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The meeting was called to order at 10.45 a.m. 

AGENDA ITEMS 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 

50, AND 116 (continued) 

~tr. HARMON (Liberia): After the state visit to the United States in 

connexion with the celebration of its Bicentennial, Mr. William R. Tolbert, Jr., 

President of the Republic of Liberia, in addressing the General Assembly on 

29 September issued the now universal warning that the world arms race is 

accelerating while the pace of negotiation is discouraging. 

President Tolbert expressed his dismay at the level of expenditures for 

armaments, which had reached the astronomical sum of $300 billion 

annually, and that this vast sum spent on arms: "is an important factor in the 

failure of the developing nations to make greater progress in the advancement 

of the Second United Nations Development Decade". (A/31/PV.9. p. 17) 

In the light of this devastating situation, we observe that the world has 

come to this pass in the era of the United Nations which is, by commitment to 

our people, the era of peace parallel with the equally astronomical dimension of 

ap~alling poverty, hunger and under-development in the world -- this mad 

coincidence and I submit, one which staggers the imagination. 

More than that-- it staggers the intellect, it appalls peoples, it baffles 

statesmanship. It is a coincidence of inverse and mutually contradictory factors 

which staggers the intellect, appalls the generality of the human family and 

baffles statesmanship like some monstrous mathematical riddle that came to us from 

another planet with perverse logic of its own, totally alien to the human mind. 

Cownenting further, we have before us now many items, including reports of 

Committees, progress reports and all the trappings of the sophisticated categories 

in which the so-called disarmament concept now stands divided. We also have some 

very important observations in the frantic effort to develop a number of 

generalizations and rationalizations that might restore the issue to what the 

Colombo disarmament resolution calls "the elaboration of a comprehensive programme 

of agreed measures (as) an essential prerequisite for the opening of a process 

of genuine disarmament". (A/31/197, p. 126) 
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~L'his is an intrin;uinr; 11hraseology ancl. it reflects the insir,htful thinkinl"; of 

the Colombo Conference e.s to what the problem before us basically is, It is the 

proble111 of developin::r, a formuln · ·· · a comprehensive formula an approach a 

comprehensive · approach ., .. a key · ·-· a golden key that will open to us the lron 

door behind which our bafflinc: problem is noH securely locl~ed in o 

Beine; faced with this grave situation and before embarkinc; on this decoding 

process, it is most essential in our opinion to express the common consensus that 

prevails in this Com~ittee: firstly, that basically no progress has or is being 

made. Instead" the armaments piles are growing higher and higher seemingly in 

direct ratio to every effort to halt it. Secondly ·· anCl. this must be admitted 

despite some cor,lfortiw-; assurances from the two super Pm·rers. the whole problem is ln 

reality running out of controlo Fithout disparagement of their earnest efforts 

the; complicated palliatives contained in their repcrts He quote here the United 

States Senator HcGovern" a distinguished meir\ber of the United States Senate Foreie;n 

Helations Conllilittee ancl a member of the United States delegation" who stated in his 

recent press conference lD his house that It is the whole arms traffic which is out 

of control · · 1mrldvride. · He also said l·rith regard to SLLT that ne1v 1-reapons 

systems are comint:; into being faster than we are achieving ac;reements on how to 

control the older ones·'. On the question of control his colleague, another 

distinguished member of the United States delegation, Senator Baker, said the same 

thing on tl1e run· away situation of nuclear non· proliferationo He saic1 he thought 

it may already be too late to halt the spread to a point of control. 

Hy delegation has no qualms about pressinr; the point that if vre are honest 

vrith ourselves ancl our people" if 1ve do not engage in an attempt to cover up a 

trac;ic and appallinr~ situation, if vre dare to admit that we are vrronf; l·.rhen the 

situation is all 1-rron['; ·-·. we must accept the bitter conclusion that the 

disarmament problem has become a mad, fri:;htening, run away horseo 1\nd there is 

only one thing to do vrith a run .. mmy horse --- · it is to stop him J to stop him as 

quicldy as possible anO. then to reharness him firmly and securely until he is 

brought back to manae;eable control, 
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(M:r. Harmon, Liberia) 

Our overriding task, as we see it, is to begin to control the accelerating 

anarchy of an uncontrolled arms race. Sadly) we must conclude that the progress 

reports before us do not give us tte controlling re1ns. 

In stating this, my delegation does not imply a negative attitude tovrards the 

various resolutions which will undoubtedly emerge -- resolutions mainly asking us 

to authorize continued negotiations on the depressing catalogue of unfinished 

business. 

However, in further stating oar position on the agenda items before us, we 

wish to state that after much consideration, we, for our part, shall support, if 

necessary, the continued work of the Ad Hoc Committee to review disarmament, which 

has made some important recommendations. Here also, vre wish to acknowledge with 

grateful thanlcs the working paper submitted by the delegation of Sweden, emphasizing, 

however, that these contributions are mainly in the realm of improved procedure, 

and that procedure is not disarmament, that --to reverse a famous phrase -- here 

the good can even be the enemy of the best. 

I:Je shall also lend our support to any tightening of the restrictions that 

might contribute to the non-proliferation of nuclear energy for war, although we 

believe that eventually this will not come about unless the hro major nuclear 

Powers fulfil their obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 

Speaking, therefore, as a small nation and one which advocates peaceful 

coexistence in our one world, we must urp-e preater effort and more determined 

application in negotiating the conclusion of an accord on incendiary weapo~s and 

on all deadly chemical vreapons, expressing our surprise and indignation at the 

positions taken by some Governments and experts with respect to incendiary weapons 

and the indispensability of some of them in the name of defence, even at the cost 

of human suffering. To dra>v a more vivid analogy, I will again reverse a saying 

by stating that it is more in anger than in sorrovr that I note the insensitivity 

of certain so~called experts sent by Governments to elevate their lovely weapons 

about the human equation. As for the negotiations vrhich consist of careful 

appraisals of their respective deadlines, my delegation can only stand in awed 

admiration at such nicely-sliced sophistication. 

Of course, despite the misleading attitudes and divisiveness existing among 

the sophisticated nations, we shall vote ·-- as in a nightmarish dream -- for any 

tfl. convention which assures us that the tivo major scientific Powers will try 
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to spare us from man-made earthquakes, tidal waves, cyclones, hurricanes, climate 

modifications and alterations of weather patterns and ozone layers. We would 

suppose that they would be ashamed to suggest in any forum of mankind that such 

scientific arrogance could enter their minds to be used against mankind. As it 

is, we can only say that, in the realm of such science fiction, H. G. Wells is 

still more entertaining and his Martian monsters slightly more human, for they at 

least did not use violence against their own kind. 

Perhaps the mockery of history has fated the disarmam~nt issue to become the 

theatre of the absurd. The Secretary-General has warned us that, unless some 

for1·Tard step is taken to halt the armaments avalanche, the people may deny us 

their confidence. They may do worse than that -they may laugh us out of court! 

Of course, we are happy to take note of the fact that in this area the 

Soviet Union has intimated some concession to the principle of verification, again 

noting that this will be subject to much bargaining as to procedure. 

In all of these negotiations -- including SALT we seem to be in the midst 

of a slow-motion scenario, as if time itself stands still while the Big Power 

scientists and technologists are working with unseemly haste. 

However, we shall eagerly support any full-scale international conference that 

will bring to bear a massive assault on the problem that has for 30 years evaded 

the many committees and commissions on disarmament -- which, like a certain type 

of cancer, grows and expands with every dosage to contain it. On this issue, the 

reply of my Government to the Secretary-General' s request for the views of Iviembers 

concerning the feasability of convening a world disarmament conference was as 

follows: 

"There 1s a strong pull for a world disarmament conference or, as an 

alternative, a special General Assembly session on disarmament. There may 

be other opinions, but my mm delegation has in mind the possibility of a 

committee of experts, military scientists and men of similar expertise which 

would make a basic review of past performances -- what has been accomplished 

and what can be achieved by way of a new approach -- and submit it as a 

supplementary report to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session. 

This is not a proposal, and other delegations may have other ideas that 

could eventually be considered." (A/31/28, p. 38) 
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I would underline here the phrase ;'new approacha. I shall deal with this 

shortly because, in the view of the Liberian Government, these words have a special 

meaning and I must here emphasize this fact. 

But, first, I deem it necessary to sort out the realities from the fictions 

that have crept into our years of rhetoric from the grim realities of the world 

situation. 

Let me say here that, looldng at some of these realities, what we see firstly 

is, the concept now gaining currency that political detente must, in the very 

nature of things, beget military detente. In logic this is the essence of common 

sense, but in reality it is pure fiction, since the leading Western Powers have 

argued quite forcefully that there can be no credible detente unless guaranteed by 

sufficient defence, a view to which the Helsinki Agreement is no exception, since 

the Helsinki provision calling for a balance of armed forces in central Europe may, 

at best, result in some reduction of forces, but the concept of the balance 

remains intact with the vast military array of forces in both the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) and the ~varsaw Pact. 

Indeed, this gap between the detente concept and disarmament is further 

widened by the recent deterioration of political detente resulting from the events 

that occurred in Angola, which brought the big Powers' confrontation right into 

the heart of Africa. lve deplore this, of course, but we cannot delude ourselves 

into thinking that there exists an automatic relationship between detente and 

military disarmament. 

Secondly, there is also the fiction of the fright, the notion that we can 

hasten nuclear disarmament by scaring the people with the peril of being destroyed 

by a nuclear war. Well, it appears that the scare approach simply has not worked, 

that people have somehow developed a ldnd of immunity to the existence of the big 

bombs. There has developed a silent conviction that the bombs will never fall. 

It may be faith in the deterrence of the balance of terror. In any case, we see 

no outward sign of hysteria -- but, on the contrary, whether we like it or not, a 

1\:ind of complacency. In our vie1-r, therefore, the rationale for denuclearization 

must be found elsewhere. 
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Thirdly, there is also the fiction of what is called ::the will'' -- a kind of 

mystical concept that if nations and Governments only evoke this phenomenon called 

the ' 1will ,; , results will begin to fall like apples from an apple--tree, and 

accordingly liluch of our energy lS going into some sort of exorcism to evoke that 

elusive "will' 1
• The will is a fetish. It is non-existent, and what is called 

the will is only policy based on certain concepts of what constitutes national 

and regional and even global security. It is there that we must concentrate our 

energies, to reorient the world geopolitical situation -·- for example, as we may 

say -vri th some pride, has been achieved by the concept of non--alignment. 

l.:laboratine:; further on the question of a ;;will;;, it is said that vrhere there 

is a will there is a way. Fore likely in the issue of national security it might 

be said that where there is a way there will be a will, and the high road to any 

hope for substantial disarmrunent must be found in the joint efforts of all nations 

to reduce tensions, to encourage what I mie;ht call the _good proliferation .. _ the 

·::Jroliferation of the detente or whatever mar:ic 1vord \·rill mesnerize t'--..e Big Powers 

into a mentality of confidence instead of a posture of suspicion and doubt. 

Fourthly, new fiction is creeping into our tendency to slice into easy and 

over--simplified generalizations. It is the fact that some of the smaller nations 

are now being beguiled, so to speak, into allocating considerable national budgets 

for the iwports of armaments, and that somehow this constitutes a cardinal sin, 

contributing to what is called the mounting traffic in armaments. 

And this is deplored as a diversion of funds by developing nations from 

the meagre funds they possess of which every penny is needed for their economic 

and social development. They are even accused of acquiring a military establishment 

for so- ·called '1status ;; , and in any case it is a luxury they can ill afford. 

But, if vre look at the mounting crisis in southern Africa, what is the 

reality? The grim and even dangerous situation is that only in recent days 

Rhodesia, an illegal armed Power in Africa, has been attacking and killing 

Africans across the Hozrunbique borcl.er. South Africa, even a greater armed Pm-rer 

located on our con~inent, has used her forces to invade Angola -- and did so from 

n1ilitary bases in the United Nations territory of Namibia. Today Africans are 

fighting for their freedom I·Ti th their bare breasts to the enemy thrm-ring rocks 

when the other side has guns. 
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Given South African preparations for war, it may w·ell be high time for 

African States to acquire a basic and minimum defence establishment in self--defence 

in the approaching showdown facing Africa nm-r on the question of war and peace, 

slavery and independence on our continent. 

The irony is that we are counselled to give our money and trust in the 

brilliance of Hestern diplomacy while the same ~vestern Powers are supplying arms 

to our enemies. It is a rather curious case of the militarily strong counselling 

the defenceless nations as to the virtues of staying disarmed. 1ife say curious, 

but in effect we are oddly being told to forego the key Article 51 of the Charter 

which spells out the supreme and sovereign rights of nations to provide for their 

national defence. This argument might be more convincing if the permanent members 

of the Security Council, fulfiling their responsibility under the Charter, would 

send a collective force under the United Nations flag to invade Namibia and to 

oust the intruder from his illegal possession. Or, if they are not prepared for 

this action, to fulfil their duty by supplying arms to the front--line nations in 

Africa enabling them to do their own fighting. 

In this context, we were somewhat surprised when, in the plenary debate on 

_§l.Pa_!'_!;_!leid, a number of Hestern nations, shying away from the relevant draft 

resolution, advised us -- in Africa -- to pursue a policy with the Vorster--Smith 

Axis of "peaceful dialogue''. Hhat really surprised us was that some of these 

nations were at the very moment engaged in some important joint military manoeuvres 

in the Pacific and Indian Oceans as an area of defence against a hypothetical 

enemy. In so doing they understood how the virtues of 'peaceful dialogue' is best 

implemented -~- with arnple hardware in their hands. \;Je only asl~ them therefore 

in return to let us practise not only what they preach but also w·hat they practise. 

This then brings us to the greatest fiction of them all: the myth of 

so-called 1'Disarmament· itself. Hhat accusinc<: realities lie under this urr.brella! 

Future historians will ponder endlessly how the greatest accumulation of armaments 

in the entire history of manldnd was made under this label. They might call it 

·the big lie·' of the world Organization. How then, seeing this whole drama in 

proper perspective and realizing what we have today in the name of disarmament is, 

on the one hand, an augmented race in the rivalry for more qualitative missiles, 

and, on the other, a struggle to avoid if possible, the mounting burden of new 

e;enerat:ions of \veapcns spe1·1eo. out from the womb of scientists run amok with their 

computerized technologies in the realm of new and improved weapons. 
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In the devil's workshop, the basic disarmament remains untouched. 1he best 

that we can do is to try and achieve a programme for the reduction of armrunents -

perhaps, and this lS a suggestion, in a series of three or five-year plans, so that 

we no longer hold out false expectations to the peoples of the world. 

In effect, what we need is to face realities, the first reality being that of 

complete anu general disarmament which lS not around the ccrner, but would require 

us to scientifically orcanize our work in a planned, business-like manner, setting 

realistic goals to realistic time-tables. As we now study the possibility of the 

enlargewent of the Secretariat Division on Disarmament, let us give serious thought 

to the possibility that this DepartMent might be augmented with a staff of 

scientists and experts -- as suggested in Liberia's reply to the Secretary-

General charged with the task of putting our entire disanmment programme on a 

planned and projected basis. 

In short let us enlist some of the scientists to work for peace instead of war. 

The conditions essential to such a new beginning would be to establish a ceiling 

on production and to complete the comprehensive test-ban. In other words, to call 

a truce in the race, and stabilize the whole process at a given level, so that we 

can begin the all-important task of reversing the process in which we are all now 

so desperately engulfed. 

And novr, as I come to the close of my statement, and ln view of the great 

importance ·which my delegation attaches to this question, may I deal with a 

question, which, as far as I have been able to follow, has not been answered as of 

now. The question is this: granting that the problem is at the height of its 

complexity, what is our real difficulty? 

In all probability \ve shall agree on the holding of a Special Assembly 

session on the question, and while there is already some talk about the necessity 

of making the proper ;'preparations'1
, this we must avoid, and we must also avoid, in 

any such preparations, getting bogged down in procedural questions. Too frequently 

procedure is the line of retreat when we have sustained defeats and disappointments 

in the area of substance. 

Having said this, we repeat: what is u:Jr real difficulty in arriving at a 

comprehensive diagnosis of the neglected and aggravated problem we face? 

If we can supply a reasonable ans1-rer to this question we can at least hope to 

find a promising way of approaching our problem. 
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Delegations will undoubtedly have different answers and we can speak only as 

Liberia sees it. It seems to us that we must go back to the beginning, to the 

genesis of the armaments race. The major premise was the cold war, the polarization 

of the world into two potential enemy camps which set off the race between them. 

Our pre1nise then was starkly simple, almost elementary in its orientation. 

But since then time and history have not stood still. The two camps are still 

there, but, thank God, their sharp confrontations have largely evaporated. 'l'he two 

alliances are still there, but the duel-to-the-death of two ideologies has 

apparently vanished. vlhen the United States entered into a detente with China and 

the Soviet Union, whether that detente is complete or not, the ideologies of the 

two Socialist Powers became an accepted fact in the Western world, a reality that 

can no longer be erased from the face of the earth. And on the other side, the 

concept of exporting communism and all the confrontation that implied has 

apparently been abandoned. 

The struggle between two opposing ideologies, at one time considered 

irreconcilable, is no longer there, certainly not as an issue in war and peace. 

'l'herefore, any comprehensive approach to the problem must be based on a 

different set of premises. 

It is our opinion that the new approach must be not ideological, but economic. 

The struggle now has shifted from the area of the big Powers to the struggle 

involving the nations of the third world, the developing nations, and the hundreds 

of 1nillions of peoples they involve -- nations which did not even exist when the 

ideological war was ignited almost within a year after the 52-nation membership 

emerged from the San Francisco Conference. 

This struggle finally reached its grand climax ln the concept of the new 

economic world order. 

'I'his, and not the confrontation of economic and social theories, is the major 

issue now challenging any attempt to establish a world order of law, peace and 

security. 

The cause of war in the 1940s, which was largely political, is now chiefly 

econ01aic. Some ht:sre may say that it has always been thus. Perhaps -- we shall not 

enter into polemics about deter1ainism. But I think all will agree that never was 

the economic factor projected on such a global scale, among so many nations 

:vol ving so many people -- perhaps the entire human family. 
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I may say incontestable -- factor that the disarmament 

issue is now linked. This is the mighty axiom to which our arms corollaries must 

be reoriented. 

If I may say so, what we must have if we are to enter the halls of an 

international conference, whether in a special session or in a world disarmament 

conference, is a new philosophy of disarmament. I repea.t, a new philosophy of 

disarmament. vJe may call it a new rationail.e, or a new basic premise, or a new 

doctrine, but whatever name we choose to describe the vacuum that must be filled 

it comes to a new doctrine of thought, new convictions and new formulations. 

Such a philosophy might be best embodied by this Assembly in the form of a 

declaration -- the declaration of the philosophy of disarmament. 

This philosophy must embody first and foremost the aspirations of the peoples 

of the world to free themselves from the ancient bondage of militarism. It must 

express the yearnings of peoples in our time for a better life -- a better society 

and for a more just economic order. 

It should underline the historic process, the great transition that has 

altered the physiognomy of the world community. It must stress a point too 

frequently overlooked, that this is not a contest between the consumer of plenty 

and the consumer of too little. 

It must enunciate in a more comprehensive way the concept of interdependence 

the economic interdependence of all peoples, to underline that the privileged 

conswner today is just as insecure in his prosperity as the undernourished man is 1n 

his poverty, as proved by the recession which has engulfed the rich nations lately. 
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It must emphasize the simple economics that the world 7 s capital resources are 

not unlimited, that the demands of world order are virtually unlimited, and that 

in this equation there is no room for the extravaganza of the armaments orBY 

which now haunts and shames all nations. 

It must issue the vrarning that just as the old orgy premises for arming have 

given way to new premises for disarming, so the old causes of war are nm.r yielding 

to new· causes of war. The everlasting conflict between those who have 

the explosive elements of a destructive war are not confinerr to the mighty arsenals 

of the military giants. Bore explosive than a nuclear bomb is a poor nation whose 

people rise up in anger and aneuish, in rioting and violence, bringing down 

governments, inviting interventions, and perhaps eventually bringing down the 

citadels of civilization itself. 

My delegation wishes to announce that it will shortly submit a formal 

proposal in this Committee ernbodyinc; such a draft declaration, inviting other 

delegations to join to make their contributions to the draft. vTe cannot and 

should not adjourn this session with mere rubber-stamping of cut~and-dried 

resolutions and proposals. This we may do in the event. But beyond this, the 

time has come for this session to talk with the voice of the entire Assembly of 

all nations -- 145 Members of the United Nations. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will note the intention expressed by the 

representative of Liberia to submit a draft declaration concerning disarmament 

at the proper stage. 

~1!-· _ _?~SJ']:I'TEJ\!_ (Finland) : To bec;in vi th, let me simply say that it is 

an honour for the Finnish delegation and a privilege for me personally" 

Hr. Chairman, to serve under your chairmanship in this Committee. 

It is tbe firrr conviction of the Finnish Governinent that the most important 

question which the First Committee will have to deal with at this session is that 

of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. This question appears on the agenda of 

the First Committee as item 116, entitled 1'Implementation of the conclusions of 

the First Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 

of nuclear Heapons 1'. This item was proposed for inclusion in the agenda by the 
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Government of Sweden on behalf of the States parties to the Treaty, Members of 

the United Nations, in accordance with a decision of the Review Conference. 

lvly Government's views and actions on the question of proliferation of nuclear 

weapons are extensively recorded in the proceedings of this Committee as well as 

elsewhere. One of the lines of action the Finnish Government has been pursuing 

is elaborated in document A/C.l/31/6. To bring our vievrs to the attention of the 

Members of the United Nations, we have considered it appropriate to ask the 

Secretary-General to distribute as an official document to this General Assembly 

a ~emorandum submitted by the Finnish Government to the Board of Governors of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) on the strengthening of the Agency's 

safee;uards on a comprehensive basis. 

Ever Slnce 1968, when the representative of the Finnish Government was 

entrusted \·rith the chairmanship in the negotiating process which led to the 

commendation by this same General Assembly of the United Nations and by this same 

First Committee cf the Nuclear Non-prolifera+-.ion Treaty for signature and 

ratification by States, my Government has considered that Treaty the most important 

piece of international legislation to come out from disarmament negotiations so 

far. Hy Government continues to do so. Nothing has happened in the intervening 

years to cause the Finnish Government to change its view or to waver in its 

conviction. If anything, the opposite is true. 

Hhen we look at the world today, we must recognize 1-rith some appreciation the 

farsightedness of the action of the General Assembly eight years ago in providing 

the international community with a tool that can -- if properly used effectively 

guard against the dangers that proliferation of nuclear weapons poses to us all. 

These dangers threaten all countries, >vhether big or small, all Governments, 

-..rhether allied, non-aligned or neutral but, most of all, they threaten the peoples 

of those countries. And the peoples do have a legitimate claim on their 

Governments to protect their most basic human right -- the right to survival. It 

was in the name of the peoples that the Organization of the United Nations was 

founded: the Governments must represent their interests if they claim the right 

to e;overn. 

Finland is a small, neutral country. As such, we are under no illusion as to 

the importance of our own views or actions on this matter of non-proliferation or, 
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indeed, on any other matter. Small countries do not wield an influence that will 

sway worlds or even sw·ay this Committee. But we do have the right --- and not only 

the right but the duty -- to speak out with whatever conviction and persuasiveness 

we are able to put into our words. That is our duty, which we owe at least to 

ourselves. Others may refuse to listen; that is their right. 

Today I shall not speak at length on the issue of non-proliferation. Nor 

shall I elaborate on our thoughts on what concrete steps should be taken. That 

will come later. But one word I would say. This is the time for action and that 

action should be carried out on a broad international front. The problem of 

proliferation of nuclear weapons is not a matter of parochial interest. Nor is 

it a problem of exclusive concern. It is not a problem of exclusive concern even 

to those 100 Governments which have a commitment to that concern in the most 

solemn form which international practice knows -- an international treaty with 

legally binding effect. The issue of non·-proliferation of nuclear weapons is of 

equal concern to us all parties to the non-proliferation treaty and non-parties 

alike. ~is is so because the basic security interests of us all are vitally 

involved. That interest should unite, not divide. If that simple truth is 

recognized, then we should be able to move together with benefit to all and with 

harm to none. 

In its over-all assessment of the situation in the disarmament field the 

Finnish Government has noted, and perhaps not for the first time, some rather 

contradictory characteristics. On the one hand, the process of political detente 

has been advancing. Indeed, it has become a dominant pattern of international 

behaviour not only in the co-operation between major Powers but also in a more 

general sense. On the other hand, a real break-through in disarmament 

negotiations has yet to materialize, even if some positive achievements can be 

noted. 
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As my Government has said on many occasions earlier, in our view political 

detente provides the only realistic framework for international coexistence and 

co--operation. Despite some temporary setbacks and instances of local tension and 

conflict, the mainstream is nevertheless moving from confrontation and conflict 

towards necotiation and detente. That is undeniably the case of the European 

continent where the implementation of the Helsinki Act si~ned over a year ago 

is proceeding apace by the efforts of all the Governments concerned. In the Final 

Act, confidence-building measures in the military field are an innovation. For 

the first time in history, participating States are giving pre-notifications of 

major military manoeuvres within certain parameters. To our n1ind, this is a 

considerable achievement in averting tension based on suspicion of possible 

military confrontation. 

But even in Europe political detente has not yet cleared the way to genuine 

proGress in disarmaMent and arms control. Negotiations on force reductions in 

Vienna have recently entered their tenth round. Thus three years have elapsed 

vTi thout substantive results. My Government is follovring actively the Vienna 

talks. Hhile we appreciate that some positive steps have been tal{.en by 

negotiators on both sides, a real break-through still seems to be far away. 

Concrete results are urgently needed now that the participating States of the 

Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) are preparing themselves 

for the follow-up conference in Belgrade in June 1977. Gradually the methods and 

procedures of the Vienna talks have assumed more pronounced political and 

diplomatic characteristics. He vrelcome this trend and see an important and 

promising point there. 

To our profound regret, the long-expected Strategic Arms Limitations Talks 

(SALT) II acreement has not yet been concluded, partly for reasons that have little 

to do with the substance of the negotiations. But we are confident that because 

of the strenuous and, we believe, largely successful effort already put into it, 

the coming months are going to bring about the SALT II agreement. This might well 

open a new positive era of more important achievements in the field of disarmament 

at large. In this context, my Government also welcomes the conclusion of an 

agreement between France and the Soviet Union aiming at the prevention of 
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accidental nuclear war between those two States. To our mind, this is yet 

another encouraging step towards a more secure Europe and a more secure world. 

Last year my Government established a special permanent office at Geneva to 

follow even more closely the work of the Conference of the Committee on 

Disarmament (CCD), the most important multilateral disarmament body today. In 

terms of number of meetings and coverage of work, the CCD has had an active session. 

For the Finnish Government it has been encouraging to note that the CCD has 

again been able to revive the momentum of negotiation and agreement which the 

international community has learned to expect from it. After a hiatus of four 

years, the CCD has produced a draft of another multilateral arms con~rol agreement 

for the commendation to this General Assembly. 

As the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Finland stated in his intervention in 

the general debate on 28 September 1976, the draft Convention on the prohibition 

of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, 

while limited in scope and substance, nevertheless does have the merit of 

outlawing the use of a potential weapon of mass destruction of incalculable 

consequences. He went on to say that as such the draft Convention deserves the 

endorsement of this General Assembly. 

The draft Convention, as it stands, ~sa clear indication of the working 

capacity of the CCD, whenever this multilateral negotiating body wants to reach 

tangible results. A genuine negotiating process on this draft Convention has led 

to substantial improvements in article V dealing with the complaints procedure~ 

in article III dealing with the peaceful uses of environmental modification 

techniques: to the addition of an article on the review of the Treaty: and a 

provision in article IX making the Secretary-General of the United Nations the 

depository of the Convention. The last stipulation is the first time that such a 

provision has been included in the text of an arms control treaty. A number of 

other problems raised during the discussion have also been satisfactorily resolved. 

In some cases the formulas found are of distinct value also for future measures of 

arms control and disarmament. 

The divergence of views on the draft Convention has centred around article I, 

which deals with the scope of the Convention. In the CCD a few countries engaged 
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in the negotiations did not go along with the threshold approach chosen. We are 

confident, however, that this should not and will not prove a decisive obstacle to 

reaching broad agreement on the matter as a whole, nor should it detract from the 

over-all value of the draft Convention. In our assessment, the definition of 

the scope of the prohibitions in the Treaty in practice prevents the modification 

of the environment for hostile purposes. And that, after all, was the main 

objective which the General Assembly by its resolution 3475 (XXX), adopted by 

consensus, instructed the CCD to seek, and that instruction was given on the basis 

of the two identical draft conventions then presented. In accordance with this 

instruction by the General Assembly~ the draft Convention now recommended by the 

CCD for the approval of this Assembly clearly aims at prohibiting military or any 

other hostile environmental modification techniques having widespread, long-lasting 

or severe effects as a means of destruction, damage or injury to another State 

party. 
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For all these reasons, it is our view that the General Assembly should now 

commend for signature and ratification by States the draft convention on the 

prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 

techniques as it now stands. A draft resolution to that effect has been 

distributed to this Committee in the name of the delegations of Canada. Denmark, 

Hungary, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland and the United Kingdom, as well as 

in the name of rrry own delegation. We have been informed this morning that the 

delegations of the German Democratic Republic, Japan and Zaire have indicated to 

the Chairman their wish to become co-sponsors of this draft. In addition to these 

countries, a large number of delegations in this hall have indicated their 

preparedness to become co-sponsors and are eX9ecting to do so shortly, subject to 

confirmation from their capitals. 

I now come to other items pertaining to the duties of the CCD. CCD has now 

completed its work on the draft convention on the prohibition of military or any 

other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. lle believe it "Till now 

be able to move on to concentrate more effectively on its high-priority items. 

A ban on chemical weapons seems to be one measure on which the efforts of the CCD 

could proQuce results. 

positive than before. 

The recent discussions on that topic have been more 

After years of virtual stalemate, there now seems to 

prevail a consensus regarding the necessity of aiming at a comprehensive treaty 

coverine all forms of chemical warfare as a goal. The elimination of the chemical 

arsenals may, however, require a step--by-step approach. The principal ne"r 

development in this f'ield has been the submission by the United Kingdom Government 

of a draft convention aiming at a prohibition of all lethal and other toxic 

chemical agents that might cause long-term physiological harm to human beings. To 

our mind this draft is an interestinGlY structured synthesis of various ideas and. 

as such, a valuable contribution to further discussion of the subject. 

Under these circumstances, the idea of a joint initiative by the USSR and 

the United States to ban, as a first step, the most lethal chemical weapons is 

regainine strength. The communique issued on 30 August 1976 noted that useful 

results had been achieved in bilateral consultations in Geneva in August 1976, 
and that consultations would continue. As a first step towards chemical 

disarmament, it may well be necessary to start with a partial treaty removing 
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the most toxic, lethal agents~ as proposed by the two major Powers. But this will 

not be enough. In our vie-vr" the treaty must be comprehensive in principle. Other 

agents should be successively added to the list of those to be destroyed. This 

should also include all a6ents which may be discovered in the future. 

In addition to the destruction of existing chemical-weapon stockpilesJ 

research into and modification, development and production of new varieties should 

be effectively banned. This long-term aim should not be lost from sight in the 

work of the CCD on chemical weapons. 

1·lliile the main difficulties in the field of chemical weapons are political in 

nature~ technical problems also remain to be solved. The most critical of these 

is verification. This is indeed a complex field \-There both trust and concrete 

measures are necessary. 

Extended co-operation in developing further chemical-weapon control 

capabilities could be one of the measures needed. For four years now~ my country 

has devoted both effort and resources to a study aimed at developing a national 

chemical-weapon control capacity which~ if needed~ can be put to international use. 

In order to be useful in alternative situations~ the Finnish project has been 

conceived as a multipurpose project~ both substantially and functionally. 

Substantially, the planned control capacity could be useful in three different 

verification activities: namely, verification of destruction of stocks, 

verification of non-pro:luction of chemical weapons and verification of alleged use. 

One of the results of this work, we hope, will be a handbook on methods for the 

identification and verification of chemical warfare agents. This could meet some 

of the concerns raised in the CCD in the context of a chemical-weapon treaty. 

Another priority item of the CCD is the comprehensive test ban treaty. 

At the beginning of my statement, I expressed our deep concern about the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. For purposes of non-proliferation, as well as 

for other purposes, the urgency of a comprehensive test ban treaty has never been 

greater. 

As we see it, the principal merit of the Soviet-United States Threshold Test 

Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaty integrally related to it is 

their potential value in solving the problem of the verification of a 

comprehensive test ban. 
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Besides being an important arms control measure in itself, such a ban would 

complement other efforts to halt the nuclear arms race. It would also be an 

effective measure to underpin the Non-Proliferation Treaty and would demonstrate 

the political will of the nuclear Powers to fulfil the pledges given in article VI 

of the Treaty. 

As a consequence of our strong support for a comprehensive test ban, we 

sponsored last year both resolutions calling for a complete test ban -- the second 

of which, as this Committee will recall, derived from an initiative taken by 

the Soviet Union. vle did so assured of the identical goals of these t1.ro 

resolutions. He regret, therefore, that the negotiations between nuclear-weapon 

States and non-nuclear-weapon States provided for in resolution 3478 {XXX) have 

failed to materialize. For its part, the Government of Finland has declared its 

preparedness to participate in these negotiations within the terms uf the 

resolution. 

In its search for a comprehensive test ban, the CCD has continued to work on 

the question of detection and identification of underground seismic events. 

Finland has welcomed the possibility for non--member countries of the CCD to 

contribute to this worlc. He have participated in the work of the Ad Hoc Group 

of Scientific Experts on seismological detection and hope that even more countries 

from different regions of the world will do the same. 

In this context, the proposal put forth by Sweden envisaging a world-wide 

remote .. control monitoring system for verification purposes is yet another instance 

of the traditionally constructive and innovative Swedish disarmament policy, and 

as such it has the unreserved support of the Finnish Government. 
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In the context of nuclear tests the question of peaceful nuclear explosions, 

in our view, clearly belongs to the realm of non~proliferation. We base this view 

on the relevant provisions of the Non--Proliferation Treaty, which malt.es no 

difference between nuclear weapons and peaceful nuclear explosions. If difference 

there is, that is a matter of intention rather than technology. And experience 

shows that intentions may be more susceptible to chan~e than technologies are. 

In our opinion the reduction of military budgets provides a direct approach to 

disarmament. Budgetary measures could be used to circumvent various military

strategic considerations, particularly those that go under the name worst-case 

analysis. Such budget reductions would also release human and material resources 

for peaceful purposes. As a side effect, they might even alleviate global 

inflation pressures. In the view of the Finnish Government, the report prepared by 

the group of experts on this item is a valuable basis for the further consideration 

of this question. 

A review has been made of the role of the United :Nations in the field of 

disarmament. A tribute is to be paid to the initiator of the review, the 

Government of S1-1eden. 

The role of the United nations in this area can be strengthened. It is self·~ 

evident that the United Nations has a central role in disarmament. But we continue 

to believe that organizational imperfections are not the reason for the lack of 

progress in this field. 

In our opinion, the report of the ad hoc Committee provides a good framework 

for improving the capabilities of the United l'Tations in disarmament. Host 

recommendations concern information and the strengthening of the resources and 

manpower of the Secretariat for these talks. These recommendations have the 

support of the Finnish Government. 

The Government of Finland has consistently supported the idea of a ·world 

Disarmament Conf~rence. Under the generally accepted requirements, such a 

conference would in our view provide the international community an opportunity for 

a general review of the disarmament field in its entirety, for a reaffirmation of 

the goals of disarmament and for the charting of a course and fixing the priorities 

of future negotiations. 
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It is in this perspective that my Government supports the initiative of the 

non-aligned countries concerned, at their summit meeting in August, that calls for 

a special session of the General Assembly on disarmament. t-Te shall support a 

resolution to this effect and we will be prepared to participate in the necessary 

preparatory work if so required. 

As this Committee knows, item 43 entitled :;Comprehensive stud~r on the 

question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all of its aspects;; has been and continues 

to be of particular interest to the Finnish delegation. Previous resolutions on 

the subject have been adopted by consensus. In due course the Finnish deleeation 

will introduce a follow-up draft resolution on this matter for the consideration 

of the Committee. He hope that it vTill elicit a consensus response from the First 

Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Finland for his kind words 

addressed to me personally. 

The Committee will note that during the course of his statement the 

representative of Finland has introduced the draft resolution contained in 

document A/C.l/31/1.5, which was distributed earlier this morning. 

Hr_. JAY (Canada): Ur. Chairman, on this first occasion for me to speak 

in this Committee, may I congratulate you and the other members of the bureau on 

your election. I am deeply conscious of the honour and the serious responsibility 

I share with other representatives in this room as we seek, under your leadership~ 

to contribute to winning the slow battle for arms limitation and disarmament. 

My predecessors in this Committee have repeatedly spoken of the grmving 

impatience, frustration and deep disappointment felt by most countries -- and 

certainly by Canada -- at the continuing failure of the international community to 

face up more concretely and rapidly to the awesome problems that confront us in 

the field of disarmament. Despite some modest steps, the record of achievement in 

the past 12 months has provided no cause for comfort. 

Will we haYe to Yoice the same harsh judgement at the end of the Disarmament 

Decade as we do at its mid-point? 'Hill we be forced. to admit in five years that 

the declaration of the 1970s as the Disarmament Decade was a half~-hearted gesture? 
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I fear that international security will be in even greater peril if, in those next 

five years, we do not come to grips '\·Ti th the tasks set out for the Decade. He 

must reach early agreement on the most pressing arms control problems and follow 

through with the most vieorous possible action to resolve them. All States of 

military significance must share in this important task, but the primary 

responsibility to ensure that the Disarmament Decade is not a failure rests with 

the nuclear weapon States. 

Of all the problems we face in the arms control and disarmament field none is 

greater or deserves higher priority than the need for limitations and reductions in 

nuclear arms, for an effective ban on all nuclear weapons testing and for further 

strengthening of the nuclear non-proliferation system. 

As valuable as they have been, the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks between 

the United States and the Soviet Union have not yet slowed the nuclear arms race, 

much less led to any reduction in nuclear arms. Canada welcomed the SALT I 

agreement and the establishment at Vladivostok in 1974 of the principle of 

numerical equality in central strategic systems. Four years have passed since 

the SALT I agreement and the Vladivostok principles still remain to be confirmed 

in a definitive SALT II agreement. Over those years new developments in strategic 

weaponry have further complicated the task of achieving measures to curtail 

competition in nuclear weapons. All of us in the international community must be 

fully conscious of the complexity of the problems the United States and the Soviet 

Union confront in undertaking even gradual and partial measures of nuclear 

disarmament, but we strongly believe they must make a more determined effort to 

surmount these problems. He appeal to the two principal nuclear powers again to 

move with greater speed towards the conclusion of SALT II and to move on to 

SALT III -·· that is, from limitations to effective reductions -- at the earliest 

possible date. 
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Despite the appeals made year after year for almost three decades in 

resolutions of this Assembly~ progress in recent years towards a ban on all nuclear 

weapons testing has been almost imperceptible. The Partial Test Ban Treaty of 

1963 has not yet been signed by two nuclear weapons States, and one of them is 

still engaging in atmospheric testing. 

The achievement of a comprehensive test ban, like strategic arms limitation, 

involves difficult security, political and technical problems and perceptions. In 

the Conference of the CoiDmittee on Disarmament many countries, including my own, 

have tried to contribute to the solution of some of those problems, particularly 

those that would have to be faced in verif,ying compliance with such a treaty. We 

hope the search for solutions will be advanced by the group of scientific experts 

established by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) this year to 

investi~ate the possibilities for international co-operation in detecting and 

identifYing seismic events, but the work of that group will be more useful if it has 

the active support of all nuclear weapons State members of the CCD. 

Although the CCD continues to grapple •rith the question of nuclear testing, 

it is difficult to accept that more resolute efforts have not been made by the 

nuclear weapons States themselves to overcome the obstacles to a nuclear test ban. 

He fail to understand why, as at least one nuclear weapons State has argued, 

movement towards a comprehensive test ban (CTB) is impossible unless all five 

nuclear weapons States participate from the outset. Ultimately -- and sooner 

rather than later -·· all nuclear weapons States must stop their weapons testing 

in all environments. But what insurmountable obstacles prevent at least the two 

super-Powers, and as many other nuclear weapons States as possible, from entering 

into a formal interim agreement to end their nuclear weapons testing for a defined 

trial period? 

lfuen the two super-Powers already have nuclear weapons arsenals of such enormous 

magnitude, and when their own capacity for destruction so greatly exceeds that of 

any other nuclear weapons State, how can it be ar~ed with any credibility that an 

interim testing halt by the two of them would threaten their security unless all 

the remaining nuclear '\oTeapons States immediately followed suit? If we are ever to 

have a comprehensive test ban someone must take the first ste~. and the two super

Pmvers are the ones that should take it. 
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If such an agreement were 1·eached for a fixed trial period it could, at the 

end of that time, be reviewed by its adherents to determine whether it might be 

further extended or be transformed into a permanent a?ree~ent including all nuclear 

weapon States. 

One thing, however, must be stressed. In proposing an interim agreement, we 

are not calling for an unverified moratorium. On the contrary, we envisage an 

agreement open to all States, containing measures to ensure, first, that its terms 

are fully honoured and, second, that any nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 

do not confer "\-teapons-related benefits. 

He can welcome the achievement by the United States and the Soviet Union of 

their Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974 and their related agreement on peaceful 

nuclear explosions, to the extent that they constitute mutual restraints and contain 

provisions for verification. But we consider these measures to be initial steps 

only. Agreements that permit the yield of individual explosions to remain as high 

as 150 kilotons are very modest indeed. In Canada's view a much more far-reaching 

demonstration of the super-Powers' determination to secure a CTB is required most 

urgently. 

Although e)dsting nuclear weapons arsenals pose tl:e most immediate threat to 

world security, all of us continue to be haunted by the danger that nuclear weapons 

will spread to more States. If more resolute efforts are not made to avert this 

danger, we shall have frittered away completely whatever chance there still may be 

of eliminating the threat of nuclear destruction. 

The Non·-Proliferation Treaty and the system of International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) saf~guards continue to be the basic instruments of the 

non~-proliferation system and the most appropriate framework for international 

co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. One of the important tasks of 

this Committee this year will be to assess the progress that has been made since the 

i::lPT Review Conference of Hay 1975. Canada is encouraged that some positive steps 

have been taken since the Review Conference, but we are convinced that much that 

should have been done in support of the non-proliferation objective has not been 

done. As we all know, the Treaty:s obligations apply to all its parties -- to 

nuclear weapons States as well as to non~-nuclear weapons States. 
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Hhile non-nuclear weapons State parties undertook not· to acquire nuclear 

weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, the nuclear weapons State parties 

undertook, in return, to pursue negotiations in good faith and at an early date 

towards nuclear disarmament. We regret that the nuclear weapons States have 

not done more to fulfil their part of the NPT bargain. An effective 

non-proliferation system is in the interest of all States. But to be fully 

effective and to serve the interests of all States, the non-proliferation system 

must entail restraints on vertical as well as horizontal nuclear proliferation. 

An important achievement has been the growth in the number of the Treaty 1 s 

adherents from just over 80 at the time of the Review Conference to about 100. 

Parties to the Treaty now include almost all the most highly industrialized 

countries and the great majority of developing countries. By forswearing the 

acquisition of nuclear explosive devices and by placing all their nuclear 

activities under I.AZA-·administered safeguards to verify this commit:ment, this 

impressive group of States from all regions of the world has clearly rejecte.d the 

mist&~en notion that either the possession of nuclear weapons or the retention of 

an option to acquire them is a guarantee of security in some way essential to 

national sovereignty and the reinforcement of national prestige. 

It is cause for the deepest concern, however, that this encouraging 

perspective is not yet shared by certain other States advanced in nuclear 

technology or in the process of acquiring that technology. He appeal to those 

States to reassess their reasons for not making a firm commitment to the 

non-proliferation objective, either by adhering to the l'fPT or in some other 

equally binding and verifiable wey. 
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In its Final Declaration the NPT Review Conference urged that 11in all 

achievable ways': steps be taken to strengthen the application of nuclear 

safeguards as the reasonable and necessary condition for international co-operation 

in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Canada has taken this appeal very 

seriously indeed. He have made it clear in the negotiation of new bilateral 

nuclear co-operation agreements and in the renegotiation of others that vTe are 

determined to ensure that Canadian nuclear assistance will be used solely for 

peaceful non-explosive purposes. 

We have been gratified by the measures that have been taken in the IAEA and 

among suppliers since the NPT Review Conference to reinforce and broaden the 

application of nuclear safeguards. Important steps have been taken in safeguards 

agreements concluded by a number of countries with the IAEA in the past year~ 

especially their explicit exclusion of any explosive use and strengthened provisions 

for the application of safeguards to technology transfers. lle very much welcome 

the detailed 3tudy being given in the IAEA and elsewhere to the need for exercising 

greater care and for applying more strin~ent eontrols in the use of the most 

sensitive parts of the nuclear fuel cycle. Canada will continue to press in its 

bilateral nuclear relations and in all appropriate fora for the further strengthening 

and broadening of the scope of nuclear safeguards. In our view, safeguards will 

not be fully effective until they cover all peaceful nuclear activities in all 

States. As a country which has willingly accepted the application of safeguards to 

all of its own nuclear industry, Canada firmly believes that universal acceptance 

of such safeguards would provide the soundest basis for international nuclear 

co--operation. 

The NPT Review Conference called for intensified study of the application of 

nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. It strongly reaffirmed the provisions of 

article V of the Treaty whereby any potential benefits from any peaceful 

applications of nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon 

States party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis, under appropriate 

international observation and through appropriate international procedures, through 

an appropriate international body and pursuant to a special international agreement 

or agreements. It confirmed that any such benefits could be made available to 
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non-nuclear-weapon States not party to the Treaty by w~ of nuclear explosive 

services provided by nuclear-weapon States and conducted under the appropriate 

international observation and procedures called for in article V. It concluded 

that the IAEA was the international boqy through which potential benefits of 

peaceful applications of nuclear explosions could be made available by nuclear 

weapon States to non-nuclear-weapon States • 

Canada fully supported these conclusions. None the less we remain convinced 

that there are in fact few if any significant potential benefits in so-called 

peaceful nuclear explosions. He doubt that any benefits that may exist would 

outw·eigh the inherent risks. Certainly there can be no question that such 

explosions would have crucial arms control implications. It has been clearly 

recognized in resolutions of this Assembly in 1974 and 1975 that no distinction 

can be made between the technology for nuclear "1-reapons and the technology for 

nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes and that it is not possible to 

develop such devices for peaceful application without at the same time acquiring 

nuclear weapons capability. It is for this reason that we are participating 

fully in the detailed study being conducted in the IAEA of the economic, technical, 

safety, environmental and legal aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions. The I~A 

studies will require more time but we hope they will lead not only to broad 

consensus on the economic, technical and legal aspects of peaceful nuclear 

explosions but also to international arrangements for the provision of P!:E 

services that are fully consistent with the requirements of the HPT and other 

international legal instruments including the Partial Test Ban Treaty of l963. 

He do not minimize the difficulties involved in devising such arrangements. But 

it could be much harder to reach agreement on international arrangements to 

govern PNE services if we wait until whatever economic value they may have has 

been demonstrated. 

The NPT Review Conference confirmed that internationally recognized nuclear~ 

weapon-free zones can be an effective means of curbing the spread of nuclear 

weapons and of strengthening the security of States which become fully bound by 

their provisions. The nuclear-weapon-free zone concept and the possibility of 

establishing such zones in various parts of the world have been the subjects of 
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numerous resolutions of this Assembly in recent years and will be addressed again 

this year. Yet, apart from the Antarctic~ Latin America is the only area of the 

world which has been established as a nuclear weapon free zone by treaty and 

that treaty is still not in force for some important countries of the region. 

Moreover its protocols have yet to be adopted by all of the States to which they 

were designed to apply. 

In principle Canada supports the nuclear weapon free zone concept. Our 

understanding of this concept has been deepened by the thorough study undertaken 

in the CCD and presented to the Assembly last year. I wish to stress however that, 

in Canada's view, the value of any specific nuclear weapon free zone proposal or 

arrangemen-.,; will depend on whether it has or is likely !;o have the support of most 

countries of the area concerned, including of necessity the major military powers 

of the region. It will also depend on a clear definition of the geographic area 

concerned, on assurance that the arrangement would not confer additional 

military advantage to any State or to any group of States and on the provisions 

made for ensuring that all component countries comply fully with the commitments 

involved and forswear the independent acquisition of nuclear explosive capability. 

It is also essential that supplementary arran~ements applicable to States outside 

the region concerned be realistic and fully consistent with generally recognized 

principles of international law. Moreover, it is important to recognize that there 

can be no all-purpose blueprint for nuclear weapon free zone arrangements. 

Obviously, when requested, the United Nations has a responsibility to assist in 

the establishment of such arrangements but the terms of such arrangements cannot 

be imposed. 
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Before leaving the question of nuclear proliferation, I want to emphasize 

the need for a constructive approach to the assessrn.ent of the progress achieved 

since the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. Canada recognizes that the 

Han-Proliferation Treaty is not a perfect instrum.ent. Nevertheless, it must be 

borne firwly in mind that, whatever its weaknesses, the Treaty's objectives are 

as valid now as they were when it was concluded. He agree with the many States 

which deeply regret that more has not been done to reinforce it. 

It cannot be emphasized too stronr:ly the.t the non-proliferation-system is 

as much in the interest of non-nuclear-weapon States as of nuclear-weapon States. 

It is as much in the int~rest of developing countries as of developed countries. 

The non-proliferation system has the cardinal value of sparing non-nuclear-weapon 

States the diversion of economic and human resources to non-proo.ucti ve and 

potentially destructive ends. 

Althoue,h first priority must be given to checking the growth and averting the 

spreaCI. of nuclear arms, we must seek and exploit every opportunity to curb the 

growth and use of other weapons. For three decades we have been spared a nuclear 

war, but conventional arms have continued to exact an appalling toll in life, 

suffering and material destruction. The international arms trade has reached 

mammoth proportions and continues to devour vast resources urgently needed for 

productive economic &1d social purposes throughout the world. The need to check 

the growth and spreaC'. of conventional arms has been largely ignored in disarmament 

fora. Concerted international action is urgently required ar2ong both suppliers 

and recipients to check the growth in the arms trade. As other members of this 

Assembly have already suggested, it might be particularly fruitful to approach this 

problem at the regional level. 

The Vienna negotiations for mutual anCl. balanced force reductions (MBFR) in 

central Europe offer prospects of significant steps in disarmament and the 

reduction of the dancer of confrontation at the regional level. Unfortunately, 

progress has been slow and the ner,otiations are nrnv about to enter their fourth 

year with little measurable achievement yet in si~ht. Canada attaches hifp 

priority to l'IJBFR and, in that forum as in others, will continue to work for the 

achievement of meaningful measures of disarmament and the izn..provement of mutual 

confic1ence. 
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It is particularly timely that, in the middle of the Disarmament Decade, we 

are reviewing the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament. Canada 

fully supports the search for ways of enabling the United Nations to carry out this 

role more effectively. He have participated in the work of the Ad Hoc Coromi ttee 

established last year to undertake this review, and we are prepared to endorse its 

report. The United Uations remains the principal forum in which to focus world 

attention on the need to limit and reduce the levels of military forces and 

armaments, for the exchange of views among Member States on multilateral 

disarr,lament issues and for encouragi)1g the examination of disarmament-related 

questions in other international fora. 

At the same time, it has been repeatedly recognized in resolutions of this 

Assembly that the Conference of the Comrndttee on Disa~~~nt (CCD) continues to be 

the most appropriate forum for the negotiation of arms control agreements intended 

to have universal application. Canada deeply regrets that, except for the draft 

environmental modification convention, no arms control treaty has emerged from CCD 

in recent years. Nevertheless, CCD remains well suited to the negotiation of 

international arms control ae;reements, whenever fundamental political and other 

obstacles can be overcome. The value of CCD would be greatly enhanced by the 

inclusion of those nuclear-weapon States which have not yet participated in its 

work. CCD has decided to undertake a co~prehensive review of its procedures early 

in 1977. Canada supports efforts to improve the effectiveness of CCD and will, 

in particular, be prepared to give sympathetic consideration to changes in the 

structure or procedures of CCD that would make possible the participation of more 

than three of the nuclear-weapon States. 

The CCD's utility as a neeotiatinr forum has af,ain been well demonstrated this 

year by the elaboration of a draft convention to prohibit the military or any otner 

hostile use of environmental modification techniques. v~e are well aware of the 

reservations some countries have about the draft convention, particularly about 

the scope of its prohibition. l!e do not consider the draft convention to be a 

faultless document nor, given the other and more pressing priorities in the arms 

control field, do we regard it as a major landmark, Canada is nevertheless prepared 

to join in recor1unendin~ to Governments that they sign the draft convention in its 
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present form~ in the hope that it will inhibit whatever plans some States mi~ht 

otherwise make or contemplate for the hostile use of environmental modification 

techniques. Its provision for periodic review is particularly important in dealing 

with techniques so little understood as those the convention seeks to regulate. 

He also support fully the provision in article III of the draft convention for the 

fullest possible exchan~e of scientific and technological information in the use 

of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes which, we hope, 

will help to foster greater international co-operation in a field of vital 

importance to us all. 

Canada sincerely hopes that the value of CCD will be further demonstrated 

in the continuing consideration it is expected to give to a convention to prohibit 

the development, proQuction and stockpiling of chemical weapons. Discussion of 

this question in CCD and elsewhere this year has provided some glimmer of hope for 

at least a modest break--through toward resolving the problems, particularly the 

problems of verification, that have so long stood in the way of achieving such a 

convention. This Assembly should give further encouragement to CCD to press ahead 

with this task. 

We also look for progress in the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation 

and Development of International Humanitarian Law Application in Armed Conflicts. 

At this stage all of us must redouble our efforts to ensure that agreements will 

be reached on certain prohibitions or restrictions on the use of specific 

conventional weapons that may cause unnecessary sufferine or have indiscriminate 

effects. 
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Many members of the Assembly have expressed the view that the cause of 

disarnament could be significantly advanced by the convening of a special session 

on disarmament. Canada stands ready to support a call for such a special session 

and to participate fully and constructively in it and in the careful preparations 

that it will require. It must not be a dialogue of the deaf. Our objective for 

the session must be to infuse a new sense of purpose into the quest for peace and 

security. 

I have sou~ht to underline the arms control problems which Canada considers 

most pressing. It should be clear to this Committee that Canadians firmly believe 

that no more time must be lost in seeking resolutions to those problems. He must 

all, as the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs said in this Assembly 

on 29 September: 
11 re-examine our traditional assumptions, take adequate account of the 

security concerns of others and seize all opportunities for concrete action'1
• 

(A/3~/PV.9. p. 29-30) 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Canada for his kind words 

addressed to the Chairman and to the other officers of the Committee. 

Mr. CZERNETZ (Austria): Allow me to say that I am not speaking as a 

professional diplomat~ I am spealdng as one of the parliamentary members of the 

Austrian delegation. 

As I am not stationed in New Yorl~ I could not follow your work in the daily 

routine. vfuen I tried to get through the mountain of paper which had accumulated 

I was particularly struck by a remark about the "Disarmament Gamen at the United 

Nations. If you follow the annual repetition of the United Nations debates on 

disarmaMent and the adoption of resolutions which have no practical result at all, 

one cannot deny that there is a lot of truth in the vitriolic remark about the 

;
1Disarmament Game' 1 at the United Nations. 

During last year's general debate on the various disarmament items, the 

Austrian delegation found it appropriate to evaluate the disarmament efforts of 

the United Nations in its first 30 years of existence. At that time ~ 

delegation -- as well as many other delegations -- could not but utter its profound 
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regret and disappointment ubout the all too obvious lack of any substantial results 

in this essential domain. Unfortunately, the time that has elapsed since last 

November has given us practically no reason to change our feelin~ of concern 

and -- I have to add -- alarm about the apparent total stagnation of virtually all 

disarmament efforts. 

Today the arms race is proceeding and thus continues to constitute the most 

serious threat to a peaceful and orderly future for the world coMmunity as well as 

a tremendous drain on resources ur~ently required for other purposes. It seems 

indeed outrageous that the world affords itself the luxury of spending 

approximately 20 times more on arm&aents expenditures than on development 

assistance. 

At the same time the danger of a further proliferation of nuclear weapons is 

more acute than ever before wi~hout any real chance in sight for effective 

r.1easures to block this death-certain road to universal holocaust. Furthermore, 

this last year has not brought us any nearer to the convenine of a world 

disarmament conference proposed more than 11 years aeo with the declared aim to cut 

the Gordian Knot of the disarmament impasse. Since 1971 the annual reports of the 

CCD have -- at least for those countries which must be contented with the role of 

outsiders vis-a-vis the rather small group of initiates -- been nothing else but 

a lengthy manifestation of complete failure to achieve any tangible progress. 

Certainly, this year the CCD has at least for the time being -- completed its 

deliberations on a convention to prohibit environmental warfare and this General 

Assembly will be called upon to endorse the draft treaty annexed to the CCD's 

special report on this question. However, even on this subject the CCD was unable 

to reach a general consensus of all its members. 

The hopes we pinned on the review of the United Nations role in the field of 

disarmament turned out to be to a great extent just an illusion. 

\'!e cannot just discuss formulations and adopt resolutions -- without being 

able to change the appalling situation. 

In the late 1920s the French Statesman, Leon Blum, analysed in a book the 

relations between 1'Disarmament - Security and Confidence>~. No country was prepared 

to disarm without havin~ real security: but without disarmament nobody could have 
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real security. And no State had the confidence that the other countries would 

also disarm. Leon Blum drew the attention particularly to the fact that one of 

the fascist dictatorships of his time could not accept an international inspection 

because such an international control would endanger the power monopoly of the 

dictatorship. The bedevilled connexion between disarmament, security and 

confidence is still predominant. 

In turning now to those aspects of disarmament which we consider to be of 

foremost importance, I should like to start with the question of nuclear 

disarmament, not only because of the devastating destructiveness of nuclear 

weapons but also because of their hip;h symbolic value on the political balance 

sheet of today's world. 

A realistic assessment of the situation with which we are faced today has to 

start from one undeniable assertion: nuclear proliferation is -- more than ever 

before-- a decisive phenomenon in international relations. Furthermore, apart 

from the all too obvious hazards of a truly "proliferated world", that is a world 

in which -- as sorn.e scientists predict -- as many as 40 nations will have enough 

plutonium in less than 10 years to produce at least a few nuclear bombs -- the 

actual process of creeping proliferation, which ''~'e are apparently unable to stop, 

creates additional dangers and uncertainties. Thus in our '1proliferating world' 1 

the fear of nuclear proliferation -- whether justified in a given situation or 

not -- tends to destabilize the international political system of certain regions 

and has serious repercussions such as further accelratiou of the arms trade and 

extensive build-up of conventional weapons. There can be no doubt that today's 

situation is much more complicated than 30 or even 15 years ago. 
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However, if the international community is unable to meet this challenge, 

we shall discover very soon that the problem posed ~y further nuclear proliferation 

has become totally unmanageable. Even now, we have to recognize that the 

continued development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes -- which gained new 

impetus with the world energy crisis -- has led to a situation in which the 

production of nuclear weapons presents hardly any major technical problems. For the 

same reason, the economic barrier against the manufacture of these weapons has 

been considerably lowered. 

Today, there exists a means for any country with modest technoloe;ical and 

industrial capabilities to obtain weapons grade material without outside assistance. 

The result of these changes on the technical front has been a declin~ in the 

technical barriers to nuclear proliferation. Today a technical definition of the 

proliferation problem is worse than unenlightening; it is simply misleading. 

Consequently, for many countries the option ,;to go nuclear' 1 becomes more and more 

an exclusively political one. 

Moreover~ the fact that the world has so far been spared an all-embracing 

nuclear catastrophe is the consequence of the nbalance of power11 
-- a balance 

between the major military Powers. Out of the 71balance of terror; 7 came the very 

reasonable policy of peaceful coexistence. As there is no other alternative to 

coexistence than no existence -- as Eisenhower said-- in the nuclear age, the 

decision of the major Powers could only be in favour of coexistence. He know the 

solemn declarations for detente. ~le really need detente badly because only in 

an atmosphere of detente could a certain confidence be developed. The mad arms 

race creates new tensions over and over again. The arms race weakens or even 

destroys the policy of detente. The arms control efforts -- multilateral and 

bilateral -- over the past 15 years have failed to produce any nuclear disarmament 

or even to halt the nuclear arms race between the u~jor Powers. 

He expect from the great military nuclear Powers today not only that they 

themselves should not start an atomic war, but also that they establish the 

disarmament and arms control measures that are politically necessary in order to 

diminish the motivation for an independent development of new nuclear arms 

potentials . 
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He are certainly aware that we are thus assigning a particularly heavy 

res:t;>onsibility to the great Powers. However, this responsibility seems to be quite 

in keeping with the privileges they enjoy. 

Both the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which my country has strongly 

supported from the very outset, and the International Atomic Ener~ Agency ( IAEA) , 

whose safeguard regime we consider to be of the utmost importance, might provide 

the frameworlt for the kind of action I have just outlined. 

In cur view the NPT still constitutes a very important international 

instrument for the prevention of a spread of nuclear weapons. He therefore 

welcome the further increase in the number of States parties to this Treaty and 

continue to advocate universal adherence to it. However~ whereas the oblieations 

of the non-nuclear States have been put into effect in so far as articles I, II 

and III of the Treaty have been implemented and the development of the safeguards 

regime of the Treaty -- with all its imperfections -- has by and large made steady 

progress, the political underpinnings of the Treaty, as set out in the preamble, 

and especially in article VI, concerning disarn~nt by the nuclear weapons States 

signatories to the Treaty~ have proved to be even weaker than the ~ost pessimistic 

voices had predicted. 

Can we realistically expect that a treaty based on mutual ri~hts and 

obligations of all parties can be preserved if the just expectations of one group 

are constantly frustrated? Only if and when the major nuclear weapons States 

recognize the existing direct and specific link between the obligations of 

non-nuclear wepons States and their own commitments to bring about -- and here I 

use the words of article VI -- '1effective measures relating to cessation of the 

nuclear arms race at an early date and nuclear disarmament 11 only then will the 

NPT have any chance for further survival, and only then can States that up to now 

have preferred to remain outside the NPT system be convinced to adhere to it. 

In this connexion I should like to quote from a recent Stockholm International 

Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) publication: 

;The two major nuclear Powers conceded themselves at the Vladivostok 

summit that it is not strict strategic equality they seek, but rather a sort 

of balance which would give them a perception of equal security. If this is 
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so, the contention that negotiations about reductions would be possible only 

when the very hie;h levels permi ttecl by the new aGreement were reached seems 

untenable. It is incomprehensible why a balance and equal security could not 

be achieved by bringing the present levels, which are already high enough 

to destroy humanity several times over, down to a common, lower plateau, and 

by halting or significantly slowinG down the introduction of new arms. The 

policy of continued armaments contradicts the declared intention to disarm. 

At present, neither side can really threaten the over-all strategic forces of 

the other, while an arms race, by its very nature, generates temptations 

among the competitors to overtake each other. It is bound to create 

instabilities, and thereby new difficulties on the way to weapoon reductions. 11 

Although the last session of the General Assembly, in its resolution 

3466 (XXX), requested the Conference of the Commdttee on Disarmament (CCD) to give 

first priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear weapons test ban 

agreement, this year's CCD report gives little indication of progress in this 

field. Indeed, it is very difficult to see why further tests by the leading 

nuclear-weapon States should be considered necessary to maintain the present 

strategic balance and to preserve their overwhelming nuclear superiority. Both 

nuclear Powers have an enormous 11 over-kill capaci ty;1
, and one is entitled to ask 

what, under these circumstances, 11nuclear superiority' 1 really means. 
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Let me return to our daily routine: apart from a truly comprehensive test

ban treaty~ there are a number of other optiuns which these States could t&~e up 

in the interest of universality of the NPT~ an essential condition for its survival 

I should only like to refer to the idea of a phased moratorium of nuclear tests, 

which was extensively discussed during the 1975 NPT Review Conference or to the 

idea that has been advanced by the Swedish CCD delegation, to expand the 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 

Peaceful Purposes, in order to lower as a first step-- the threshold of 

permitted tests from 150 kilotons to 10 kilotons. 

Let me reiterate once more my firm conviction that in not making use of the 

possibilities inherent in the NPT and in not further developing its potential 

we would do irreparable harm to the prospect of future international security. 

I therefore sincerely hope that this General Assembly, in dealing under 

agenda item 124 with the conclusions of the first NPT Review Conference, will open 

new avenues for a comprehensive solution of the problem of both horizontal and 

vertical nuclear proliferation. 

Such a solution should also lead to an open management for the transfer of 

nuclear technology ensuring at the same time its exclusive use for peaceful 

purposes and the participation of all States in the potential benefits of 

nuclear technology. In this context the question of peaceful nuclear explosions 

which --· · as we all know -- has specific arms control implications due to the 

technical impossibilities to distinguish between peaceful and military nuclear 

activities, must also be addressed. He are pleasecl to note that the Ad Hoc 

Advisory Group established by the Board of Governors of IAEA for the purpose 

of further expl>lring aspects of a peaceful nuclear--explosions service has already 

done a considerable amount of work in this regard. \le hope that this course of 

action will be followed and pave the way for a comprehensive international regime 

for PHEs in accordance with article V of the NPT. 

Before turning to the question of non-nuclear disarmament let me dwell 

briefly upon another approach to nuclear disarmament: the establishment of 

nuclear--weapon .. free zones. Already two years ago we expressed our interest in 

this concept which we consider to be complementary to the global approach embodied 

in the NPT. 
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The report of the Secretary-General containing the views~ observations and 

suggestions of Governments on the excellent study of the question of nuclear

weapon- .free zones that •ras before the thirtieth General Assembly reveals a 

remarkable degree of agreement on many aspects. 

Given the disparities of the political and geostrategic situations of 

different regions in the world the conditions for the viability of nuclear

weapon--free zones are bound to vary from region to region. Thus the apparent 

difficulties in the search for a universally applicable and agreed formula 

covering ~~jl aspects that are relevant for the establishment of such zones should 

not discourage further steps to promote such zones on a reP,:ional level a.nd •ri th 

reference to concrete zone proposals. We must, however, never forget that the 

establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones cannot be regarded as an end in itself 

but only as a means towards the wider objectives of general and complete disarmament. 

In the midst of our ··- understandable ··- preoccupation with nuclear weaponry 

the regulation of so-·called conventional armaments has in the past years become 

to be a rather neglected dimension, although progress in this field seems to be 

of equal importance. We therefore welcome the emerging renewed interest in that 

field as demonstrated; for instance, by the very interesting proposal made by 

the Belgian Foreign Minister during this year's general debate, with regard to 

certain regional aspects of disarmament. Already at the beginning of my statement 

I have referred to the Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military and any 

other Hostile Use of I:nvironmental Modification Techniques. \ve note that the CCD 

has devoted a considerable amount of its deliberations to this topic. However, 

the CCD report also indicates that the Committee was unable to reach a consensus 

on the draft treaty which is no\oT before this General Assembly. Nevertheless, we 

are willing to give our approval to the draft because we consider that its positive 

aspects prevail over its insufficiencies. We particularly welcome the machinery 

for consultations and complaints under article V of the Treaty as well as the 

fact that the Secretary--General of the United Nations will act as depository of the 

treaty, thereby reaffirming the iwportant role this Organization can play with 

regard to disarmament measures. May we hope that these new aspects of the 

proposed draft treaty will set a precedent for future disarmament agreements? 
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With regard to the question of weapons of mass destruction we recognize that 

some progress has been made in the intricate search for a definition of the scope 

of this proposal. He are fully aware of the difficulties involved in that process 

which stem from the fact that the proposal advanced by the Soviet Union two years 

ago aims at the prohibition of weapons that fortunately are not yet part of the 

military arsenals. My delecation fully agrees 1-Tith the view that the prohibition 

of the manufacture of new kinds of devastating weaponries constitutes an important 

arms-control approach because we all know how difficult the elimination of such 

weapons becomes once they are no longer a menacing option for the future but a 

real threat to the survival of mankind. 

Ue have always considered the question of the reduction of military budgets 

as a potentially useful approach to disarmament. The General Assembly has 

through the years on several occasions called upon its Members to take concrete 

steps to reduce the burden of military budgets, but conceptual and practical 

difficulties have so far prevented serious consideration of the expenditure 

approach. My delegation therefore particularly welcomes the report of the Group 

of Experts on the Reduction of Hilitary Budgets entitled 11The Measurement and 

International Reporting of Hili tary E.xpendi tures ''. This report and especially 

the suggestions for an implementation mechanism for the testing and refining of 

the recommended reporting methods deserve to be carefully studied by all members 

of the United Nations. I hope that the General Assembly will in the near future 

take practical steps to make the analysis contained in this report applicable 

to the real world. 

I should not like to conclude my remarks on the different non-nuclear 

aspects of disarmament without stressing the particular and continuous importance 

my country attaches to the question of a prohibition or restriction of the use 

of incendiary and other excessively injurious weapons. We have always voiced our 

firm conviction that with regard to these weapons the humanitarian aspect must be 

considered as overriding all other as,pects and that therefore urgent decisive 

action to ban the development of these weapons was necessary. This year again we 

will join the Swedish and other delegations in presenting a draft on this subject. 

Already .in the past years much has been accomplished in exploring the uses and 

effects of specific categories of weapons which for humanitarian reasons must be 
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the subject of prohibitions and restrictions of use. This year's discussions 

both in the Lugano Conference of Governn~nt EA~erts on the Use of Certain 

Conventional Heapons and in the Third Session of the Geneva Conference on the 

Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law in Armed Conflicts 

have corroborated our in~ression that we will soon have a solid basis on which 

to take at least some first leGal decisions. I sincerely wish that the fourth 

and probably last session of the Geneva Conference will prove that an optimistic 

assessment is not unfounded. 
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Let me in conclusion say a few words on the organizational aspects of 

disarmament matters and the way they are dealt with within this Organization. 

Certainly the decisive factor for any success of disarmrouent negotiations is the 

political will on the part of the participating States to arrive at tangible and 

mutually acceptable results. However, the organizational set-.up is of great 

in~ortance in so far as adequate procedures may help orderly discussion and 

facilitate agreement. 

As in practice the United Nations machinery has functioned rather 

unsatisfactcrily and therefore~ in our view, needed improvement; we set 

great hopes in the deliberations on ways and means of strengthening the role Ol 

the United Nations in the field of disarmament, called for under last year's 

resolution 3484 B. However, and I have to say this quite frankly, the various 

recommendations of the Ad Hoc Coromittee on the Review of the Role of the United 

Nations in the Field of Disarmament can only be considered to be a very moderate 

first step towards a comprehensive reform of the disarmament machinery of our 

Organization. Thus the proposed measures for a streamlining of this Committee's 

work constitute no more than cosmetic changes. The vital question of the 

relationship between the General Assembly and the CCD has not been discussed in 

detail and most of the proposals for a reinforced role of the United Nations in 

the field of disarmament that have been advanced by many Governments are only 

insufficiently reflected in the Committee's proposals. 

He should at least give serious thought to the idea that one of the most 

important functions our Organization can assume is to stimulate public concern 

about disarmament and to channel it in constructive ways. And here I should like 

to quote from the introduction to the Secretary-General's annual report: 

,;It is essential that public cpinion in the world should be actively 

aware of the dangers of present develoFments in the armaments in the face 

of the appalling reality of the arms race. In the light of its universal 

character and its recent experience of focusing world public opinion on 

important global subjects, the United Nations may well be able to play 

a major role in generating a new approach to this most dangerous of all 

problems.:: 
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I wish to place on recor& our firm co~itment to all efforts that are 

undertaken in order to strengthen the financial and organizational infrastructure 

of the United Nations Disarmament Division. At the same time I should like to 

1-rarmly commend on behalf of the Austrian delegation Hr. Bjoernerstedt and all 

the other members of his Division for their untirin3 efforts in assisting us 

in our work. 

The convening of a special session of the General Assembly devoted to 

disarmament issues was proposed, at the initiative of Yugoslavia, by the 

Non··Aligned Conference at Colombo. lve give our :full support to this proposal and 

hope that such a special session will create a better atmosphere for the disarmament 

negotiations. 

The main question of our time is whether the major Povrers of the world really 

have the will to come to a mutual reduction of their military forces, nuclear 

as well as conventional forces. Do they really 1nsh to come to a general 

disarmament under an effective international control. Is such a political will 

to secure peace by disarmament really existent? Can the major Powers convince 

the peoples of the world of their true and sincere political will? Peace will 

be secure only in a disarmed world. 

t1.!:..!.....YINC.!_ (Italy): I do hope my statement will not come as an anticlimax, 

not only because of the late hour but because I follow such a vivid statement made 

by the representative of Austria. I hasten to add that I share most~ if not all, 

of the views he has expressed, but I will convey them perhaps in less stringent, 

lively and eloquent terms. 

He have been gathering here once again since Honday last, to discuss 

disarm&aent and draw up a balance sheet so that international public opinion may 

be informed of what we have acccmplished during this year. Above all we are here 

to share our experiences and to draw from a new and stimulating exchange of 

views further encouragement to action. 

As far as accomplishment is concerned, no one can deny that, against a 

background of some discouraging trends, this year has provided a number of positive 

results potentially significant, both politically and psychologically speaking. 

The whole record, however, does not give ground for complacency. In the words of 
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our Secretary-·General., "the problem of armaments continues to present the most 

serious threat to a peaceful and orderly future for the world community';. 

In putting forward the views of the Italian delegation on what we consider 

at this stage the key items on our agenda, I will start by reiterating our 

position of principle. The pro3ressive achievement of general and complete 

disarmament under strict and effective international control has always been 

and remains for Italy a basic choice and a primary objective. Keeping always 

this position in mind, I can say that the Italian Government has registered with 

satisfaction the recent initiatives taken bilaterally as well as multilaterally. 

It is our keen hope that these measures will not remain ends in themselves. 

In our view, they should become part of a larger and far-.reaching design and in 

that light, provide the means for gradually achieving not only effective and total 

elimination of arms ·-- primarily nuclear armaments -- but also a peaceful order 

wherein detente and security would join and grow together. 

1·1e all know that the road towards disarmament is a lone one, pav~d with 

obstacles of all kinds ·-·· political, juridical and technical. Many efforts are 

still required to remove these obstacles. It is more than ever clear to my 

delegation that in order to succeed in our relentless efforts, we must not lose 

sight of our final goal at any point along the way. 
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Bearing this in mind, the Italian Government has repeatedly stressed the 

need for a coherent programme of organic and complete disarmament -- a programme 

outlining on the one hand the preliminary measures to be adopted in a short term, 

and on the other hand the course of subsequent negotiations in keeping with the 

main inspiration behind the whole process of disarmament. 

A global formulation such as this, in successive stages but without rigid 

time-tables, would, in our view, enable us to proceed on the road of disarmament 

without recurrent pauses and deviations; one of the aims of each stage 1vould re 

t• build the necessary conditions of security and confidence for the success of 

the next stage. lvhat occurs all too often, instead, is that we wander off the 

main road without any convincing reason; all too often most resounding declarations 

have failed to produce concrete results, this failure giving rise to a dangerous 

situation of inertia and stalemate. 

The arms race -- uncontrolled, nourished on pretexts of nationalistic pride, 

and often pursued without any objective justification in terms of security ·-- lS 

now, more than ever, a constant reality. A reality daily fraught vrith unknowns 

and risks lvhich continue to cast a dark shadovr on our hopes for peace and fruitful 

co-operation among peoples. 

The Italian Government is deeply concerned vith the growing rate at ~orhich some 

States are increasing their military forces. And here it must be stressed that 

this dangerous trend, while constituting an obvious threat to international 

detente, may seriously elude and undermine the real expectations of the new 

political and economic international order. Nowadays, one of the main features of 

our international society is the greatly increased number of peoples and nations 

who rightly request a more rapid economic development and better living ;tandards. 

What our world community needs is not weapom,, ",rhat it needs is better standards 

of living, which can only be attained throucn appropriate economic and social 

reforms and a more equitable distribution of the resources at present absorbed 

in all too great a quantity by the irrepressible arms race. 

~D evaluation of recent developments in the disarmament field leads me to 

stress especially the vrork of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament ( CCD). 

The 1vork carried out by the Geneva Conference in its t1vo sessions this year has 

been particularly intense and on the 1v-hole constructive, producing some 

achievements l·rnich deserve to be duly appreciated. 
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The report of the CCD to the General ,~ssembly, in its new format, shows 

in greater detail than in the past the depth and dedication w-ith which the 

Geneva body has dealt with ve~J complex problems and worked in a really 

constructive spirit. 

One of the basic tasks of the Conference this year was to negotiate on a 

draft convention presented by both the United States and the Soviet Union on 

21 August 1975, for the prohibition of so-called environmental warfare. The 

Conference set up an ad hoc negotiating group which made a most apt and useful 

contribution to the elaboration of the final text, upon 1rhich the Genral Assembly 

is now being called to pass judgement. 

Even if, understandably, the Conference did not succeed in achieving unanimity, 

the new draft did attract the support of the great majority of delegations, which 

shared the feeling that the CCD had promptly and substantially fulfilled the 

mandate entrusted to it by the General Assembly's resolution 3475 (XXX) of 

ll December 1975. 

The task was certainly not easy, as it had to consider for instance, how 

to rule the use of techni~ues not as yet wholly defined by science, techni~ues 

which, like nuclear energy, can apparently be used for either peaceful and 

civilian purposes or hostile and military ones. 

A3 in every multilateral negotiation, the new text is obviously the result of 

a compromise, and does not, nor can it possibly, reflect all the vieHpoints an; 

positions of the various participants. Even so, the exercise 1-ras far from 

fruitless and, thanks to the persistence of the negotiators, it allowed for 

the introduction of significant improvements and innovations. 

It 1s true that there remain, even in our view, some ~uresolved ~uestions, 

as well as some gaps 1-rhich we hope can be bridged 1n a second stage. 

There is indeed the important problem of the scope of the draft convention. 

As it now stands, the draft vmuld seem to be what might be called a threshold

agreement, which operates only when certain circumstances arise, that is, when 

the military or hostile use of environmental modification techni~ues might produce 
11 extensive, lasting and serious 1

; effects by means of destruction, damage or 

offence to a participating State. 
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The Italian Government is aware of the motives which at the present stage 

have prevented the co-sponsors of the draft from giving their consent to a global 

ban. While acknowledging the clarifications given also through the interpretive 

declarations added to article I, on the subject of the scope and conditions of 

the ban, the Italian delegation can only hope that this fundamental question will 

be reconsidered in the future. This could be done especially on the occasion of 

those review conferences for which the new text of the Convention has provided a 

rational and, it is to be hoped, effective mechanism. 

Similarly, concerning article III: it would have been wise, in our view, 

to define more clearly the differences between peaceful and military uses of 

environmental modification techniques, specifying in more precise terms the 

question of responsibilities in case of involuntary damages to third parties. 

During the discussions, the Italian delegation has often recalled Principle 21 

of the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on Human Environment held 

in Stocltholm in 1972, according to which the States are responsible for ensuring 

that the activities under their own jurisdiction or control "will not cause 

damage to the environment of other States or in other areas outside the limits 

of their national jurisdiction11
• In this regard, while reaffirming the need 

for complete freedom in the pursuit of ecological research and experimentation 

for peaceful purposes, we must underline the necessity that this research and 

these applications develop in accordance with generally-recognized international 

norms and principles. Principle 21 of the Stockholm Declaration serves as a 

clear reference and constitutes a fundamental guarantee in this context. 

Again as concerns article III, the Italian delegation would have preferred 

a more exhaustive definition of the obligations accruing to internationa~ economic, 

scientific and technological co-operation in t'1e field of peaceful development of 

environmental modification techniques --- particularly in the light of the special 

needs of developing countries. 

Turning now to article V, and those provisions concerning the key problem 

of complaints procedures, we would lih:e to recall 1v-hat we said in Geneva, 

expressing a concern shared by other delegations as ,,rell. Vlhile the compromise 

solution embodied in article V, which is the result of complex and delicate 

negotiations, is acceptable for the time being, it still leaves open the problem 
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of developing a more solid, equitable and cogent mechanism for the settlement of 

disputes; I mean a mechanism which would take into fuller account both the gravity 

of the consequences produced by possible violations of the Convention and the 

legitimate interests of the parties. This is also a matter for the Review 

Conference to consider. 
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The Government of Italy considers the total prohibition of nuclear tests a 

question of extreme importance and high priority in the perspective of general 

and complete disarmament. 

An agreement on a comprehensive test ban would constitute the anticipated 

expression on the part of the nuclear Powers of their willingness to fulfil in 

practical terms the commitments they have assumed under articles V and VI of 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). 

The signing last May of the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNEs) 

by the United States and the USSR represents a considerable development in the 

understanding between the great Powers, at both the political and the 

psychological levels. In this connexion, may the delegation of a country like 

Italy, which has no ambition to become a militarily nuclear Power and is mainly 

concerned with the harmonious development of international co-operation and 

co-existence, be allowed to stress again the need -- felt by so many other States 

for an appropriate distribution of all information and technology pertaining to 

the peaceful uses of nuclear energy: an action which would enable non-nuclear 

weapons countries to benefit, under the same conditions as nuclear-weapons 

Powers, from progress made in the research and development of atomic energy in 

all its non-military potential. 

Within the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament ( CCD), the problem of 

the total prohibition of nuclear weapons tests has been for many years the subject 

of deep and careful study under several headings: among them, the means of 

control, the question of peaceful nuclear explosions, and the participation of all 

nuclear weapons Povrers in an eventual agreement. 

Of course the problem of verification procedures remains the most sensitive, 

and not only at a technical level. The CCD has this year provided a new, highly 

qualified contribution to the solution of this problem, through the establishment 

of an ad hoc group of scientific experts to study possible measures of 

international co-operation for the detection and identification of seismic events. 

Italy readily supported this initiative, and will be happy to participate in the 

forthcoming stages of the worl;;: planned by the group of experts. Fie are convinced 

that the investigation by the experts will significantly contribute to the 

elimination of those fringes of doubt and uncertainty still persisting as to the 

means of detecting and identifying these explosions. 
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The Italian delegation wishes to renew its hope that experts of those States 

which have so far proposed procedures for a comprehensive test ban, founded 

essentially on national means, may be able to participate in the next meeting 

of the group of experts, the purpose of their work being none other than finding 

possibly in a spirit of constructive collaboration -- technical solutions which 

might be accepted by all, leading thereby to the formulation of responsible 

conclusions at the political level. 

We need to go on with the job in this crucial area, and we hope that a 

comprehensive treaty banning nuclear weapons tests may soon be within our reach. 

In this connexion the Government of Italy has noted with great interest a 

section of the memorandum on the cessation of the arms race and disarmament 

submitted to the General Assembly by the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union 

dealing with the verification of nuclear tests. We welcome these good dispositions, 

which were reiterated by the First Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr. Kuznetsov, 1n the 

statement he made on l November at the 20th meeting of this Committee, and we 

look forward to further exploration and elaboration of an underst~nding con~erning 

on-site inspections. 

Another important item, which has roused the concern of Member States and 

public opinion alike for years, is the question of banning chemical weapons. 

Here, too, we are dealing with a delicate problem whose solution becomes 

increasingly urgent as time goes on. The potential destructive capacity of 

chemical weapons has already been perilously tested. It contains, inthe light 

of the most recent technico-scientific developments concerning these weapons as 

well as their carriers, an effective threat and an impending danger which must 

be promptly curbed and neutralized. 

Once again this year, numerous delegations have presented to the CCD documents 

of solid scientific merit which add to the considerable material compiled in 

previous sessions. This documentation, as well as the personal contributions of 

authoritative experts in a subsequent round of technical meetings organized by 

the CCD, have provided an important stimulus for the production of a valid final 

effort in this sector. 

The Italian delegation considered most interesting the draft convention 

recently submitted to the CCD by the United Kingdom which, developing ideas 

contained in an earlier proposal by Japan, seems to offer an alternative or a 

complementary solution to the joint initiative announced by the United States 
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and the USSR on 3 July 1974 "w·ith respect to the conclusion~ as a first step, 

of' an international convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of' 

chemical warfare". 

The United Kingdom draft reflects the ingenious idea of' an agreement 

comprehensive in its coverage but gradual 1n its a~plication. It should lead to 

complete chemical disarmament in a series of' steps, each of' them implying the 

adoption and entry into force of' further obligations. 

The Italian delegation -- while hoping that the bilateral discussions between 

the Governments of' the United States and the USSR may, as before, lead to an 

eagerly anticipated joint proposal -- maintains that the United Kingdom proposal 

may provide, at the next session, a useful basis for negotiations in the CCD. In 

view of' this~ Italy reserves the right to introduce at the appropriate time some 

procedural suggestions aimed at accelerating and possibly facilitating the 

conclusion of' negotiations which have already been dragging on for too many years. 

We rely also on a greater spirit of' conciliation than that which has existed in the 

past on this subject. 

In Geneva, the last session of' the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaf'f'irmati-.>n 

and Development of' International Humanitarian La-vr Applicable in Armed Conflicts 

made aome progress in its consideration of' the problem of' the prohibition of' 

neo-conventional weapons. Various aspects of' the question were discussed at a 

technical level by the Conference of' Government Experts convened in Lugano last 

February under the auspices of' the International Committee of' the Red Cross. 

Unfortunately, the necessary conditions -- including some of' a political 

order -- for the adoption of' practical measures of' prohibition at the next session 

of' the Diplomatic Conference apparently have not yet come to fruition. This 

notwithstanding, the problem deserves to be further studied in all its 

implications, not the least of' which are those concerning security. 

The Italian delegation has already pointed out the advantage of' submitting 

this question to such an especially qualified body as the CCD. In recalling our 

viewpoint, we confirm our own intention to contribute to the search for rational 

and equitable solutions to the problem of' neo-conventional weapons. 

A number of' items on the agenda of this session of' the General Assembly deal 

with the idea of the establishment of nuclear-free zones. 
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The vast network of problems connected with this idea has been profusely 

debated over past years in this Committee as well as in the CCD, and has been the 

subject of a special report containing an analysis of all its aspects. 

The Italian Government wishes to reiterate here the opinion it has already 

expressed on other occasions on this matter. 

We maintain that any initiative in this direction must meet precise criteria 

and be carried out within the framework of effective guarantees. The essential 

prerequisite is that whatever step is undertaken in this field, it must be 

undertaken by States belonging to the area directly concerned, in close 

consultation among themselves, and on a completely voluntary basis. At the same 

time, one fundamental and indispensable guarantee is the participation of the most 

militarily significant countries of the area in an eventual agreement. 

Another prerequisite is ~.n our view not less essential: every measure adopted 

in respect to denuclearization must preserve the existing balance of security in a 

given area, and avoid dangerous destabilizing effects of a type -vrhich might 

threaten the right of any State freely to choose the best means of safeguarding its 

own security. 

The Italian Government attaches the greatest importance to the continuation of 

contacts between the United States and the Soviet Union for the success of the 

SALT II talks, viewing these negotiations as an essential step towards the 

effective containment of the arms race. 
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In its capacity as participant with special status, Italy is folloving with 

equal interest the negotiations in Vienna on the mutual and balanced reduction 

of forces in Central Europe. TJe beieve that the scope of such ne,o;otiations, 

for the purpose of stability and peace, far surpasses any regional boundaries. 

Both the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the negotiations in Vienna on 

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions deserve greater commitment and intensified 

efforts. 1'fe wish full success to both these negotiations, feeling confident that 

if a right, common in inspiration, is behind them, they may produce before long 

the advocated results. 

I think it is only fair to mention that we have also before us, in the form 

of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the I1evie1;r of the Role of the United 

Nations in the Field of Disarmament, the valuable result of hard 1-rork and 

constructive negotiations of many delegations, including my own, have actively 

participated in this exercise and -;.re hope the report will command unanimous 

endorsement. 

I should now like to address myself briefly to the problem of the machinery 

available for negotiations on disarmament. 

It is a long-standing conviction of the Italian Government that the 

prospects of general and complete disarmament are linked to political will, 

clear objectives and perserverance in action, rather than to the choice of one or 

other approach or method of negotiation, however important this might also be. 

Of course, this conviction has not prevented us from considering with due 

attention --- now as in the recent past -- proposals and initiatives envisaging 

alternative or parallel courses liable, according to some 3tates, to produce more 

rapid results. 

Moved by the same spirit of understandin,o;, Italy is ready to give to the 

idea of a special session of the United Eatior1s General Assembly dedicated to 

disarmament -- 1-rhich is arousing considerable interest this year a realistic 

positive response. He do hope that such an idea -- vrhen it materializes -

will be accompanied by an effective strengthening of a concurrent process of 

detente and a halt to the arms race for which we all yearn so eagerly. 

Hy delegation believes that the participation of all nuclear-vreapon States, 

and an exhaustive and in-depth preparation by the Preparatory Committee -~ in which 

all States concerned, particularly and in the first instance the members of the CCD, 

should have the right to sit -- are essential factors for the success of such a 

special se;,sion. For our part, we look for1;rard to taking part in its preparations. 
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In the vie1-r of the Italian Government it would be wise once the special 

session is convened, to adjourn momentarily any preparations envisioned for a 

-vrorld disarmament conference. The deliberations on this matter should be left 

to the special session. 

Beyond these considerations, the Italian Government acknowledges with 

satisfaction the most recent results of the CCD. These results fully testify 

to the Committee's vitality and capability in fulfilling the mandate entrusted to 

it. \'Te do not, however, rule out the possibility of introducing further 

improvements into the procedures and methods of negotiation of the Geneva body. 

In this perspective, we have noted 1-rith satisfaction the declarations of 

Ambassador Martin, who has anticipated the readiness of the United States to set 

ln motion a 11 comprehensive reviewii of the vorking methods of the CCD. 

The Italian delegation stands ready, as of now, to make every possible 

contribution to such a revie-vr. 

I would like, 1-rith your permission, to conclude my statement -vri th a remark 

of a more general and humane nature. 

In the last years, with growing intensity, the vital issue of ef'fectively 

preventing nuclear dissemination, horizontal as well as vertical, has become 

paramount in this house and in the public opinion of the world at large. There is, 

unequivocaJ.ly, a keen awareness that, unless a determined effort is made in this 

direction, the progress achieved in the field of detente and positive international 

co·~operation in view of a more just and human international society, would be in 

serious jeopardy. 

Nuclear arms reducti0n and disarmament are the corner-stone of the system of 

the United Nations. The lessons of history are there to instruct us. The failure 

of the League of Nations to solve this capital problem was at the root of the 

Second Horld Har. The over-destructive pouer of the existing nuclear arsenals gives 

to this still impending menace a biblical tone and an apocalyptic dimension. He 

have to face resolutely the indisputable fact that ln the world of today the first 

and essential task of disarmament concerns the progressive reduction and the final 

elimination of nuclear weapons. All the rest is very important indeed, but comes 

after. These endeavours must be exerted in two directions at the same time; 

if there is no progress in preventing vertical proliferation, the chances of 

containing horizontal proliferation will be greatly reduced, if not entirely 
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destroyed. In this connexion a positive and encouraging note comes from the keen 

and articulated interest that the newly-elected President of the United States, 

I'1r. Carter, has shmm for Hhat, I repeat, is the crux of the problem. 

Hay the forthcoming President of the United States, a country vrhich has such 

predominant responsibilities in this field, succeed in achievine; the 1wrthy goals 

he has so aptly and cogently outlined. 

The CHAIRNA.N: Before adjourning the meeting I have hro announcements 

to make: first, that ~~auritius has become a co-sponsor of the draft resolution 

in document _A/C.l/31/1.4, and, second, that there will be no meeting of this 

Committee on Honday afternoon. 

On the other hand, as representatives may have noticed from today 1 s Journal, 

on : Tonday afternoon the plenary Assembly vrill consider two reports of this 

Comrnittee -the first, in document A/31/285, relating to items 31 and 32 

concerning outer space, and the second, in document A/31/305, dealing with agenda 

item 124, namely, Conclusion of a vrorld treaty on the non-use of force in 

international relations. 

TtTe have a full list of speakers for Honday morning, vhen the next meeting 

of our Committee vrill tal~e place. 

I vish representatives a pleasant \·reek-end, and kindly ask them to be here 

punctually at 10.30 on 1'1onday morning. 

The meeting rose at 1.40 p.m. 




