalent to 20 megatons, aimed at 
military targets in a relatively densely populated area; and (3) all-out nuclear war, using 
nuclear weapons equivalent to some 10,000 megatons (about half the estimated present 
stockpiles). They concluded that no health service in any area of the world would be capable 
of dealing adequately even with the casualties caused by the single bomb envisaged in the 
first scenario. They stated that in the event of explosions considered in the second and third 
scenarios, whatever remained of the medical services in the world could not alleviate the 
catastrophic consequences in any significant way. To the immediate catastrophe must be 
added the long-term effects on persons and on the environment: famine and disease would 
be widespread and social and economic systems totally disrupted.

In resolution WHA 36.28, “The role of physicians and other health workers in the 
preservation and promotion of peace as the most significant factor for the attainment of 
health for all”, the Heahh Assembly noted with grave concern the conclusions of the Com
mittee on the effects of nuclear war on health and health services, and endorsed the Com
mittee’s conclusion that it would be impossible to prepare health services to deal in any 
systematic way with a catastrophe resulting from nuclear warfare, and that nuclear weapons 
constitute the greatest immediate threat to the health and welfare of mankind.

In accordance with the request of the Health Assembly, wide publicity is being given to 
the report, and the work of collecting, analysing and regularly publishing accounts of ac
tivities and further studies on the effects of nuclear war on health and health services is being 
undertaken. The Director-General has established a small group of experts to carry out 
these tasks, in close-collaboration with other United Nations agencies, and with other 
bodies and organizations as required.

At the request of the Chairman of the United Nations Committee on Disarmament and 
further to the nomination by the Director-General of WHO of two representatives, a WHO 
expert attended one meeting of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.

• Text contributed by the World Health Organization (WHO).
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A P P E N D I X  V I I

Activities of tlie World Meteorological Organization 
related to disarmament*

Introduction

WMO is not directly involved in questions of disarmament. Some of the activities of 
the Organization, however, have some relevance to article III of the Convention on the Pro
hibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques 
(General Assembly resolution 31/72, annex) and the understandings of the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament relating thereto.® A brief review of such activities in 1983 is 
given in the present note. Before describing those activities, it should be noted that the 
World Weather Watch, which is the basic programme of WMO, contains the following pro
vision:

The World Weather Watch shall be used only for peaceful purposes, due account being taken of the national 
sovereignty and security of States, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and the spirit 
and traditions of the World Meteorological Organization.

Weather modification

The main objective of the WMO Weather Modification Programme, which was 
confirmed by the ninth Congress of WMO (1983), is to enable WMO to provide sound 
scientific and technical advice to its members on the planning, implementation and evalua
tion of weather modification projects. Highest priority has been given to precipitation 
enhancement and hail suppression. Falling also within the scope of the programme is the co
ordination of research activities related to tropical cyclone moderation, lightning suppres
sion and fog dispersal. The primary thrust of the programme has been the site selection field 
experiment of the Precipitation Enhancement Programme. Results of the analysis of the 
first three years of field data, however, have not been conclusive regarding the suitability of 
the test site, but a firm foundation has been developed for analysing the cloud seeding 
potential of regions designated for precipitation enhancement or redistribution.

Ozone research and monitoring

Action was continued in implementing the WMO Global Ozone Research and 
Monitoring Project, the objective of which is to enable WMO to provide advice to member 
countries and to the United Nations and other appropriate international organizations con
cerning various aspects of atmospheric ozone. The project is being carried out with support 
from the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).

The main activities are related to the improvement of the global network of ground- 
based total-ozone measuring stations and the organization of meetings of experts for 
discussion and preparation of reviews of specific problems relating to the project in accord
ance with the UNEP World Plan of Action on the Ozone Layer. The third WMO statement, 
“Modification of the ozone layer due to human activities and some possible geophysical 
consequences”, was adopted and distributed at the end of December 1981.

* Text contributed by the World Meteorological Organization (WMO).
 ̂ See The Yearbook, vol. 1: 1976 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.77.IX.2), 

appendix IX.
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World Climate Programme

The World Climate Programme is one of the major programmes of WMO. The objec
tives of the programme are to:

— Aid nations in the application of climatic data and present knowledge of climate to 
the planning and management of all aspects of man’s activities;

— Improve the present knowledge of climate and understanding of the relative roles of 
various influences on climate;

— Provide the means to foresee future changes of climate and warn of potential man- 
made changes that might be adverse to the well-being of humanity.

The overall work is distributed among four component programmes:
— The World Climate Data Programme;
— The World Climate Applications Programme;
— The World Climate Research Progranmie (conducted jointly by WMO and the In

ternational Council of Scientific Unions);
— The World Climate Impact Studies Programme, the activities of which are carried 

out by UNEP in close co-operation with WMO.
The World Climate Programme is of very wide scope, and the planning and implemen

tation of its wide-ranging activities demand co-operation with many other international 
governmental and non-governmental organizations.
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A P P E N D I X  V I I I

Draft treaty banning any nuclear-weapon test 
explosion in any environment’"

The States Parties to this Treaty,
Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the nu

clear arms race and to undertake effective measures towards nuclear disarmament,
Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this objective,
Have agreed as follows:

Article I

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes not to carry out any nuclear-weapon test 
explosion in any environment at any place under its jurisdiction or control.

2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes, furthermore, to refrain from causing, en
couraging , assisting, permitting or in any other way participating in the carrying out of any 
nuclear-weapon test explosion anywhere.

3. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to take any measures it considers necessary in 
accordance with its constitutional process to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation 
of the provisions of the Treaty anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

Article II

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes not to carry out any nuclear explosion for 
peaceful purposes and accordingly to refrain from causing, encouraging, assisting, permit
ting or in any other way participating in the carrying out of any such explosion until interna
tional arrangements for conducting them are worked out which would be consistent with 
this Treaty and the obligations of each Party under other relevant international treaties.

2. The Parties undertake to keep under consideration the question of arrangements 
for conducting nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes on a non-discriminatory basis, in
cluding the aspect of precluding military benefits. Such arrangements may take the form of 
a special agreement or agreements constituting an integral part of this Treaty.

Article III

This Treaty does not affect obligations which have been assumed by Parties under other 
international agreements, including the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the At
mosphere, in Outer Space and under Water.

Article IV

1. Each Party to this Treaty will use national technical means of verification at its 
disposal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international law to 
verify compliance with the Treaty and undertakes not to interfere with such means of veri
fication.

* Official Records o f the General Assembly» Thirty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 27
(A/38/27 and Corr.l), appendix II (CD/421), vol. II, document CD/381.
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2. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in good faith in an effective in
ternational exchange of seismoiogical data in order to facilitate the monitoring of this 
Treaty.

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in good faith in order to achieve an 
effective international exchange of data on atmospheric radioactivity and other measures 
for facilitating the monitoring of this Treaty.

The arrangements for these international co-operative measures, which are laid down 
in Protocol I annexed to this Treaty, shall be operative at the time of the entry into force of 
this Treaty.

3. The Parties to this Treaty undertake to consult one another and to co-operate in 
good faith for the clarification of all events pertaining to the subject-matter of this Treaty. 
In accordance with this provision, each Party to the Treaty is entitled:

(j) to request and receive information from any other Party;
{b) to request an on-site inspection in the territory of any other Party for the purpose 

of ascertaining whether or not a specified event was a nuclear explosion. The requesting 
Party shall state the reasons for its request, including available evidence. Recognizing the 
importance of ensuring confidence among Parties that treaty obligations are being fulfilled, 
the Party which receives the request shall state whether or not it is prepared to agree to an 
inspection. If the Party which receives the request does not agree to an inspection in its ter
ritory, it shall state the reason for its refusal. Procedures for such inspections and the man
ner of their conduct, including the rights and functions of the inspecting personnel, are laid 
down in Protocol II annexed to this Treaty.

4. In order to avoid unfounded accusations or misinterpretations of large non
nuclear explosions the Party conducting such an explosion may invite an inspection at the 
site of the explosion. The rules and procedures for such inspections are laid down in Pro
tocol II.
5. For the purpose set forth in this article a Consultative Committee shall be established to 
oversee the implementation of the Treaty and of the international verification arrange
ments. A Technical Expert Group and a permanent Secretariat shall be established to assist 
the Consultative Committee. The functions and rules of procedure of the Consultative 
Committee, the Technical Expert Group and the Secretariat are set out in Protocol III an
nexed to this Treaty.

Article V

The Protocols annexed to this Treaty constitute an integral part of the Treaty.

Article VI

Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Such proposals shall be submitted 
to the Depositary, who shall, in consultation with States Parties, take appropriate action. 
Amendments shall enter into force for each Party accepting them upon their acceptance by 
a majority of the Parties to the Treaty and thereafter for each remaining Party on the date 
of acceptance by it.

Article VII

Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty 
shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a 
view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being 
realized. At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may ob
tain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary, the convening of further con
ferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty.

Article VIII

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign 
the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may ac
cede to it at any time.
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2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of 
ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, who shall be the Depositary of this Treaty.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit with the Depositary of instru
ments of ratification by twenty Governments, including the Governments of the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited after 
the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their 
instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the date 
of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession and 
the date of the entry into force of this Treaty and of any amendments thereto, any notice of 
withdrawal, as well as of the receipt of other notices. He shall also inform the Security 
Council of the United Nations of any notice of withdrawal.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary in accordance with Article 102 of 
the Charter of the United Nations.

Article IX

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. Each Party shall in exercising its national 
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty, if it decides that extraordinary 
events, related to the subject-matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests 
of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to the Depositary three months in ad
vance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having 
jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article X

If this Treaty has not been adhered to by all Permanent Members of the United Nations 
Security Council five years after its entry into force, each Party shall by giving notice to the 
Depositary have the right to withdraw from the Treaty with immediate effect.

Article X I

This Treaty, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts 
are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
who shall send certified copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and acceding 
States.

P r o t o c o l  I

International co-operative measures to facilitate the verification o f a 
Treaty banning any nuclear-weapon test explosion 

in any environment

1. Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in good faith in an eff̂ ective in
ternational exchange of seismological and other data. The purpose of these international 
measures is to assist the Parties in the verification of the Treaty by providing additional 
technical information for their national assessment. These international co-operative mea
sures include designated seismological stations in participating countries and in other ter
ritories, efficient systems for the exchange of seismological data, and especially established 
International Data Centres.

2. Each Party to this Treaty shall have tht; right to participate in the international 
exchange of seismological data by contributing data from designated seismological stations 
and by receiving all the seismological data made available through the international 
exchange. To ensure that seismological stations having the necessary geographical coverage 
will be incorporated in the Exchange, the States given in table 1 have agreed to provide data 
from the stations specified in the same table.

Each Party participating in the international data exchange shall provide geographical
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co-ordinates, geological site description and a description of the instrumentation of each 
designated station. Any changes in these data shall be immediately reported. Data on 
designated stations are coUected, compiled and regularly reported by the Secretariat of the 
Consultative Committee.

3. Each Party participating in the international data exchange shall for this purpose 
designate an appropriate National Body through which it will communicate.

This body shall handle the exchange of seismological data and contacts with Interna
tional Data Centres, the Consultative Committee and its Secretariat on matters related to 
the operation of the data exchange.

4. The seismological stations designated for participation in the international 
exchange shall have the basic equipment as specified in the Operational Manual for Seismo
logical Stations. These stations shall be operated, calibrated and maintained as specified in 
the same manual. Information on the operation and the calibration of the stations shall 
regularly be sent to the Secretariat of the Consultative Committee.

5. Seismological data from each designated station shall routinely and regularly be 
reported through the appropriate National Body. The seismological data to be reported, the 
reporting format and time schedule are specified in the Operational Manual for Data 
Exchange. The seismological stations shall, through the appropriate National Body, co
operate with the International Data Centres to clarify any technical question in connection 
with reported data.

In addition to routinely submitted data each Party participating in the international 
data exchange shall provide any additional seismological data from its designated stations 
requested through International Data Centres by any Party to the Treaty. The procedures 
for making such requests and the format and time schedule for responding are laid down in 
the Operational Manual for Data Exchange.

6. Seismological data shall be transmitted through the Global Telecommunication 
System of the World Meteorological Organization, WMO/GTS, or through other agreed 
communication channels. The detailed procedures for exchanging data are laid down in the 
Operational Manual on Data Exchange.

7. International Data Centres shall be established at the following locations: _____

Each Centre shall be under the jurisdiction of the State in whose territory it is located, 
and the cost of establishing and operating it shall be borne by that State. Easy and free ac
cess for representatives from all Parties to the Treaty and for Officers of the Secretariat of 
the Consultative Committee shall be guaranteed to all facilities of all International Data 
Centres.

Each International Data Centre shall receive all seismological data contributed to the 
international exchange by its participants, process these seismological data without inter
preting the nature of seismological events, make the processed seismological data available 
to all participants and maintain all seismological data contributed by participants as well as 
the results of the processing at the Centres. The procedures to be used at International Data 
Centres to receive and compile reported data, to conduct necessary computation, to interact 
with other International Data Centres in the analysis and to transmit the results of the com
putations to participating States are laid down in the Operational Manual for International 
Data Centres.

International Data Centres shall also co-ordinate requests for additional seismological 
data from one Party to another and redistribute data obtained as a result of such requests.

8. In addition to the exchange of seismological data specified in paragraphs 2-7 of this 
Protocol, a similar exchange of data on atmospheric radioactivity shall be established. This 
exchange shall include equipment for collecting atmospheric radioactivity operated by each 
contributing State, an exchange of collected data and International Data Centres where 
data are processed, compiled and redistributed as described in paragraph 7 of this Protocol. 
The additional rules and procedures needed to establish and operate this exchange are laid 
down in an Operational Manual for the Exchange of Atmospheric Radioactivity.

9. International Co-operative Measures described in this Protocol and in the Opera
tional Manuals annexed to it shall be established and be operative at the time of entry into 
force of this Treaty.
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10. The Consultative Committee and its Secretariat have the task of overseeing the 
overall operation of the international data exchange as is set forth in Protocol III.

The Committee, its Technical Expert Group and Secretariat have the responsibility to 
maintain the efficiency of the exchange by improving and amending the equipment and the 
operational procedures. The Parties to the Treaty undertake to implement such changes of 
the data exchange which may be agreed upon.

11. With a view to improving the verification of this Treaty, negotiations on addi
tional international measures, such as the exchange of data on atmospheric radioactivity, 
hydro-acoustic signals in the oceans and infrasound and micro-barographic signals in the 
atmosphere, shall be undertaken by the Parties to the Treaty. Such additional measures 
shall as closely as possible be integrated in the co-operative measures specified in this Pro
tocol and an agreement on such additional measures shall be annexed to this Protocol.

T a b l e  1 

(Text to be elaborated.)

P r o t o c o l  II 

Procedures for international on-site inspection

1. The Parties to this Treaty undertake to consult one another and to co-operate in 
good faith for the clarification of all events pertaining to the subject-matter of this Treaty. 
If any Party sees the need to further clarify any event observed in the territory of another 
Party to the Treaty it shall seek such clarification through bilateral consultations. These 
consultations may include the exchange of additional technical information and other 
measures, such as on-site inspections, which the two Parties concerned may agree upon.

If the event cannot be satisfactorily clarified through such bilateral consultations, the 
Party seeking further clarification can request an international on-site inspection. Requests 
for such international on-site inspection shall be made through the Consultative Commit
tee. The requesting Party shall state the reasons for its request, including appropriate 
technical and other evidence.

The requesting Party shall further specify the area to be inspected. This area must be 
continuous and not exceed 1,000 km2 or a length of 50 km in any direction.

2. If a Party receiving a request agrees to an international on-site inspection of the 
requested area, or part thereof, the practical arrangements for the inspection shall be 
worked out by the Secretariat of the Consultative Committee in co-operation with the Party 
to be inspected. Such arrangements shall be worked out within one month after a Party has 
agreed to an inspection. The inspection shall be conducted by experts chosen by the Chair
man of the Consultative Committee among experts made available for this purpose by the 
Parties to the Treaty. The experts shall be selected taking into account available expertise 
and the desire to obtain equitable geographical and political representation. The Inter
national Inspection Team shall be headed by an officer from the Secretariat and 
contain . . . additional experts. The International Inspection Team shall further comprise 
necessary technicians, interpreters and secretaries provided by the Secretariat.

The total number of such support personnel shall not exceed. . . .
At all times while the inspecting personnel are in the territory of the Party to be 

inspected, their persons, property, personal baggage, archives and documents as well as 
their temporary official and living quarters shall be accorded the same privileges and 
immunities as provided in Articles 22, 23, 24, 29, 30, 31, 34 and 36 of the Vienna Conven
tion on Diplomatic Relations to the persons, property, personal baggage, archives and 
documents of diplomatic agents as well as to the premises of diplomatic missions and 
private residences of diplomatic agents.

Without prejudice to their privileges and immunities it shall be the duty of the inspect
ing personnel to respect the laws and regulations of the State in whose territory the inspec
tion is to be carried out, in so far as they do not impede in any way whatsoever the proper 
exercising of the rights and functions provided for by the Treaty and this Protocol.

517



3. The purpose of an international on-site inspection is purely fact-finding and the 
International Inspection Team shall not make any assessment as to the nature of the 
inspected event. The Inspection Team shall present a factual report of the observations 
made during the inspection. This report shall as far as possible present the consensus view 
of the participating experts. In case consensus cannot be achieved, the report shall reflect 
the views of all the participating experts.

The report shall be made available to all Parties to the Treaty through the Consultative 
Committee.

4. (This paragraph should contain a specification of the techniques to be used and the 
procedures to be followed when conducting on-site inspections. As these issues have not 
been properly discussed, there is at present no basis for preparing an appropriate text. To 
facilitate further discussions some more or less intrusive techniques are presented that 
might be considered in connection with on-site inspections. More technical data must be 
collected and compiled on the various inspection techniques and their potential usefulness. 
Rules and procedures have to be worked out for the conduct of these inspections, for the 
selection and the acceptance or refusal of more intrusive techniques and for the transporta
tion of people and material.

The following inspection techniques might be useful to consider:
— Visual inspection from the air and on the ground including rules and procedures for 

taking photographs;
— Measurement of radioactive radiation in the atmosphere above the area, at ground 

level and in waters;
—Temporary seismological measurements in the area to record possible aftershocks 

and also events at larger distances to improve the possibilities to interpret the recordings of 
the event that led to the inspection;

— Seismological reflection measurements, in limited areas, to provide data for detec
tion of possible subsurface activities;

— Measurement of temperature anomalies;
— Drilling and measurements in boreholes to obtain subsurface data at selected 

points.)
5. If the Party which receives the request does not agree to the inspection of the 

requested area or part of it, it shall provide the reasons for its decision.
6. As stated in Article IV, paragraph 4, of this Treaty, a Party conducting a large 

non-nuclear explosion may invite an inspection at the site of the explosion. An Inspection 
Team, established as in paragraph 2 of this Protocol and headed by an officer of the 
Secretariat of the Consultative Committee, containing . . . experts, shall be established. 
The privileges and immunities of members of this Inspection Team shall be the same as 
specified in paragraph 2 of this Protocol. The Inspection Team shall be present before the 
explosion takes place and stay until the explosion has been conducted. Only visual observa
tions shall be made. The Inspection Team shall provide a factual report of the observations 
during the inspection. This report shall be distributed to all Parties to the Treaty.

P r o t o c o l  III

The Consultative Committee, its functions and rules o f procedures

1. A Consultative Committee shall be established to oversee the overall functioning 
of the Treaty and its verification arrangements. The Consultative Committee shall also 
serve as a forum to discuss and resolve disputes concerning the Treaty and its verification 
arrangements which might occur between Parties to the Treaty. The Consultative Commit
tee and its subsidiary bodies, the Technical Expert Group and the Secretariat shall be 
established when the Treaty enters into force.

In performing its duties the Consultative Committee shall:
—Oversee the implementation of the Treaty;
— Prepare review conferences in accordance with Article VII of this Treaty;
— Review the verification arrangements of the Treaty on the basis of material pro

vided by the Technical Expert Group and the Secretariat;
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— Decide on changes in the equipment and technical procedures used to verify 
compliance with the Treaty;

— Be a forum in which any Party can make inquiries and receive information as a 
result of such inquiries;

— Be a forum in which any Party can request an international on-site inspection and 
the factual results of such inspections are presented;

— Guide and oversee the work of the Technical Expert Group and the Secretariat;
— Decide on the annual budget of the Secretariat and elect the Director and the Deputy 

Director of the Secretariat.
2. Each Party to the Treaty shall have the right to be a member of the Consultative 

Committee.
3. The Depositary of the Treaty or his representative shall act as Chairman of the 

Consultative Committee.
4. The Committee shall meet annually and, in addition, upon the request of any 

Party when an extraordinary meeting is considered necessary to oversee the implementation 
of the Treaty or to settle disputes between Parties to the Treaty concerning its compliance.

The Consultative Committee shall work on the basis of consensus on the following 
matters:

— Review and analysis of the overall operation of the Treaty and its verification 
arrangements;

— Decisions on changes in the equipment and technical procedures used to verify 
compliance with the Treaty.

The Consultative Committee shall take decisions by a majority of the members present 
and voting on the following issues:

— Decisions on the annual budget of the Secretariat;
—Election of the Director and the Deputy Director of the Secretariat.
5. The Consultative Committee shall establish a Technical Expert Group open to 

governmental experts from all Parties to the Treaty. The Technical Expert Group shall 
evaluate the technical performance of the international verification measures, including the 
techniques and procedures for on-site inspections, propose changes in the equipment and 
technical procedures used to verify compliance with the Treaty and to undertake any 
technical studies that the Consultative Committee may request. The Technical Expert 
Group shall further be a forum for technical discussions of events for which a Party seeks 
clarification through international measures.

The Technical Expert Group shall meet at least once a year. The Group shall establish 
its own rules of procedure and elect its own Chairman. The Group shall try to achieve con
sensus. In case consensus cannot be achieved, reports from the Group shall reflect the views 
of all the participating experts.

The Technical Expert Group shall report to the Consultative Committee on an annual 
basis or when requested.

6. To support the work of the Consultative Committee and the Technical Expert 
Group a permanent Secretariat shall be established.

The Secretariat shall:
— Support the work of the Consultative Committee and the Technical Expert Group 

by organizing their meetings and by preparing requested background material and studies;
— Supervise that the participating seismological stations are operated and data are 

reported as specified in paragraphs 4 and 5 of Protocol I of this Treaty;
—Act as a contact with the WMO on matters of Data Exchange through its Global 

Telecommunications System and supervise and review, in co-operation with WMO, the 
data exchange specified in paragraph 6 of Protocol I of this Treaty;

— Supervise the operation of the International Data Centres to ascertain that these 
Centres are established and operated as specified in paragraph 7 of Protocol I of this 
Treaty;
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— Supervise the exchange of data on atmospheric radioactivity to ascertain that the 
exchange is established and conducted as specified in paragraph 8 of Protocol I of this 
Treaty;

— Compile and present operational statistics and reports on experiences of the Inter
national Data Exchange to the Technical Expert Group;

—Organize and conduct international on-site inspections as specified in Protocol II of 
this Treaty, and report the result of such inspections to the Consultative Committee;

— Maintain lists, in co-operation with the Parties to the Treaty, of international 
experts available to conduct on-site inspections and the equipment necessary for such 
inspections.

7. The Secretariat shall consist of a Director and a Deputy Director, elected for a 
period of four years by the Consultative Committee, as specified in paragraph 2 of this 
Protocol, and an appropriate number of officers and support personnel. The annual budget 
of the Secretariat shall be approved by the Consultative Committee, as specified in 
paragraph 2 of this Protocol. The cost shall be borne by the Parties to the Treaty in accord
ance with the United Nations assessment scale prorated to take into account differences 
between the United Nations membership and the number of Parties to this Treaty. The 
Secretariat shall be located at . . .  .
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A P P E N D I X  I X

List of resolutions and decisions on disarmament and 
related questions adopted by tlie General Assembly 
at its thirty-eighth session, held from 20 September 
to 20 December 1983 (including voting)

Reference
Resolutions on disarmament questions in text

38/61 Implementation of General Assembly resolution 37/71 concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco) 225

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 135 to none» with 9 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape Verde, Chile,
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazi
land, 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 King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Cam
eroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of America,
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Argentina, Belize, Cuba, France, Guyana, Ivory Coast,
Malawi, Mali, Venezuela

38/62 Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 211

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 119 to 2, with 26 abstentions, as follows:

521



Reference
in text

38/62 In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
(cont.) Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Colom
bia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mada
gascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome 
and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zimbabwe

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

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada,
Chile, China, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece,
Iceland, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Solomon Islands, Spain, Turkey, Zambia

38/63 Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty 212

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 117 to none, with 29 abstentions,o as
follows:

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Cape 
Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iraq,
Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Philippines, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazi
land, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zimbabwe

Against: None

° The delegations of Samoa and Vanuatu subsequently advised the Secretariat that they
had intended to vote in favour.
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38/63 Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet
{cont.) Socialist Republic, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen,

France, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, India, Israel, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, 
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Peru, Poland, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Zambia

38/64 Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle
East 233

Adopted without a vote

38/65 Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia 240

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 94 to 3, with 46 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Burundi, Canada, Chad, Chile,
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic Kampuchea, Djibouti, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Thailand, Tdgo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of America, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Bhutan, India, Mauritius

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Belize, Benin, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ethiopia, Fiji, France, German Demo
cratic Republic, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Mongolia, Mozambique, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Poland, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Seychelles, Sweden, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nor
thern Ireland, Upper Volta, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia

38/66 Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Con
ventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious 
or to Have Indiscriminate Effects 348

Adopted without a vote

38/67 Conclusion of an international convention on the strengthening of the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons 190

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 108 to 17, with 18 abstentions, as follows:

In favour. Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central
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38/67 African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
(cont.) Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican 

Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, 
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guate
mala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of)> Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazi
land, 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, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Vene
zuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Belize, Brazil, Burma,
India, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Japan, Malaysia, Paraguay, Philip
pines, Saint Lucia, Singapore, Sweden, Uruguay

38/68 Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of use nuclear weapons 187

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 141 to none, with 6 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,
Belize, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indo
nesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO> Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxem
bourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Portu
gal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None
Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil, India, Philippines, United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America
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38/69 Israeli nuclear armament 236
Adopted by a recorded vote o f 99 to 2, with 39 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangla
desh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indo
nesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo
ple’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagas
car, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome 
and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zam
bia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel, United States of America
Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium,

Burma, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Fiji,
Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon
duras, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Malawi, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Portugal, Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, Uruguay, Zaire

38/70 Prevention of an arms race in outer space 332

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 147 to 1, with 1 abstention, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Col
ombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic oO. Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Republic of Cameroon, United
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38/70 
(cont.)

38/71

38/72

Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America

Abstaining: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

Relationship between disarmament and development 

Resolution A

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 137 to none, with 12 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, 
Austr^ia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, 
Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, 
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Col
ombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, 
Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic oO, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, 
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, 
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazi
land, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of America, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet Nam

Resolution B

Adopted without a vote

Immediate cessation and prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests 

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 118 to 4, with 24 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, 
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana^ Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, 
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, 
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan

Reference
in text

452

453

213
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38/72  ̂ Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania,
(co«/.) Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Philippines,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, iSierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Arab Emirates, United RepubUc of Cameroon, United Republic of Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: China, France, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nor
thern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, 
Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay,
Peru, Portugal, Saint Lucia, Solomon Islands, Spain, Turkey, Venezuela

38/73 Review and implementation of the Concluding Document of the Twelfth
Special Session of the General Assembly

Resolution A — Confidence-building measures 33

Adopted without a vote

Resolution B — Freeze on nuclear weapons 169

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 124 to 15, with 7 abstentions,^ as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Por
tugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, United States of America

 ̂The delegation of Ghana subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.
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38/73 Abstaining: Australia, China, Ghana, Iceland, Japan, Saint Lucia,
{cont.) Zaire

Resolution C — United Nations programme of fellowships on disarma
ment 35

Adopted without a vote

Resolution D — World Disarmament Campaign 418

Adopted without a vote

Resolution E — Nuclear-arms freeze 169

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 124 to 13, with 8 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslo
vakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Portugal, Turkey,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America

Abstaining: Australia, Bahamas, Iceland, Netherlands, Norway,
Saint Lucia, Spain, Zaire

Resolution F — World Disarmament Campaign: actions and activities 420

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 112 to 1, with 29 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
AustraHa, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Boli
via, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Grenada, Guate
mala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic of), Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicara
gua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
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38/73 Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao 
(cont.) Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, 

Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Arab Emirates, United Repul)lic of Cameroon, United Republic 
of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Brazil

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Canada, Chile, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
United States of America, Uruguay

Resolution G — Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear
Weapons

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 126 to 17, with 6 abstentions, as follows:
In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 

Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, 
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indo
nesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mal
dives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, 
Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, 
Federal Republic of, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Austria, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Philippines 

Resolution H — Disarmament and international security

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 133 to none, with 13 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa



Reference
in text

38/73 Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,
{cont.) Democratic Yemen, Demnark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,

Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German 
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, 
Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None
Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic 

of, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Por
tugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America

Resolution I — Convening of the third special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament 38

Adopted without a vote

Resolution J — Regional disarmament 349

Adopted without a vote

38/74 Implementation of the conclusions of the Second Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and establishment of the Preparatory Committee for the Third Review 
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 125

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 134 to none, with 7 abstentions^^ as 
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic RepubHc, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,

 ̂The delegation of Samoa subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.
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38/74 Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and
(cont.) Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, S>Vazi- 
land, 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 King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United States of America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Against: None

Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, Indid, Pakistan, United Republic 
of Tanzania, Zambia

38/75 Condemnation of nuclear war 150

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 95 to 19, with 30 abstention^, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile,
Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ei Salvador, Ethibpia, Gabon, German Demodi'atic Republic,
Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of)> Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Mongolia Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Pandma, Peru< Poland, Qatar, Romania, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, 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, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France^ Germany,
Federal Republic of, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Liixembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Chad, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Dominican Republic, Fiji, Finland, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon
duras, Ireland, Ivory Coast; Lebanon, Liberia, Malawi, Morocco, Papua 
New Guinea, Paf-aguay, Philippines, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Senegal, 
Singapore, Solomon Islands^ Suriname, Sweden, Zaire

38/76 Nuclear-weapon freeze 171
Adopted by a recorded vote o f 108 to 18, with 20 abstentions^ as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece,
Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
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38/76 Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
(cont.) Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 

Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua, New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
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, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: 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: Australia, Chad, China, Costa Rica, Dominican 
Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, Liberia,
Malawi, Morocco, Paraguay, Philippines, Saint Lucia, Somalia, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Uruguay, Zaire

38/181 Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa

Resolution A — Implementation of the Declaration 227

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 142 to none, with 6 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar
buda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape 
Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana,
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of)> Iraq,
Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Belgium, France, Israel, Portugal, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Resolution B — Nuclear capability of South Africa 228

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 133 to 4, with 11 abstentions, as follows:
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38/181 In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar-
{cont.) buda, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,

Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, 
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German 
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic oOt Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and 
Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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 Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: France, Israel, United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Germany, Federal Republic 
of, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Por
tugal

38/182 Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons 304

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 116 to 1, with 26 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, 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 Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America
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38/182 Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France*
{cont.) Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israd, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Paraguay, Portugal, Somalia, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden, Turkey, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

38/183 Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions 
adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session

Resolution A — Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations 111

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 88 to 31, with 24 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bbiivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burundi,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic) Colombia^ Congo, Costd Rica,
Cyprus, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egyjjt, El 
S^vador, Ethidpia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, 
Jamaica, Jordah, Kenya, Kuwait, Lesotho, Liberia^ Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paptia New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, 
Romania* Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Somalia; Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Ugandd, United Arab Emirates,
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Venezuela* Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Afgh^istan, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic^ Canada, Cuba^ Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, France* German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Viet Nam

Abstaining: Angola, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Burma, Chad,
Chile, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Ivory Coast, 
Lebanon, Mauritius, Morocco, Nepal, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,
Senegal, Spain, Suriname, Swaziland, United Republic of Canieroon,
Uruguay
Resolution B — Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear 

war 142

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 110 to 19, with 15 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barblida, 
Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colom
bia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
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38/183 Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Prin- 
{cont.) cipe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, 

Swaziland, 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, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, China, Dominica, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Ivory Coast, Malawi, Paraguay, Philippines, Saint Lucia,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Singapore, Uruguay

Resolution C — Prohibition of the nuclear neutron weapon 123

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 74 to 12, with 57 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Bahrain, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelo
russian Soviet Socialist Repubhc, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Syrian Arab Republic,
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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zim
babwe

Against: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador,
Gambia, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland,
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Lebanon, Liberia, Malawi, Maldives, Morocco,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Venezuela, Zaire

Resolution D — Nuclear weapons in all aspects 120

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 108 to 19, with 16 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Argentina, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus
sian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
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38/183 Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
(cont.) Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia,

Iran (Islamic Republic oO, Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri
name, 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, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Vene
zuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Bahamas, Chad, Dominica, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Ivory Coast, Paraguay, Philippines, Saint Lucia, Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Swaziland, Uruguay, Zaire

Resolution E — Report of the Disarmament Commission 23

Adopted without a vote

Resolution F — International co-operation for disarmament 24

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 109 to 15, with 15 abstentions,^^ as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Demo
cratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indo
nesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozam
bique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, 
Ukrainian Soviet SociaHst Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic 
of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, United States of America

 ̂The delegation of Uruguay subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended
to vote in favour.
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38/183 Abstaining: Austria, Brazil, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Guatemala,
{cont.) Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Lebanon, Paraguay, Philippines,

Spain, Sweden

Resolution G — Prevention of nuclear war 144

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 128 to none, with 20 abstentions, as 
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland,
Israel, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mada
gascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vin
cent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
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, Upper Volta, Uruguay,
Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zim
babwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Ger
many, Federal Republic of, Haiti, Iceland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America

Resolution H — Implementation of the recommendations and decisions 
of the tenth special session 27

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 132 to P, with 8 abstentionsas follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

 ̂The delegations of Belgium and Italy subsequently advised the Secretariat that they
had intended to vote against.
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38/183 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
{cont.) Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 

Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zim
babwe

Against: Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Israel, Italy, Japan, New Zealand,
Norway, Spain

Resolution I -  Report of the Committee on Disarmament 30

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 129 to 2, with 18 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland,
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

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

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lux
embourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey

Resolution J — Unilateral nuclear disarmament measures 465

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 132 to 2, with 14 abstentions/ as follows:

f  The delegation of the United Kingdom subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had
intended to abstain.
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38/183 In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
{cont.) Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, 

Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Demo
cratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mada- 
gasc^, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

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

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Turkey
Resolution K — Comprehensive programme of disarmament 

Adopted without a vote 
Resolution L — Disarmament Week

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 136 to none, with 12 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, 
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, 
Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, 
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of)» Iraq, Ire
land, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Paki
stan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazi
land, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
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84
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38/183 Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
(cont.) Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 

Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zim
babwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Democratic Kampuchea, France, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United 
States of America

Resolution M — Implementation of the recommendations and decisions
of the tenth specif session 119

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 133 to i, with 14 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German 
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic oO, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mal
dives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
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 Came
roon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America
Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, China, France, Germany, Federal 

Republic of, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

Resolution N -  Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations 113

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 122 to 1, with 25 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,
Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Den
mark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oQ* Iraq, Ireland,
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mada
gascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,
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38/183 Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
(cont.) Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 

Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America

Abstaining: Angola, Australia, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium,
Canada, Chile, Dominica, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Honduras, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grena
dines, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland
Resolution O -  Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies 438

Adopted without a vote
Resolution P — Bilateral nuclear-arms negotiations 115
Adopted by a recorded vote o f 99 to 18, with 24 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Bah
rain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Botswana, Brazil, Canada,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Cyprus, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Egypt,
Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, Iraq, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauri
tania, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Para
guay, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania, United States 
of America, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Romania, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Viet Nam

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Burma,
Cape Verde, China, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, 
Honduras, India, Indonesia, Ivory Coast, Mauritius, Nepal, Peru, Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, United Republic of Cameroon, 
Uruguay, Venezuela

38/184 Reduction of military budgets

Resolution A 371

Adopted without a vote
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38/184 Resolution B 372

{cont.) Adopted by a recorded vote o f 116 to 13, with 8 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Burundi, Canada, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Ricai Cyprus, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Don^inica, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Finland, prance, Gabon,
Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia,
Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta^ Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Pfiraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent 
and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ifeland, United Republic 
of Cameroon, United States of America, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Against: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, 
Hungary, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet S^ei^list Republics,
Viet Nam

Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil, China, India, Mozambique, Syrian 
Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia

38/185 Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of
Peace 387

Adopted without a vote

38/186 World Disarmament Conference 91

Adopted without a vote

38/187 Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

Resolution A — Prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons 288
Adopted by a recorded vote o f 98 to I, with 49 abstentions,^ as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad* Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dpinlnica, Ecuador, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic 
Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar,

« The delegation of Malawi subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to 
abstain.
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38/187 Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao 
(cont.) Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 

Swaziland, 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, Upper Volta, Vanuatu, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium,
Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Democratic 
Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, El Salvador,
Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala,
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Paraguay, Philippines, Portugal, Seychelles, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, Uruguay

Resolution B — Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons 289

Adopted without a vote

Resolution C — Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons 295

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 97 to 20, with 30 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Ban
gladesh, Belgium, Belize, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Burundi, Canada,
Central African Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Demo
cratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, France, Gabon, Gambia, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Por
tugal, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, 
Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Republic of Cameroon, United States of America, Uruguay,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia,
German Democratic Republic, Hungary, India, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland,
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet Nam

Abstaining: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahrain, Barbados, Benin,
Brazil, Burma, Cape Verde, Chile, Cyprus, Finland, Guinea-Bissau, Iraq,
Jordan, Kuwait, Madagascar, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Qatar, 
Seychelles, Sri Lanka, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic 
of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia

38/188 General and complete disarmament
Resolution A — Study on conventional disarmament 456

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 138 to none, with 8 abstentions, as follows:
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38/188 Jn favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
{cont.) Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Barbados, 

Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, 
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape Verde, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, 
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United 
States of America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None
Abstaining: Bahrain, India, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar, United 

Arab Emirates, Yemen

Resolution B — Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and 
in the Subsoil Thereof

Adopted without a vote

Resolution C — Measures to provide objective information on military 
capabilities

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 119 to none, with 21 abstentions, as 
follows:

In favour: Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, 
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Cape Verde, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, 
Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic oQ* Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxem
bourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Maha, Mauri
tania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saint Lucia, 
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
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38/188 Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
(cont.) Northern Ireland, United Republic of Cameroon, United States of 

America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zaire

Against: None

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic 
Republic, Guyana, Hungary, India, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Zambia

Resolution D — Prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling 
and use of radiological weapons 317

Adopted without a vote

Resolution E — Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes 124

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 124 to none, with 23 abstentions, as 
follows:

In favour: Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Demo
cratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, 
M alaysia, Maldives, Mali, M alta, M auritania, M auritius,
Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint 
Vincent and the Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay,
Vanuatu, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Angola, Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
France, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, India, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Poland, 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America, Viet Nam
Resolution F — Curbing the naval arms race: limitation and reduction of 

naval armaments and extension of confidence-building measures to seas 
and oceans 62

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 73 to 19, with 44 abstentions,^ as follows:

 ̂ The delegations of Panama and Uruguay subsequently advised the Secretariat that 
they had intended to vote in favour; the delegations of Honduras and Malaysia had in
tended to abstain.
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38/188 In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,
{cont.) Bahrain, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gam
bia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome 
and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Syrian Arab Republic, Ugan
da, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Voha, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: 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: Angola, Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Belize, Bhutan, Chad, Chile, Costa Rica, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican 
Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Gabon, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti,
India, Indonesia, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, Liberia, Malawi, 
Maldives, Mauritius, Morocco, Nepal, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Togo, Zaire

Resolution G — Study on the naval arms race 460

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 113 to 1, with 32 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile,
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana,
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,
Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Angola, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominica,
France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Hungary, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Mozambique, New Zealand, Poland,
Portugal, Saint Lucia, Togo, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
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38/188 Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great 
{cont.) Britain and Northern Ireland, Viet Nam

Resolution H — Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security
Issues 463

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 132 to 1, with 15 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Bur
ma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala* Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO.
Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: United States of America

Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic 
of, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Portugal, Somalia, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nor
thern Ireland

Resolution I — Review of and supplement to the Comprehensive study
on the question o f nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects 458

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 146 to none, with 3 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Co
lombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ger
many, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
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38/188 Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,
(cont.) Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,

Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent 
and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, 
Swaziland, 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 
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: India, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, United States of America

Resolution J — Institutional arrangements relating to the process of
disarmament 65

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 114 to 17, with 12 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dominica, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of)> Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozam
bique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, 
Swaziland, 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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, China, Denmark, Finland,
Greece, Ireland, Paraguay, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Spain,
Sweden

Decisions

38/421 Conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space
and from space against the Earth 330

The General Assembly took note o f the report o f the First Committee.
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38/447 Draft statute of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research 435

The General Assembly decided that the draft statute o f the United 
Nations Institute fo r Disarmament Research should be returned to the 
Board o f Trustees o f the Institute with a request that the Board spell out 
the meaning o f the provisions o f the draft statute^ so that the Assembly 
could take a decision on that draft statute at its thirty-ninth session.

Resolutions on related questions

38/8 Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency 253
Adopted without a vote

38/9 Armed Israeli aggression against the Iraqi nuclear installations and its 
grave consequences for the established international system concerning 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and international peace and security 237

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 123 to 2, with 12 abstentions,i as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina,
Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Cape 
Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland,
France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao 
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 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 Republic of 
Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel, United States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Bahamas, Barbados, Chile, Colombia, Fiji, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Malawi, Paraguay

38/39 Policies of apartheid of the Government of South Africa 

Resolution A — Situation in South Africa

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 124 to 16, with 10 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar
buda, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African

' The delegations of Iran (Islamic Republic oO and Seychelles subsequently advised the
Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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38/39 Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
{cont.) Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ugan
da, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Austria, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Guatemala, Ireland,
Ivory Coast, Malawi, Spain, Sweden

Resolution D — Sanctions against South Africa 231

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 122 to 10, mth 18 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar
buda, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad,
China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, In
donesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab 
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ugan
da, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America
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38/39 Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Botswana, Denmark, Finland,
(cont.) Greece, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Lesotho,

Malawi, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden

Resolution F — Relations between Israel and South Africa 231

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 106 to 18, with 17 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar
buda, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, 
Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kam
puchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, In
donesia, Iran (Islamic Republic oO. Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet 
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxem
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Bahamas, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Fiji, Guatemala, Haiti, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Malawi, Panama, 
Paraguay, Portugal, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Spain

Resolution G — Military and nuclear collaboration with South Africa 232 

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 122 to 9, with 17 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Bar
buda, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, 
Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 
(Islamic Republic oO> Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Prin
cipe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
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38/60

38/77

38/126

38/189

38/190

Solomon Islands, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic 
of, Italy, Paraguay, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Greece, 
Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden

United Nations Conference for the Promotion of International Co
operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

Adopted without a vote

Question of Antarctica

Adopted without a vote

Development and strengthening of good neighbourliness between States 

Adopted without a vote

Strengthening of security and co-operation in the Mediterranean region 

Adopted without a vote

Review of the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of 
International Security

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 135 to none, with 12 abstentions, as 
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, 
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, 
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Gree<;e, Guatemala, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of)» Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint 
Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, 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, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Against: None
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255

66,
242

67

67,
232
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38/190 Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, Germany, Federal Republic of, Israel,
(cont.) Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Portugal, Turkey, United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America

38/191 Implementation of the collective security provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations for the maintenance of international peace and security 68 

Adopted by a recorded vote o f 109 to 20, with 18 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cape Verde, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Democratic Kampuchea, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana,
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, India, 
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jor
dan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Suriname, Swaziland, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Canada, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Viet Nam
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United Nations publications may be obtained from bookstores and distributors throughout the 
world. Consult your bookstore or write to: United Nations, Sales Section, New York or Geneva.

COMMENT SE PROCURER LES PUBLICATIONS DES NATIONS UNIES

Les publications des Nations Unies sont en vente dans les librairies et les agences depositaires du 
monde entier. Informez-vous aupres de votre libraire ou adressez-vous a : Nations Unies, Section 
des ventes. New York ou Geneve.
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Las publicaciones de las Naciones Unidas estan en venta en librerias y casas distribuidoras en 
todas partes del mundo. Consulte a su librero o dirijase a: Naciones Unidas, Seccion de Ventas, 
Nueva York o Ginebra.
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