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The meeting was called to order at 11 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 30 TO 56, 128 AND 135 (continued)

The CHAIRMAN: The Cormittee will continue taking sction on all draft

resolutions on disarmament items. Ve shall now proceed to draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.15, which is related to agenda item 45 “Implementation of the
Declaration on the Denuclesrization of Africa” and is entitled "Nuclear
capability of South Africa’. This draft resolution has 27 sponsors and was
introduced by the representative of Niperia at the First Cormmittee's 30th reetin-~
on 13 November. Those 27 sponsors are: Algeria, Angola, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad,
Congo, Epypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, the Ivory Coast, Kenya, the
Libyan Arab Jamehiriya, Madagascar., Mozambique. Niger, Miperia, Qatar, Rwanda,
Senegal. Sierra Leone, San Tome and Principe, the Sudan, the United Republic
of Cameroon, Zgire and Zawbis.

I shall call first on those representative wishing to explain their vote

before the voting.

Mr. de LA GORCE ("rance) (interpretation from French): My explanation

of vote relates to the draf: resclution about to be voted upon. However, because
of the connexion between the subject, my remarks will also cover draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.16. I shall therefore not speak again when that draft resolution
comes up for a vote.

My delegation wishes to recall that our Governrent has given support to
efforts to establish nuclear-weapon-free zones and we therefore voted in favour
of resolution 32/81 which preposed the formation of a nuclear-free zone in
Africa. The PFrench Government also shares the view that all States should
refrain from acts conducivie to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Ye
therefore feel that South Africa should open all its nuclear facilities to
inspection by the Internaticnal Atomic Energy Agency (IAFA). On this point
the French Government agrees entirely with the sponsors of draft resolutions
A/C.1/36/L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16.

However, we note that the two texts fail to distinguish between the peaceful

uses of nuclear energy‘and its military uses. In other words, the sponsors of the
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two drafts assume that any co-operation between industrislized countries and
countries importing nuclear technology or installations for civilian purposes,

even under IAEA controls, must necessarilv lead to military uses. Draft

resolution A/C.1/36/L.15 makes this supposition even more explicitly than Adraft
resolution A/C.1/36/1.156. I note also that the two texts contradict the report

of the Group of Experts set up under resolution 34/76 B, which was adopted by
consensus in 1979. That report, prepared by highly-qualified experts representative
of the various repions of the world, draws a very clear distinction between

the peaceful uses of nuclear energy under TARA safesuards and uses which do not

come under any form of control.

In addition to these objections we have other very important ones on the
guestion whether the Adrafts are consistent with the Charter. For example, the
drafts provide that the General Assembly should address requests or recommendations
to the Security Council. although the Security Council is already seized of wvarious
asprets of the situation in South Africa. We feel that this is not in keeping
with Article 12 of the Charter.

More specifically with respect to draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15, we note
that under operative paragraph 3 the Security Council would be required to
institute enforcement action against South Africa. In the same draft, the
last preambular paragraph casis doubts on the use of the veto by some rembers
of the Security Council in connexion with draft resolutions submitted to the
Council this year. 7This is at variasnce with the principles ¢f the Charter as
well as b@ihg a breach of the principle of respect for the sovereignty of Member
States.

My delegation will therefore abstain in the vote on draft resolution

A/C.1/36/1.16 and vote against draft resolution A/C.1/36/1.15.

Mr. FEIV (iJetherlands): I shall explain my vote on both draft
resolutions A/C.1/36/L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16.
The Fetherlands sincer=ly resrets that this year again, as last year, we
are doprivéd‘of the possibility of voting favourably on the two draft resolutions
regarding nuclear activities in Africa. Our problem with those draft resolutions
is virtually the same this vear as last year. Vhile we understand the mood of

the sponsors and in fact share that mood, at least to a certain extent, we cannot

ro along with certain wording in the draft resolution which we find extravarant

or at least not suiteble in a United Nations resolution.
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Words such as frenzied' . “strong regret and indignation™ should
not be used too freely. Furthermore, we would wish to distinguish
between military and peaceful uses of nuclear energy, which the draft
resolution fails to do.

Having said that, I should like to place before this Committee
certain considerations which, in the view of the Netherlands Government
are principal elements in the situation. Our main considerations are
the following.

We consider the con:inued denuclearization of Africa desirable.

e also are worried as are the sponsors of the draft resolutions, that
there does in fact exist in Africa a potential danger of proliferation
of nuclear weapons. Ve agree with the demand for the application of
full-scope safeguards in the Republic of South Africa. We would have
liked to have seen in the draft resclutions a clear call upon the
Government of South Africa to undertake unequivocal non-proliferation
commitments. Ve share tlie concern of the sponsors with regard to the
ambiguity of the Govermment of South Africa in respect to its nuclear
policy. Ve are also worried about the reports of certain ﬁéssiblw
nuclear events in or near South Africa which still remain without
satisfactory explanation.

It is against this tackground that my delegation has carefully
welrhed 1ts position and has come to the conclusion that an abstention
on both draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16 is indicated.

Finally. we hope thet the co-sponsors of these two draft resclutions
will see their way clear next year, at the next United Hations General
Assembly, to enter into consultstions with this delesation at a somewhat
earlier stage in order tc arrive at a text which we would be able to

vote in favour of.



SK/5 AJC.1/36/PV. 1
T

bir. CARASALES (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): ify
explanation of vote relates both to draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.15 and
to draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, which I assume we are about to
consider.
The delegation of Arpgentina decided to vote in favour of both
draft resolutions. essentially brcause we share the general
songe of the +tiwo draft resoclutions and the objective they pursue. That
is the basic reason why the delegation of Argentina has decided to vote
in favour of both draft resolutions. However. we wish to explain for
the record that this does not mean that we agree with the language
used in more than one place and. specifically, we do not agree with
he lenguage in some of the paragraphs of the two drafi resolutions. In
addition, the position of my delegation with respect to full-scale safeguards
in the matter of the use of atomic energy is well known. For that
reason, we enter an express reservation in connexion with the requirements

relating to safepuards.

bir, MENZILS (Canada): My delegation will abstain on the draft

resolution contained in document A/C.1/36/L.15, on the nuclear capability

of South Africa,and will abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, on

the implementation of the declaration on the denuclearization of Africa.
My Government has repeatedly placed on record, in this body and

in many public statements on the subject, its deep abhorrence of the

oppressive syster: of apartheid. We thus find ourselves in sympathy

vith the condemnatory references to apartheid contained in A/C.1/36/L.15.

Ve also support the general thrust of the draft resolution when it points

out that South Africa has refused to conclude a conprehensive safesuard

arrecment with the International Atomic Enerpy Agency (IAEA) and calls

on South Africa to submit its nuclear installations to inspection by

the TAEA.
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I mirut add that. in the view of my delegation. this call could
he extended with benefit to certain delegations which may vote in
Pavour of draft resolution A/C.1/36G/L.15. Moreover we sunport the
over-all objective of thiis draft resolution and of thei contained
in document A/C.1/36/L.16. namely. the creation of a nuclear-weapon-
free zone in Africa.

On the other hand, my deleration has difficuliy with certain
unsubstantiated claims regarding South Africa s nuclear copability
contained in A/C.1/36/L.15. We do not think it accurate to indicate
that certain specified countries have allegedly sunported or collaborated
with South Africa in this area.

My delezation also objects to the provision contained in operative
paragravh 35 of A/C.1/36G/1.15, which requests the Security Council to
institute effective enfcrcement action. This, in our view clearly
impinges on the exelusive vwrerogative of the Security Council, because
it is action on vwhich the Council itself must decide to initiate
consideration and decision. Moreover, we do not believe the action
proposed would be effective in nromoting prorress for the desired
obhjective of having Sout1 Africa subscribe to internationsl nuclear
safeguords as noted in ojerative paragraph 5 and to the Treaty on
the lon--Proliferation of luclear Veapons. Indeed tue action called
for may even have the contrary effect.

The introduction of questionable assurpiions, unsubstantiated
allepations and the use of rhetorical and sometines eXcessive lraguare
unfortunately does not contribute to the achievement of the yorih-while
chjectives and goals of the draft resolution and its companion on the
inplementation of the Declaration of the denuclearization of Africa
set out in A/C.1/36/L. 16.  Accordingly . we have decided to abstain on

araft resolutions A/C.1/26/L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16.



SK/5 A/C.1/36/PV.41
0.-10

Mr. ADELVIAL (United States of,America);“Myvdelegation,has
asked to speak to explain its vote on draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.15 and
A/C.1/36/L.16, "Muclear capability of South Africa’ and Implementation
of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa’ . respectivelv.

The United States supports in principle the creation of an
Africen nuclear-veapon free zone, consistent with ovr well-known
position on the principles for establishing such & zone. The United
States remains firm in its belief that an Africa Tree of nuclear weapons
is a goal worth cur collective energies and co--operation, and the
Organization of African Unity deserves great credit for its early
recornition of the importance of denuclearization of the African
continent.

Howvever, it is our view that these draft resoluﬁions do not serve
the purvpose of non-proliferation and in fact discouragé South Africe
from implementing a non proliferation policy. Horeover, nmy deleravion
believes that the intemperate tone and unproved allegations in the
draft resolutions do not contribute to the goals of the draft resolutions
themselves or to an improvement of the situation in South Africa,
especially at a sensitive time when discussions are well under way

leading . we hope. to a solution of the Namibian confliet.
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The United States has long recognized the danger of proliferation of
nuclear veapons and has worked to strengthen and maintain the international
non~-proliferation régime. The operation by South Africa of an unsafeguarded
uranium enrichment facility and the absence of a treaty obligation not to
develop or acquire nuclear explosives are of great concern to us. It has
been the long~standing policy of the United States that we would be prepared
to supply nuclear fuel to fouth Africa if it adhered to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and accepted Internstional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards on
all its nuclear facilities. The United States non-proliferation Act of 1978
provides that a non-nuclear-weapon State have all its nuclear activities under
safeguards as a minimum condition for the licensing of exports to it of
nuclear fuel and facilities as defined in the Act. As a practical matter, the
United States has not exported nuclear fuel or facilities to South Africa
since 1975,

Since 1977 the United States has sought to engage in discussions with
South Africa on nuclear safeguards and non-proliferation. Specifically, we
have encouraged South Africa to accept safeguards on all its nuclear
facilities and to adhere to the Nen~Froliferation Treaty. We have indicated
to South Africa that resumption of peaceful nuclear relations with us would
be possible if there were co-oOperation in this area. The United States
Government has not provided nuclear fuel to South Africa, nor has the United
States supplied to South Africa nuclear materials which are not under the
safeguards of the IAEA. We note that operative paragraph 5 of draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.15 and operative paragraph 6 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16
recognize the importance of the application of full-scope safeguards by the
IAEA, a principle which the United States strongly supports and is
encouraging the South African Government and other governments to adopt.
South African acceptance of such safeguards and adherence to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty woild be important steps towards our shared
non-proliferation objectives.

The United States continues to believe that nuclear co-operation for

appropriate peaceful uses under suitable international safeguards and controls



JP/brs A/C.1/36/FV. L1
12

(Mr. Adelmen, United States)

need not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear explosives. It is the
Judgement of the United States that implementation of the actions called for
by operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of A/C.1/36/1.15 and coperative paragraphs

3, 4 and 5 of A/C.1/36/L.16, dealing with nuclear collaboration, could prevent
co-operation of a kind that offers South Africa the best rationale for accepting
appropriate non-proliferation controls. Moreover, we must reject efforts to
broaden the existing arms embargo against South Africa to include all hishe-
technology items, such as “computers, electronic equibments and related
technology”, in the words of the resolutions. While the United States supports
and enforces the existing military embarge against South Africa as set forth
in Security Council resolution 418 (1977) - I remind the Committee that the
United States was the first major Power to extend a full arms embargo to South
ifrica, which it aid in 1253, 13 or 1k vears before the United Tations action.
hile we support the arms embargo we oppose the imposition of general cconomic
sanctions against South Africa on the grounds that they are the wrong way to
achieve the objectives which we all share in southern Africa.

Finally, as we noted at the outset, we must oppose the intemperate
language of the resolutions at a time when the contact group is again
directly engaged with the parties in trying to achieve a solution to the
question of Namibia. The language of the draft resolution on the nuclear
capability of South Africa is particularly unfortunate in this regard. That
resolution, in addition, calls for "enforcement action” by the Security
Council.

For those reasons, we shall vote against draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15
and abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, even thoush we have serious
reservations about portions of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, which we shall

deal with individually.

The CHAIRIAIT: Tle shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15.
A recorded vote hos been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.
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In favour: Afzhanistan, Albania, Alpgeria, Angola, Argentina,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain. Bangladesh, Barbados.
Renin, Phutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaris, Burma
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Central
African Republic. Chad. China, Congo. Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Denocratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen ., Denmark, Icuador,
Bevrot, Bthiowia, Fiji. Finland, Gabon, Cerman Democratic
Reoublic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala., Guinea. Guyzna,

latl, Hungery, Ieeland. India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,

Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamalca., Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lac People’s Demccratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya., Madagascar, Malaysia,
Ma..1, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico ., Mongolia, Mozambigque,
Nepal, Nicaragua. Ficer, Wigeria, Horway, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama , Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwinda. Sao Tome and Principe, Saudl Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain. Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Surineme ., Swaziland. Sweden. Syrian Arab Republic,
The.iland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobage, Tunisia., Turkey,
Usenda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic., Union of
Soviet Socilalist Republics., United Arab Tmirates,
United Republic of Camerocon, Uruguay. Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yenmen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia
Against: Frznce, Israel, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Horthern Ireland., United States of Americsa
Abstaining: Australia. Belgium, Canada, Cermany, Federal Republic of,
Itely, Japan, Hetherlands. New Zealand, Portuzal

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/T.15 was sdopted by 108 votes to I, with

9 abstentions.®

7 Bubsequently the delegations of Cyrrus and orocco advisesd the Secretarict

thev had intended to vote in favour.
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Toe CHATRMAW: T shall novw call on those representatives who wich

to exnlain their votes after the vote.

Fr. BEKTR (Israel):. At the thirty-third session of the General
Assembly Israel voted in favour of resolution 33/063, calling for the
Irmleventation of the Declarastion on the Denuclesrization of Africa. However,
since then Israel has been singled out by name in the resclutions under that
item and accused. along with some other unspecified Western countries., of
allersedly collaborating with South Africa in the nuclear field.

This vear both draft resolutions A/C.1/35/L.15 and A/C.1/35/L.16 refer to
unfounded and false accusations in that regard. The ultimate absurditr of
those allegations 1s nowhere clearer than in draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.15.
wvhich is predicated unon the report of the Secretary-General. That report, on
the Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa. was
published on 9 September 1280 and circulated as document A/35/L02. TIts section
entitled "FPuclear co-operation with other countries”™ reviews the record of
official and unofficial co-overation, including the training of scientists and
the exchange of sophisticated technologies between South Africa and numercus
countries.

In the entire report, only one paragranh, paragrarh 37, is reserved for a
discussion of the allegations of nuclear co-operation between South Africa and
Israel. Tt describes those charges as mere speculation, and concludes:

"Until specific examples of actual nuclear exchanges or transactions can

be cited as clear evidence of such co-operation, this whole question

remains in a state of uncertasinty.  (A/35/L02, paragraph 17)

These conclusions were reaffirmed in another report of the Secretary-General,
Censral Assembly docurernc A/30/431, issued on 18 September 1931.

One wonders by what mysterious vrocess the alchemist sponsors of these
draft resolutions transmuted these speculations and uncertainties into

absolutes and established facts which they included in their draft.



AW/T A/C.1/36/PV.0M1
16

(*fr. Beker. Israel)

T would add that the reason that no specific examples have been cited in
the Secretary-General’s reports is that none have occurred., The clear and consistent
nositicn and practice of Isrszel wes stated in the letter of 4 September 1979
from the Deputy Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Wations to the
Security Council Committee established under Security Council resolution
421 (1977). In that leiier he reported that Israel:
iyill comply with Security Council resolution L18 (1977), =and
sccordingly . Israel will not provide South Africa with arms or related
material of all types, including the sale or transfer of weapons and
ammunition, military vehicles and equinment...'.(S/AC.20/17)
For those reasons Israel cannot support draft resolutions A/C.1/35/1.15 and
A/C.1L/3G/1.16. Ve regret that this vear we cannot go along with the draft
resolution on the denuclearization of Africa, but we believe that our friends in

Africa know our position and they understand why we are unchble to supnort it,

lis. SKARSTEIN (Norway): The lorwejlan delegation voted in favour of

arafc resolution A/C.1/36/L.15. Ve consider the Declaration on the
Denuclearization of Africa to be an extremely important step in efforts to
1imit the spread of nuclear arms and, in particular, to prevent the introduction
of nuelezyr arms into the region of southern Africa.

My delegation Las. however. serious reservvations on some of the paragraphs
in drafi resolution A/C.1/36/L.15, amongst them the thirteenth preamhular
navaprarh. This year thev: hag been widespread concern about the nuclear sctivities
end capability of South Africa. Ve feel that the language in this draft resolution
does not sufficiently distinguish between the functions and the responsibilities
of the different United #Habions bodles as they have been defined in the United

Mations Charter.

My, MOUTIROU (Benin) (interpretation from French): The delezation of
Denin anolorises for speaking so late in our discugsion of agenda item b3. We

are not speaking in explanation of our vote, but to announce that we have becoms a

sponsor of draft resolutions A/C.1/3G/1L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.10.
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Ir=lsnd has voted 1n favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.15 and will also vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/1.16

on the nuclear capahility of South Africa and the denuclearization of Africa
hecause wo wish to zive expression to our traditional and long-term support for
the fundamental principle of the denuclearization of Africa. At the same time,

in casting its positive vote cn both draft resolutions, Ireland has reservations
on a number of elements in the draft resolutions which we do not feel to be

either justified or necessary. Ireland is thinking in particular of the
contentious singlins out of certain Uestern States in the nreawbulsr portions of
both draft resolutions and of the failure to distinguish ., 1in the operative
szehions of both draft resolutions, between co-operation for peaceful purposes

and co~opergticn for weapons purrvoses. Finally, we have reservations about the
reference o the Jecuriiy Council's role in the operstive section of both

dralt resolutions.

i

LLADA {Spain) {interpretation from Spanish): As in rrevious vears.the

o3

r.

i

Spanish delepation has voted in favour of the draft resolution on the nuclear

capability of South Africa contained in document A/C.1/36/L.15. Ve have done =0

and will do so also in resmect of draft resolution A/C 1/37/1, .15 thecause we continue

to anree fully with the bacis objective pursued by these “rafi resolutions in

connexion with the item relating to the declaration on the denucl=arizetion of Africa.
However, the Spanish ¢:l-cation wishes to state for the record that the

lansuage of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15 in particular uses certain expressions

hat we find are too polemical and not totally accurate. I am referring in

particular to the thirtecenth preambular parseraph and operative narasraphs 1 and

ey

3. This last parasr=ph in «ffect contains references to actions that are within
thz purview of the Security Council, which is the DLody competent to wronounce on
; > T !

th» matter.

OSKT (Finland): The delegation of Finland voted in favour of

draft resolution A/C.1/30/L.15 and we are going to do the same when the vote
on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16 will be cast. !y explanation of vote is therefore

or both drafi resolutions, A/C.1/30/L.15 and A/C.1/736/L.16.
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Tinland has consisteatly supnorted all efforts to strengthen the security of
States on a regionsal basis and in particular the establishment of
nuclear-weapon-ree csones. iloreover. our record in the field of nreventing the
spread of nucleayr weapons is well Known. We continue to believe that the
emergence of any additional nuclear-weapon State would threaten the security of
the region and international security as a vhole. Particularly alarming is the
possibility of proliferation in regions where internstional peace and security
are already in Jjeopardy.

Yhile concurring wita the main thrust of draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.15
and A/C.1/36/L.16 my delezation has serious misgivings about several narasraphs
contained in them. This is varticularly true concerning “rafi resolution
A/C.1/36/1.15. In our visw the languase contained in the last prearbular
parapraph and in operativa paragraphs 3 and 4 is not in keeping with the
provigions of the Charter on the respective powers of the General Assembly and
the Security Council. HMoreover, we regret that the draft resolution contains
no reference to adherence to the ¥on-Proliferation Treaty, which we consider to
be the fundamental pillar of any peaceful activity in the field of international
ruclear co-operation. Ve note in this regard the difference between the siyth
nireambular paragranh of resolution 35/1L% A and the ninth preambuler paragraph

of the present draft resolution.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sveden): Sweden voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.15, on the nuclear capability of South Africa. Further to that
vote I wish to make an ~xplanation on behalf of my delegation.

The Swedish Government warmly supporis the mseneral purpose of this draft
resolution, which is to keep the African continent free from nuclear weapons.
Iy Government also shares the worry that South Africa misht acquire nuclear
veapons. Such a development would constitute a major setback for the international
efforts to prevent thr spread of nuclear weapons. It would also no doubt
contribute to a further arcravation of the present situation in that region.

hile thus being strongly in favour of the generzl aim of this resolution,
ny delegation has reservations against certain formulations, and in particular
the fifth and thirteenth paragraphs of the preamble regarding the attitudes of
some countries. Since it has not been possible to establish whether the event
referred to in the sixth preambular pararraph was in fact a nuclear explosion
and, if so, what country was responsible for that act, we think that parapraph

should have been worded more cautiously.

Mr. BRYLLE (Denmark): The Danish delegation has voted in favour of
draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15, and we are going to vote in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, =s weall, because we agree with the objectives concerning
the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear arms to Africa, and because we
share the concern about all forms of nuclear co-oneration with South Africa.

We have, however, serious reservations about certain points in the draft
resolutions, such as the last preambular paragraph and operative paragraphs
3 and 4 in A/C.1/36/L.15. In addition, we have reservations about operative
paragraph 4 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16.

lMr. ERSUN (Turkey): In previous years the Turkish delegation wholeheartedly
supnorted the resolutions introduced under this agenda item, and we have done
so this year. In fact.  Turkey fully abides by all of the United Nations resolutions
concerning South Africa. As T said yesterday in the Hamibian debate in the
General Assembly, the Turkish Government does not engage in any kind of relations
with South Africa, including in the diplomatic, political, economic, commercial

and military fields. Furthermore, Turkev attaches grrat importance to the
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strengthening of the internsticnal régime of the non-proliferation of nuclear
wegpons. Consequently ., we fully support the legitimate concerns expressed in
draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15- we think they are well founded and well justified.
e think the text of this draft resclution is important. From this point of
view it would be desirable ind, indeed, feasible, to obtain the maximum possible
support for this draft regolution.

However, the direct re’erences made to Western countries, namely, the
United States, the United K. ngdom and France, such as in the fifth and thirteenth
paragraphs of the preamble, seem unnecessary to us.

We shall vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, as well, but

the same considerations app.y also to that draft resoclution.

Mr. CALDERON (Bolivia) (interpretation from Spanish): Bolivia voted

in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15, and will vote in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.16. Fowever, we wish to state that we have reservations
about operative paragraph 3 of draft resclution A/C.1/36/L.15 and operative
paragraph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16.

The CHAIRMAIT: We shall now begin the voting procedure with regard to
draft resolution A/C.1/36/1.16, which relates to agenda item 45, "Implementation
of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa’. This draft resolution
was introduced by the representative of Vigeria at the 30th meeting of the First
Committee on 13 November 1981. This draft resolution has 28 sponsors, as follows:
Algeria, Angola, Benin, Cape Verde, Chad, Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana,
Guinea, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Libyan Arab Jamshiriya, Madagascar, Morocco, Mozambique,
Miger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegsal, Sierra Leone, Sac Tome and Principe, Sudan, Togo,

United Republic of Cameroon. Zambia and Zaire.

Mr. KAMBIRIGI (Burindi) (interpretation from French): My country

has always been one of the countries which have steadfastly condemned South
Africa for its stubborn refusal to submit its nuclear facilities to inspection

by the International Atomic nergy Agency (IAEA). If there is no objection on the
part of the sponsors of A/C../36/L.16, my delegation wishes to join them as a

co~sponsor of that resolution.



Is/gt/ct A/C.1/36/FPV. 41
23-25

The CHATIRMAN: Burundi has expressed the desire to be a co-sponsor

of this draft resoclution. Since I do not hear any objection, draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.16 now has 29 sponsors, including Burundi.
The sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16 have susgested the adoption

of this draft resclution without a vote.

Mr. ADEIMAN (United States): We would like to call for a recorded
vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16 and a separate recorded vote on operative

paragraph 4 of that resclution.
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The CHAIRMAN: We shall now begin the voting procedure on draft resolution
A/C.1/36/1..10. A separate vote has been requested on paragraph 4 of that draft
resclution, which reads as follows.

“Calls upon such States, corporations, ins(icuiions and individuals,

therefore., to terminate forthwith sueh militsrv and nuclear cellaboration with

f

the racist régime of Soxih Afvice. ineluding the provision to it of gsueh related
materiuls as computers, electronic equipments and related ¢.chiolosy -
A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was takzun.

In favour:  Afghanistan, Albanis. Algeria, Angola. Argentina, Bahewmas,

Bahrain, nriladesh Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia., Bragil

Bulga.ria, Purma., PBurundi, Pyelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Central African “enublic. Chad, China, Congo. Cuba,

Cyprus. Czechoslovakia, Denccratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen.

Dowinincan Republic. lcuador, idgypt ., Ethiopia. Fiji, Gabon,

German Demccratic Bepublic., Ghana., Greecs., Guinea., Guyana,

T

heiti . Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraqg, Ivory Ceast,
Jamaica, Jordan., Kenya. Kuwait. Lac People’s Dewocratic

Republ.ic. Lebanon Lesgotho, Libdrie., Libyan Arab Jamehiriya,

Madagascar, Malaysia. %

»

alil. Malta. tlauritania, Mexico. Mongolia,

iloroceo, Hozambicue FHepal, Niecarscua, Higer, Nigeria, Oman,

3

Fakishan. Panama., Peru. Philipwines., Poland, Qatar, Romania.

Sao Teme and Principe, Saudi Arabis, Senegal . Sierra

Lecne . Sincapare., Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland.

Arab Republic ., Thailand, Togo. Trinidad and Tovazo. Tunisis .
Turkey ., Uganda, Ukrainian Scoviet Secialist Republic. Union of
Soviel Socialist Republics. United Arab Dmirates . United
Republ.ic of Camereon, Venezuela, Viet iam, Yemen. Yugoslavia.
Zaire. Zevbhia

Against: Pelgiwn, France., Germany, Federal Republic ef, Israel, United
ddngdom of Grest Britain and Horthern Ireland, United States
of America

Abstaining: Austrelia, Austria, Canadaz. Denmerk, Finland, Guatemala,
Icelard. Ireland Italy. Japan, Hetherlands,6 Hew Zealand.

Horvay . Portusal ., Spain. Sweden

it

Overstive parag L ot draft resoluti

n'A/C.l/3u/L.16 was adopted by 101 votes

Lo with 16 abstentions.
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We shall now take a decision on draft resolution

A/C.1/36/L.16 as a whole. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:

Apainst:

Abstaining:

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeris., Angola, Argentina, Australisa,
Austria, Bahamas., Bahrain, Bansladesh, Barbados, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yeman, Denmark, Derminican
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiocpia., Fiji, Finland, Gabon,
German Democratic Remnublic., Ghana., Greece, Guinea, Guyana.
Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia. Iran, Iraq.
Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lao People's Deomcratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, lialaysia, Mali, Malta.
Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, liozambigque, Hepal,
Hew Zealand, Hicaragua, Higer., Nigeria. Norway, Oman,
Pakistan , Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe . Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane,
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic. Thailand, Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon.
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Ham, Yemen., Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia
Mone

Belgiwn, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Guatemalsa. Israel, Italy, Hetherlands., Portuzal, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States

of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16 was adopted by 113 votes to none, with 11

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

explain thelr votes after the vote.

lir. OKAUA (Japan): Iy A¢leration wishes to put on record that our vote in
favour of draft resolution £/C.1/36/L.16, just adopted, should not be construed as
meaning that we are in agreement with the assertions contained in some of the

araoraphs of the draft resclution, for ihich conclusive evidence is lacking.
p? ? L

Mr. MARTIN (llew Zealand): This explanation relates to the two draft
resolutions under agenda item 45, on which we have just vouver. Last vear, New
Zealand voted in favour of toth draft resclutions presented under the item entitled
‘Tuplementation of the Decleration on the Denuclearization of Africa”. Although we
had misgivings about some aspects of the texts, those were outweighed by our support
for the concept of the denuclearization of Africa as a regional arms control
arrangement that would strencihen the non nroliferation riésirs and by our concern
about South Africa’s negative attitude towards safeguards.

e had hoped 1n the same way to be able to support both draft resolutions this
vear. In the votes just taken, however, although we voted in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/26/L.16, we have had to abstain in the vote on Araft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.15. With the latter draft resolution we had a number of difficulties in
addition to those referred to in our explanation of vote on that iten during the
thirty-fifth seséionu The several changes made in the wording of resolution 35/146 A,
the comparable resolution adovted last year, had the effect of making the text less
accurate and more tendentious. Ve hope that at the next session early consultations
may result in the presentation of a text that will enable a greater nu~hw 1 of
delezations to join in supporting these draft resolutions both of wvhich have gs their

broad objective the achievewent of a state »f affairs in Africa for which there is

girtually unsnimous support in the world community.

Mr, SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): The United Kingdom would like to make

the following points in connexion with draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, vhich has
just been adopted by the Comanittee. It is the right of all States to develop and
apply programmes for the n-ezzful use of nuclear enersy. That right is

internationally recognized and is set out in a number of international agreements.
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In our view, it would be wrong to seel: to 1limit that right in individual
cases 1in a discriminatory manner for political reasons. At the same time, the
United Kingdom hopes that South Afriea will come to realize the advantage of becoming
a party to the llon-Proliferation Treaty, so as to reassure its neighbours and the
world about its nuclear programme.

The United Kingdow's own contacts with South Africa are of a very limited
nature, and are mainly vestricied to the fields of safety, medicine and agriculture.
We do not collaborate with South Africa in the development of its civil nuclear
prograrme, Ve do not collaborate in any way with South Africe in the development
of a nuclear weapon capability, nor do we supply nuclear materials, nuclear
facilities and equipment, or related economic assistance directly towards that
objective.

In the light of these points, the Uniied Kingdom delegation voted against
operative paragraph 4 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, vwhile abstaining in the

vote on the draft resolution as a whole.

Mr. HOLAW (Australia): I wish to explain the vote of the Australian
delegation on both draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15 and draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16.
Decause of the importance Australia places on the prevention of the prolifieration

of nuclear weapons, and our growing concern about the nepative attitude of some
States on this question, the Australian delegation has traditionally v-ied in favour
of both resolutions on the implementation of the Te=claration on the Denuclearization
of Africa. It has been Australia's long-siandinr view that South Africa should
adhere to the nuclear Non-Froliferation Treaty, or at least accept full-scope
safeguards on its nuclear industry.

As has been the case in previous years, there are some aspects of both draft
resolutions vhich cause the Australian delegation serious misgivings. On draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.16, had it not been for the overriding importance we pive
to nuclear non-proliferation questions, we would have felt compelled to abstain.

Ve have, however, cost a positive vote.

Drafi resolution A/C.1/36/L.15. on the other hand, unfortunately poses a
number of major difficulties for Australia which have caused the Australian
delegation reluctantly to cast an abstaining vote. That vote, however, in no way
reflects any diminution in Australia's concern about the overriding question of

nuclear non-proliferation.
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(Mr. Nolan, Australia)

Amongst the major difficulties we find in those draft resolutions
is the tendentious naming of States -- a practice to which we object in
any resolution, In additioa, we consider the draft resolutions deficient
in that they fail to make tie general distinction between peaceful and
military applications of nu:lear energy.

In saying that, howeve:r, the Australian delegation wishes to make
perfectly clear that Australia does not permit the transfer of nuclear
material between Australia and South Africa for any collaboration whatever

in the nuclear field.

Mr. LEHNE (Austria): The Austrian delegetion voted in favour of
draft resolutions A/C.1/36/1L.15 and A/C.1/36/L.16. We did so because we Were
motivated by our long-stand:ng support for the denuclearization of Africa
and our concern gbout the threat of a further proliferation of nuclear weapons
posed by the unsafeguarded rnuclear programme of South Africa,

Those draft resolutions, however, contain a number of provisions
with regard to vhich we have serious reservations. I refer, in particular,
to the ambiguous use of the term ‘nuclear-weapon capability", which, in
some instances in the text, seems to imply the actual presence of nuclear
weapons in South Africa, sonething which has so far not been established as a fact,
WUe believe that the drzft resolutions do not reflect adequately
the different functions and responsibilities of the Ceneral Assembly and the
Security Council in the United Nations system. Ve are especially unhappy
with the last preambular paragraph of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L,15, which,
in our view, is not in keeping with the Charter of the United Nations,
e also regret the singling out of particular countries in the context of

these draft resolutions.

lir, KAPLLANI (Albania): As in previous sessions, the Albanian
deleration has this time azain voted in favour of the draft resolution entitled,

‘Tuclear capability of South Africa’, contained in document A/C.1/36/L.15.

In so doing, we were prompted by our position of principle, which strongly
condemns the sava‘e policies of apartheid pursued by the racist rérime

of South Africa and the dangers posed by its nuclear armament.
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We strongly condemn any kind of co-operation with the racist régime of
South Africa in general and collaboration with it in the nuclear field
in particular. That is why we also voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.16. However, we wish to point out that we have reservations
with regard to that draft resclution. These reservations are connected with
the concept of the so-called nuclear-weapon-free zones. In this regard
we have made our position abundantly clear on previous occasions, and we shall

not go into further detail at this juncture.

Mr. TAVARES NUNES (Portugal) (interpretation from French): !y delegation

wishes to explain the reason for its abstentions in the votes on draft
resolutions A/C.1/36/L.15, and A/C.1/36/L.16 relating to the implementation of
the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa.

The votes cast by the Portuguese delegation reflect the support my
Government wishes to give to the principle of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-
free zones. We consider that the establishment of such zones constitutes
a positive contribution towards the achievement of the final objectives
of disarmament, especially by preventing nuclear proliferation. Hence my
country supports all efforts of the international community aimed at the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Africa, including those designed
to keep such weapons out of the continent of Africa pending the reaching of the
necessary agreements to implement the Declaration on the Denuclearization of
Africa.

In this context my delegation attaches fundamental importance to adherence
by all States to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and, therefore, to application of
the safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAFA) to South Africa's
nuclear facilities.

My delegation's votes alsoc represent the condemnation of the apartheid régime
by the Government of Portugal and Portuguese public opinion. However, my
delegation considers the global condemnation of any co-operation with South Africa
in the nuclear field excessive. In our view, co-operation for peaceful purposes
should not be encompassed by that condemnation; it should cover only military
co-operation. Indeed, global condemnation including even co-operation for medical

purposes would be prejudicial to the interests of the African population.
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(Mr. Tavares Hunes, Portugal)

loreover, av delegation has some doubts about the soundness

of operative paragraph 3 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.15 and operative

paragraph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.16.

The CHAITIIAIT: That concludes our consideration of draft resolution
A/C.1/3G/L.16.

Pefore taking up the next draft resolution, I should like to inform the
Cormittee that the sponsor of draft resolution A/C,1/36/L.20 has expressed his
wish for that draft resolution to be taken up tomorrow. Consequently, we
shall take up next draft resolution A/C.1/30/L.28.

As I have been avproached by a number of delegations expressing the desire
to be informed once again as to the draft resolutions the Committee will be
taking up today, I shall read out the list of the remeining draft resolutions
for today. We shall take up draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.28, L.31,

L.32, L.35, L.36/Rev.1, L.4k 1,46, 1.21 and L.30. Representatives may have
noted that I did not mention draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.hk2, In this regard

I was approached by the sponsor of that draft resclution, who expressed the desire
that it he taken up as the last draft resolution on disarmament items.

e have been taking a rether flexible attitude in this regard and
showing understanding for such requests. Hence, we shall be taking up

draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.12 at the very end of the voting on the disarmament

draft resolutions,

Mr. YAIGO (Philippines): As the sponsor of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.kC,
my delegation would very much appreciate it if. given that some of the draft
resolutions at the top of the list have not vet been acted upon and will not be
scted upon today, it would be possible to have draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.46

considered this morning.,
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The CHATRMAN: This should not present any difficulty. Ue would
first take up draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.28, as I announced, and then follow with
draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.LG.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): Mr. Chairman,

I wish to express my thanks to you for the spirit of understanding you have shown
in respect of the difficulties delegations encounter and of which you have given
proof in speaking of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.L2.

In the light of the latest informal talks I have had with some of the
representatives more directly concerned with the SALT talks, I venture to
hope that by Monday afternoon at the latest we would already know definitely
what the situation is in connexion with those negotiations. And therefore,
Mr. Chairman, I would be very grateful to you, unless you have an objection, if
you were to retain the formula you suggested, that is, that if necessary this
should be the last draft resolution relating to disarmament to be dealt with,
but that for the time being the deadline fixed for consideration and adoption
of any draft resolution on the question dealt with in draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.42 would be the first hour of the afternoon meeting next Monday,

30 November.

The CHAIEMAN: T should like to share with the Committee some lack of

information, in the sense that we do not knowv when we are going to conclude the
consideration of the disarmament items, for the obvious reason that we

have no information as to whether the relevant documents on some items will be
available to the delegations. But I thought that we were going to take up

this issue at a later stage, after the Secretariat was able to communicate to

us when that particular document would be made available to us.
Thus, as of now I would, with the indulgence of the Committee, take note

of the suggestion made by the representative of Mexico.
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The Committee will now take action on the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/36/L.26. This draft resolution has 10 sponsors and was introduced
by the representative of Canads at the thirty-third rneeting of the First
Committee, on 18 Hovember. The 19 sponsors are: Australia, Austria, the Bahamas,
Bangladesh  Bolivia, Canada, Denmark, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, the
TUetherlands, New Zealand, :-.Zeria, Horwvay, the Philippines, Romania, Singapore
and Sweden.

We shall now put to the vote the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.1/36/1.283. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was talen.

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Australia. Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain.
Bangledesn, Barbados . Belgium, Bolivia, Burma, Burundi
Canade. . Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Congo.
Cyprus, Democratic Hampuchesa , Democratic Yemen  Denmark.
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Fgvpt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,
Gabon., Germany, Federal Republic of, Chana Greece,
Guaterala, Guinea. Cuyana,6 Haiti. Iceland. Indonesia, Iran,
Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, dJamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenva., Xuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyvan
Arab Jamahiriya, lfalaysia, Mali. kalta, Mauritanic, jiexico,
Moroceon, Wenal, Netherlands, Hew Zealand, Hicaragua K HNiger.
Nigeria, Norway K Oman, Pakisten, Panama. Peru, Philippines,
Portugal, Qatar , Romania. Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka .
Sudan, Suriname. Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Renublie,
Thailaid. Toge. Trinidad and Tobago., Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Pepublic of Caweroon.

Uruguay . Venezuela, Yenmen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia
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Against: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakis . German Demccratic Republic.
Hungary. Lao People's Democratic Republic, longolia,
Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet Wam

Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil. France, India, United Kingdom of Creat
Britain and Morthern Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/1.28 was adopted by 99 votes to 13, with 6

abstentions. *

The CHAIRIIAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish to

speak in explanation of their vote after the vote.

Mr. PROKOFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation
from Russian): The delegation of the Soviet Union has frequently stated that
the solution of the problem of the prohibition of the production of fissionable
material for weapons purposes cannot be separated Trom the problem of the
cegsation of the production of nuclear weapons in all of their forms and
the gradual reduction of their stockpiles until they have been completely
eliminated. because such a separation would run counter to the aims of
nuclear disarmament.

As is well known. the vroposal of the group of socialist countries g
besin negotiations on this question, vhich was put forverd in the Committee
on Disarmament and appears in document CD/L, specifically provided
that at a certain stage of such negotiations it would be possible to consider
also the question of the prohibition of the production of fissionable material
for weapons purposes. However, draft resolution A/C.1/36/1..28, as has vpreviously
been the case, separates this question from that of nuclear disarmament

through appropriate negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament.

* Subsequently, the delegations of Papua Nevw Guinea and Bwanda advised the

Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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In our view, such an approach on the part of the sponsors of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.28 runs counter to the cause of nuclear disarmament
and the various relevant provisions of the Final Document of the special
segsion of the United Wat:ons General Assembly devoted to disarmament. in which
the prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes
is closely linked with the cessation of the production of all forms of nuclear
weapons as one of the ways to reduce stockpiles of nuclear weapons and bring
about theilr comnlete elirm:nation.

Guided by these considerations. the delegetion of the Soviet Union voted

against draft resolution 4/C.1/36/L.28.
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lr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): I wish to

state for the record that the words “appropriate stage of its work on the item
entitled 'Huclear weapons in all aspects'' | envearin~ in the
last paragraph of the draft resolution which we have just adopted and which

my delegation voted in favour of, will be the stage at which it 111l be vossible

50 1)

1

to consider and ouf irto practice vhat is »rovided for in pararranh

of the Final Document: cessation of the nrodnciion of fissionahle
L

waterisl jointls vwith cescation of the »roduction of nuelear veaons,

Therefore, as we see it, that “sppropriate stage” 11 have to cover both
objectives: cessation of the »roduction of all tvnes of nuclear weeHons

and their i»ans of 2=liverv an’ cessation of tho nroduction of

fissionable material for weapons purposes. That is what we agreed on by consensus

in 1978.

The CHAIRMAN: We now proceed to draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.31,

wvhich relates to agenda item 4i, "Implementation of General Assembly resolution
35/145 BY. This draft resclution has 22 sponsors and was introduced by the
representative of Australia at the 3L4th meeting of the First Committee on
18 November. The 22 sponsors are Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Canada, Demmark,
Ecuador, Fiji, Pinland, Ireland, Japan, Malaysia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger,
Horway, Papua FNew Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sweden
and Thailand.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria., Angola, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgiunm, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,
Demmark, Dominican “enuhlic. Bcuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, (scisualo

Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, Tceland, India, Indonesia,
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Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maeli, Malta, Mauritania, lexico,
Hongolia, Morocco, lozambique, Nepal, Netherlands,
Hew Z=aland, Hicaragua, Tiger, MNigeria, Norway, Oman,
Pakissan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,
Philispines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad
and Tobage, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab FEmirates, United Republic of Cameroon,
Uruguey, Venezuela, Viet Ham, Yemen, Yugoslaiva, Zaire,
Zanmbie.

Against: Mone

Abstaining: Argentina, China, France, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Hcrthern Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/26/L.31 was adopted by 121 votes to none, with

5 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives wishing

to explain their vote after the voting.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Uniosn of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): The Soviet Union has constantly sought the conclusion of a treaty
on the general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing. Tovards that
end, in 1977 the Soviet Union entered into negotiations with the United States
and the United Kingdom and in a constructive spirit has fostered the continuation
of those negotiations. e adrocate their further continuation and are prepared
to do our utmost to bring about their successful completion.

The Soviet Union also advocates that the Committee on Disarmament play an
active role in the solution oi' the tasks involved in the cessation of nuclear-
weapon testing and supports tle establishment of a working group on nuclear-weapon

tests with the participation c¢f representatives of all the nuclear Powers within
the Committee.
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Since the draft resolution is designed to secure the most pronpt
solution to the problem of a complete and peneral nuclear-weapon test
van. We have voted in favour of it.

The Soviet delepgation also notes that the draft resolution contains
a number of provisions which have prompted certain reservations on
our vart. In particular, operative paragraph U contains an appeal
to the participants in the tripartite negotiations to prepare a report
on the state of those negotiations. and this is at variance with the
provisions of paragraph 11t of the Final Document of the first special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, especially
as the question of the rreparstion of relevant information on the
negcetiations may be congidered by the participants in those negotiations
only after the resumption of such nepotiavions, and the efforts of
the international community ought to be designed to secure just that
end. lioreover., ve wish to ewrhasize again that the determination of
the mandate of subsidiary bodies of the Committee on Disarmament is

exclusively the nrerocative of the Committee itself,

Mr. ELLIOTT (Belgium) (interpretation from French): Belgium
has just voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/30/L.31 relating to
the cegsalion of all nuclear-veapon testing. T wish to recall here
the inportance we attach to the princinle of the nrohibition oi' nuclear
tests

However, we have some reservations about this text because it
prejudges procedural decisions which the Committee on Disarmament
will be in a hetter position to take as to hov the question should e
dealt with. e alsc fear that this draft resoluticn may complicate an
already complex situation in so far as operative vparasraph © could be
used as a pretest to prevent any progress towards more limited temporary

golutions that fall short of & global solution.
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As for draft resoluticn A/C.1/36/1..22, on which we abstained
vesterday. it contains in rarticular certain formulations which are
harmful to the consensus rile that is so indispensable in disarmament

negotiations and which in themselves justify our opposition.

Mr. de SQUZA E SILVA (Brazil): By casting an affirmative vote
on draft resolution A/C.1/76/1L.31. the Drazilian delegation wished to

stress the importance it attaches to & 'ultilateral treaty on the
prohibition of further testinz of nuclear weapons., Although the
draft resolution still doets not reflect fully the preoccupations
of the Drazilian delegatior on the matter. It does, however, call
for the corplete cessation of nuclear-weanon tests and for the initiation
of substantive nepotiation:s on a multilateral treaty in the Committee
on Disarmament. including through the establishment of a working group.
Brazil has long supported the position of the Grouv of 21 in the
Comuittee on Disarmament and efforts deployed to achieve the start
of multilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty as a
first step towards the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. Such a treaty would furthermore constitute an effective
means to prevent vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons. In that
context, the treaty should contain an unequivocal commitment to nuclear
disarmament. To promote urdiversal adherence, it must not be based on
discrimination and must embody on adecuate balance of obligations
between nuclear and non nuclear nations.
A meaningful and lasting treaty on the cessation of nuclear-weapon
tests nust, finally adequitely vromote the frcedom of access by all
nations to the scientific and technolosical application of nuclesr enersy

to peacelful purposes.
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Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): The United States is
of the view that arms control efforts in the nuclear field should be
concentrated on negotiating balanced and verifiable nuclear arms reductions
that will enhance international stability and reduce the risk of nuclear
war. As regards draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.31. it also deals with the
method of work in the Committee on Disarmement and is thus inconsistent
with the arrangement recorded in paragraph 120 of the Final Document
of the tenth special session of the Generel Assembly, stipulating that
the Committee 15 the master of its procedures. Ve regard it as
inappropriate for the General Assembly to suggest how the Committee
should handle its agenda items.

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.22, which was voted on yesterday,
contains a number of additional provisions which the United States
cannot accept -+ in particular, a call for an unverified moratorium
on nuclear tests.

It is for these reasons that the United States delegation abstained

on draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.31 and cast a negative vote on A/C.1/36/L.22.

Mr. KHATLACHEV (Dulgaria) (interpretation from Russian): The

Bulgarian delegation voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.31.
ly country unswervingly supports the long-standing efforts of the majority
of the Members of the United Wations to bring about a complete and
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing. Towards that end, we
have taken an active part in discussions on this matter in the Committee
on Disarmament and in the special group of seismological experts.

Vle discern the general thrust of this draft resolution as being
consistent with the general aim of bringing about a complete test ban.
fe do, however, have certain observations on individual provisions of

the draft resolution, which we feel could be improved.
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tithout touching upon all those observations. we think the
draft resolution would bet:er serve the zoal of successfully completing
negotistions in the Commit:ee on Disarmament on & test ban if a
clear distinction were drawm therein between the true positions of
the nuclear Povers particilarly in respect to their willingness
to hold negotiations on this vroblem, both on a restricted and a

broad Lasis, and their readiness to conclude a relevant treaty.

The CIHAIRIAIT: Ve have now concluded our action on draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.31.

Ve shall nov take up draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.L6G., vhich is
related to apenda item 55 1, General and complete disarmament. study
on the relationship between disarmament and international security.

The draft resolution lias three sponsors and was introduced
by the representative of the Philippines in the thirtyvesixth meeting
of the First Committee on 19 Tovember, The sponsors are Cyprus
Teuador and the Philippines.

T should like to inform the iembers of the Committee that the
sponsors have sugrested thet A/C.1/236/L.L4E be adopted without a vote.
Before taking a decision. I should like to call on the Secretary of

the Committee to make g steteent.
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Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The Budget Division
has informed me that the expenses involved in producing the requested
publiecation will be met through the existing resources for the publication

programme of the Department of Conference Services.

The CHATIRMAI:  If T hear no objection, I shall take it that the
Committee wishes to adopt draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.46 without a vote.
Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.46 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who

wish to explain their position with regard to the draft resolution,

<

e
Uk
Ul

AYES (United Kinsdom): I am svealing on behalf of

the Ten member States of the Buropean Community, who would like to make a

few brief comments on the draft resolution, which concerns the report of the
study group on disarmament and international security. The Ten are content

to see draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.46 adopted by consensus. We consider

the subject matter of the report, the link between disarmement and international
security, to be of fundamental importance. However, there are some points

in the report which might not be entirely satisfactory and upon which we

should like to reflect further. We shall make our position on those points
clear in the context of our submmissions to the Secretary-General called

for in operative paragraph 4 of the draft resolution.

Ty, TIZLDS (United States of fmerica): Although my delepation has
joined in consensus adontion of the draft resolution, such a vote should not be
interpreted as a comment on the study itself. Rather, we consider the

draft resolution to be entirely procedural in character. Regrettably,

the study was made available for examinaﬁion only last Thursday, and

my CGovernment has not yet had an opportunity to analyse it thoroughly.

We reserve the right to provide our views on the study in accordance with

operative paragraph I of the draft resclution, and expect to do so at a

later date.
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The CHAIRMAN: Ve rave now concluded our action upon draft
resolution A/C.1/3G/L.46.

The next item for actior is draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32, related
to agenda item 51, entitled 'Review of the implementation of the recommendations
and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session”.
The draft resolution is entitled 'orld-wide action for collecting signatures
in support of measures to prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for
disarmament’’. The draft resclution, which has two sponsors, Bulemria and
Mongolia, was introduced by the representative of Bulgaria at the 3Tth meeting

of the Tirst Committee on 20 lovemnber.

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

votes before the wvote.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (lMexico) (intervretrtion from Spanish): We shall
votr for the draft resolutior on the understanding that the General Assembly
at its second special sessior devoted to disarmament will adopt the
necessary decisions to prevert its constituting a duplication of activities
within the World Disarmament Carmaicn which we adopted in draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.11. The collecticn of signatures, which is mentioned in the
draft resclution before us, could be a useful activity falling within the
framework of the campaign which is to be direscted and co-ordinated by the
Secretary-General. Ve shall vote in favour of the draft resolution on

that understanding.

lir. HANDL (Czechoslovakia): The Czechoslovak deleration would
like to voice its full support for the idea of world-wide action for
collecting signatures in suprort of measures to prevent nuclear war, to
curb the arms race and for disarmament. We hold the firm view that tLhe
adoption and consequent implementation of this draft resolution, which at
this stage is basically of a procedural nature,would play an important role
in preparation for, and implementation of, the results of the second special
session of the General Assemtly devoted to disarmament,by mobilizing world
public oninion in favour of the noble aims that the second special session

will be called upon to fulfil. There can be no doubt that such action would
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help to create a favourable climate for curbing the arms race and for
progress in disarmament, which, as we can witness almost every day, is
called for by peace-~loving people - men, women and youth - all over the
worlid.

I shall give just one example., The YWorld Congress of Women, held in
Prague in the middle of October this year with the participation of women
from all parts of the world, adopted a very important appeal and declaration
to that end, which is contained in General Assembly document A/36/620.

For all those reasons, the Czechoslovak delegation will vote for
the draft resolution proposed by the delegations of Bulgaria and Mongolia.

We hope that it will be adopted by consensus.

lr. DABO (Guinea) (interpretation from French): My delegation
supports the draft resolution, because we believe that it will promote,
in a very dynamic way, the task of informing world ovublic opinion and the

peoples of the world, who are those most interested in this gquestion.
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The CHATIRUAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32.

A recorded vote has been requested.

In favour: Afzhanistan., Angola, Bahrain, Barbados . Benin, Bolivia,
Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Bepublic,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Congo. Cubz,
Cyprus. Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, FEthiopisa,
Germ:ny Democratic Republice, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana.,
Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq., Ivory Coast, Jamaica,
Japar, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait. Lao People's Democratic
Republic ., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madafascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Hongolia,
Moroceo, Yozambicue ., Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal,
Sierra Lecne. Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobage, Ugands, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republie, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Reputlic of Camercon, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Ham, Yemen,
Zambia

Amainst: Drazil, Canada, United States of America

Abstaining: freentina. Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Dermark,
Domirican Republic, Ecuador. Egypt, Fiji Finland, France,
Gabor , Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Haiti,
Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy. Malaysia, Nepal,
Hetherlands, Hew Zealand, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Portugal, Saudi Arabia,
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Togo,
Tunisia, Turkey. United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Horthern Ireland, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.32 was adopted by 68 to 3, with 46 abtistentions.*

¥ Subsegquently, the delegation of the United Arab Emirates advised the

Secretariat that it had inteided to vote in favour.
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The CHAIRMAI: I now call upon those representatives who wish to

explain thelr vote after the vote.

lir.LIANG Yufun (China) (intevoretation from Chinese): The Chinese

delepation is of the view that it would be more appropriate to have the
world-wride action for collecting signatures in support of disarmament measures
implemented bY non-~overnmental and other vrivate orranizations. Tt would

be necessary for the hited Tations to be involved: therefore we did not

participate in the voting on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32.

br. OKAWA (Japan): On the occasion of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmasment, a large number of representatives of
Japanese non-governmental organizations came to the United Hations carrying with
them some 20 million sipgnatures collected from men, women and children all over
Japan who aspire to nuclear disarmament. These signatures were deposited with
the Secretarint of the United Nations. It goes without saying that the collecting
of these signatures was an entirely voluntarvy effort, sponsored by
non-governmental organizations, and the Government of Japan wes not involved in
the matter. According to press reports,this performance is likely to be repeated
next year on the occasion of the second special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmamernt. Ve consider that such matiers should be left to private
initiative and this ig the wview that the Covernment of Japan will undoubtedly be
communicating to the Secretary-General under paragraph 1 of the draft

resolution Just adopted.

ilr. MARTYNCV {Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation
from lwssian): The mounting threat of nuclear war, the continuation and
escalation of the asrms race is confrowting the whole of the world community with
the need to carry out urgent measures to cvert a nuclear catastrophe,which could
vell lead to the demise of mankind., Ifforts should he directs¢ towards such
measures at all possible levels - at the highest political level, at the level of
inter-governmmental organizations, non-governmental organizations and at the
level of all aware and sensible persons. The scope and importance of the task
confronting mankind reguires that those efforts should be united and. under
nresent conditions. the idea of a world-wide campaign for the collection of

sirmatures seems a very tinely idea.
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Mass demonstrations in many countries of the world have shown the rising
concern of society about the future of wankind. The desire of neople to
influence their own fate is perfectly natural, and this is not the opinion of
one s8ide at all, This view (s held be people from all kinds of countries with
different social and economic systems. people of c¢ifferent ages, with
different views, professions, religions, For examnple, recently, in addressing
the United States Senate cn the question of public concern over the nuclear

arms race. Senator David Priror, said in the New York Times of 12 November:

T find today a genuine concern, not only in Europe but throughout

the United States, and among people in all walks of life, at all social and

economic levels and of diverse political persuasion.

The voice of world pub.ic opinion must be heard and the United Hations
cannot stand aside from this, especially as the Final Document of the first
special session of the Generral Assembly devoted to disarmament directly calls
for the mobiligation of wor..d public opinion for disarmament. The United Nations
already hag experience in the proclamation and conduct of campaipgns involving

broad segments of society, Jor example.,Nisormament Week, the davs of solidarity

azainst evariheid  Internat.onal Women's Year, International Year of the Chilgd,
International Year of Disabl.ed Persons and so on., We must also bear in mind that
the draft resolution on vwhich we have just voted provides for enquiring about the
views of Govermments on the campaign for collectin~ signatures and 1o support
neasures to curb the arms race, for Aisarmamsnt and to prevent nuclear war. It
also provides for the matter to be submitted to the second special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

In the light of all these considerations ry delegation has voted in favour

of the draft resolution.

Mr. FEIH (etherlands): In the view of the Hetherlands .draft resolution
A/C.1/30/1.32 is redundant and propazandistic. The frequent mass demonstrations in
many cities in Western DZurope provide the best possible evidence that public
opinion in the West is not :n need of Covernwent guidance or fiate incentives in
order to mobilize in favour of peace and disarmament. As a matter of fact, I
doubt whether the Dutch demonstrators would accept State controlled action in
this respect., since those demonstrations are precisely aimed at bringing pressure

to bear on their own Covernrnent. This is where the tremendous ¢ifference in
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brinciple and in spirit between an open society such as ours and a closed
cne becoues evident. Another practical problem would be: who is in charge of

collecting the sisnatures, for instance, in the socialist countries, and who

will verify them and how?
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Mr. LEHNE (Austrin): The Austrian Constitution guarantees

freedom of empress:on whlch 1ncludes the rlght to collect signatures in

“support of Verious causes. The collectlon of s:gnatures 13 indeed frequently
used by Austrian citizens who wish to influence governmental policies.

Our Constitution even provides a means to initiate referenda on certain
policy questions.

The proposal contained in draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.32
however, implies that Govermments take an active role in initiating and
organizing the collection o' signatures in support of disarmament.

The involvement of Governments in a practice designed toc facilitate
input into the political processes from the population at grass-roots level
seems highly problematical fo my delegation. Apart from this consideration
of principle, the Austrien clelegetion doubts whether the proposed ' : csures
can in any way usefully coniribute to the disarmament process. The Austrian

delegation, therefore, cast an absiainin~ vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32.

lir. KRUTZSCH (Cernan Democratic Republic): My delegation gave
its full support to draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32 on world-wide action

for collecting signatures in support of measures to prevent nuclear war,

to curb the arms race and for disarmament. In that context, I would like to
recall that two years ago ir. the German Democratic Republic a country-wide
collection of signatures sponsored by the couniry's non--rovernmental
organizations yielded 13 million signatures in favour of arms limitation
and disarmament. That acticn resulted in a considerable mobilization of the
people in our country for the maintenance of international peace and
-disarmament, and they expressed their free will in that direction. Meny-
other countries have initiated similar actions on this subject.

We should bear in mind that in the Final Document of the first special
session of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament special emphasis was
given to the problem of mob:.lizing world public opinion on behalf of
disarmament. IMy delegation considers draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32 as suitable
means of eliciting the viewrs and suprestions of the Mewber States of the
United Nations concerning stch a world-wide action. It will be a useful

device to explore the opinicn of the llember States on this project,
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and to enable the Srer«dary-Cenors]l to tale into account the variery of opinions
to e tatirr inte consideration.
It would be esnecially useful to invite, in an arnr.orisate wav, non-rovernmental
orsgandzations to consiler this oroblem.  ™e report to be prepared

by the Secretary-General on the most appropriate format and methods of
carrying out such a world-wide action would enable the second special
session of the United Nations CGeneral Assembly devoted to disarmarent to

take an soronriate decision.

Mr. de SOUZA T SILVA (Brazil): The Brazilian delegation voted
against draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.32 because we do not believe that it

is incumbent upon the United Hations to engage in such activities.

Mr. RAJAKOSKI (Tinland): The delegation of Finland abstained in

the vote on draft resoclution A/C.1/36G/L.32. Iy delegation fully shares the

conviction that it is important to mobilize publie opinion for the pursuit

of the gosls of disarmament. In line with this, we gave our support to

draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.11/Rev.l on the Vorld Disarmament Campaign.
Regarding the idea of a world-wide action for collecting signatures

in support of disarmament, we consider that the question could have been

more appropriately dealt with in the context of the World Disarmament

Campaign. We also believe that pgreat restraint should be exercised in

inereasing the number of draft resolutions debated annually in this Committee.

Murtheriore . this kind of activity would more appropriately fall within the

field of activities to whieh non-governmental organizations give

consideration.

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): My delegation fully shares the conviction
that world public opinion must be mobilized in favour of disarmament, but
we do not feel that it is necessary to have a specific resolution on the
collection of signatures. Ve feel that such action can very appropriately

be a part of the Torld Disarmament Campaisn or form an element in the
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Declaration of the 1980s as —he Second Disarmament Decade. For these reasons we

have abstained on draft resoiution A/C.1/36/L.32.

T AT { T P\ N oy v . L. »
Py, SOTTHTR (Funrarrl: The Hungarian delersaiion wishes Lo vak

sore corments to evplaip our vote on the draft rescluticn just adopted.
The Hungarian delegation welcomes the draft resolution aimed at
world-wide action for collecuing signatures in support of measures to
prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for disarmament. Ve voted
for it because we considered that this resolution will be a valuable
contribution to the Second Disarmament Decade and to the World Disarmament
Campaign in mobilizing world public opinion on behalf of disarmament, as
called for in the Final Docuient of the first special session on disarmament.
The resoclution calls upon Governments to communicate their views on the
subject. The second special session on disarmament will consider the
question in its entirety and will take final action on it, which my

delegation hopes will be a positive one.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): According

to the time-table suggested Ly vou. Sir, tomorrow we shall be voting on draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.2. In view of the provisions of rule 120 of the

rules of procedure, which state that there must be 24 hours prior notice,

in order to avoid any difficulty I should like to take this opportunity

to determine whether it is possible to obtain a reply from the representative
of the Soviet Union at this wime. A few days ago I asked him whether his
delegation would agree to the addition to operative paragraph b4 of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.2 of the words "the ultimate objective of which is the

complete elimination of nuclear weapons'.
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The last sentence of paragraph U would, therefore, read as follows:

"The nuclear-arms race must be stopped and reversed by joint effort, through

negotiations conducted in good faith and on the basis of equality, having

as their ultimate goal the complete elimination of nuclear weapons".
I hope that if the representative of the Soviet Union does not yet have
instructions from his Govermnment on this, he will be able to give us his reply by
this afternoon's meeting so that we can remain within the provisions of

rule 120 of the rules of procedure.

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

from Russian): I confirm that the delegation of Mexico did some time ago contact
the Soviet delegation and ask it to consider the possibility of adding some
language to operative paragraph 4 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.2/Rev.l. Having
consulted with the other sponsors of the draft resolution, I am able to say that we
accept the additional words proposed by the delegation of Mexico. Thus, the final
sentence of paragraph L4 would read as just indicated by the representative of
Mexico.

In making this change, the Soviet delegation very much hopes that it will
enable the Mexican and many other delegations to support draft resolution

A/C.1/36/L.2/Rev.1.

The CHATRMAN: I would ask the Secretariat to make available the newly

revised version of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.2/Rev.l by the time we are to vote

on it tomorrow.

ORGANIZATION OF WORK

The CHATRMAN: I now call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): Document A/36/613, Report of
the Secretary-General: Report of the Group of Experts to Investigate Reports on
the Alleged Use of Chemical Weapons, is expected to be available in English in
the later part of this afternoon. At that time copies will be available from the
Committee room documents office.

In all other languages, the report is scheduled to be available tomorrow

morning.
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The CHAIRMAIT: The inforuation just submitted by the Secretary of the
Committes opens the question of our programme of work following the Committee's

final meeting tomorrow.

Wir. TSSRALLYAL (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation
from Russian) Am T correct in understanding that today we intend to consider
only draft resolutions A/C.1/36/L.35. L.36, L.4h 1..21 and L.30 - five draft
résoluticons in all?  The guestion then arises of whether we need two further
meetings today, in the afterroon and at night. If we do neet twice more, we
ought perhaps to consider sone of the draft resolutions scheduled for tonorrow,
obviously with the agreement of the sponsors of the draft resolutions and ithe

Committee as a vhole.

The CHAIDMALN It had been my ides too that we should act more or less

in the way proposed by the representative of the Soviet Union, but I have just
been informed by the Secretariat that because of another urscent meeting to take
place this afternoon and evening we have been asked not to have =z meeting tonight.
Thus, our problem has been solved by scomeone else, which is always better.

As our schedule for tomeorrow, Vednesday, 25 foverber, is therefore a heavy one,
I have asked the Secretariat to provide for a possible meeting tomorrow night.but I
am informed that we are on a waiting list owing to other comaittees wlso having
reguested such nrovision. Whether we are to have a meeting tomorrow night

will thus be announced in due course.

The neeting rose at 1.20 p.nm.





