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

AGENDA ITR4S  48 TO 69 (continued)

CONS IDURAT  ION OF AN ACJJION  ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS

The  CHAIRMAN (inturpr eta tian from French) I X AhaLl  caL1 f i r s t .  u p o n

doloqations  wiehing  t o  i n t r o d u c e  d r a f t  resolutionem

Since it  appear 8 none wish to do so, we shall now continue taking up draft

rouolutions  deal ing wi th  agenda i te rns  on disarmament  in  c lus ter  13 ,  c lus ter  14,  the

(31Ily  o u t s  tanding  draE\: r e s o l u t i o n  b e i n g  A/C.1/42/L.60/Rev.2,  a n d  c l u s t e r  6 . Tn t h e

l ight  of  the  progros~ of  our  work we ehall see  whether  we will be  in  a  poflition  to

take up any other  cluuters, Reforo  the Committee proceeds to take decisions on the

d ra f t  r e so lu t i ons , 2: shal l  call on any deleyation wishing to  mako a  .statement  other

t h a n  i n  exp’lanation  o f  vo te .

M r .  W0KIC (~ugrrn  Lsvia) t 1 wi!Jh to  in t roduce ora l ly  an  amendment  to

draEt resolu t ion  4/C.1/42/L.69,  on the  repor t  of  the  Conference  on Disarmament . 011

bclhaLE  of the sp,nnor  8 o f  thatdraEt  resolution  I  s h o u l d  l.ike t o  p r o p o s e  t h a t  a l t e r

t h e  present  opr~ra~ive pa ragraph  5 a  now ope ra t ive  pa rag raph  -. pa rag raph  6 - he

inkscar ted, to r e a d  tll.3 PoLlow~a
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(Mr ,  Djokic, Yugoelavia)

Consequently, the original operative paragraph8 6 and 7 should now he

renumbered as 7 and 8.

The  sponeors of  the  draf t  resolut ion A/C.  1/42/L,69  bel ieve  i t  would  be  very

useful  for  the  th i rd  speoial sess ion of  the  General  Aeeembly devoted to  disarmament

to have a epecial report in the Conferenae on Disarmament, because the issues that

wi l l  be  cons idered  a t  the th i rd  epeoial eeseion would  oertainly  be  l inked wi th

those issues which are dtoaueeed  and negotiated in the Conference on Disarmament.

Having that in mind, t h e  eponeors o f  t h e  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e s e

paragraphs will not clreate  difficulties for any member of our Committee,

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French)8 I shall now call on those

delegat ions  wishing to  expla in  the i r  positiona  before  any decis ion or  vote is taken

on c lus ter  13 .

Mr. CAMPORA (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): The delegation of

Argentina wil l  vote  in  favour  of  the  draf t  resolut ions  A/C.1/42/L.69  and L.61,  bo th

relating to the report of the Conference  on Disarmament, which was adopted by

consensus in ConZerence on Disarmament itself. We would have preferred a single

draft resolution that would have represented the consensus in the Committee and

avoided the neceeaity  for voting.

In  the  c i rcumstances ,  the Argent ine  delegat ion wi l l  suppor t  draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.69,  a s  i t  has  s u p p o r t e d  s i m i l a r  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  i n  t h e  p a s t ,  s ince  i t

approaches the problem from the eubstantive  point of view. We  r i l l  a l so  vo t e  in

f avour  o f  d ra f t  r e so lu t ion  A/C.1/42/L,61/Rev.l,  bthich,  i n  ope ra t i ve  pa rag raphs  2

and 3 restates the character of the Conference on Disarmament as the sole

mul t i la tera l  negotiat ing forum on disarmament  and requests i t  to in tensi fy  i t s

work,  pursuant  to  paragraph 120 of  the  Final  Document of  the  tenth  specia l  sess ion

I of the General Assembly.
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Mr. MASHHADI-GHAHVEHCH (Islamio  Repub l i c  o f  I r an ) :  I  should  l ike  to

expla in  the  views of  the  Ielamia Republ ic  of  Tran on draf t  resolut ion

A/C. 1/42/L. 16. It would have been more appropriate and propitious had the sponsora

of that draft resolution merged it with others 80 a8 to reduce the number of

r e s o l u t i o n s . This draf t  resolut ion conta ins  pcinte  embodied  in other  re8OlUtione

a l r eady  adop ted ,  pa r t i cu l a r ly  reso lu t ion  A/C.1/42/L.7U. Also,  t h e  rulea o f

procedure of the Conference on Disarmament are questioned in this draft recolution,

which we believe will  indirect ly  harm the  credibi l i ty  of  th is  negot ia t ing body.

Fur thermore ,  the  us6 of  terms such as “misuse” in  operat ive  paragraph 2 is

nei ther  d iscerning nor  proper  in  couch a  text .

The t:ules of procedure are there to be applied or not, but not to be misused.

‘hose rulel: cannot  be al tered  to  euit. the  wishes  of  a  s ingle  country . Are we going

to  have  a j u d g e  i n  a l ,1 deliberations to determine which rule has been correctly

used and which has been misused?

My de l ega t ion  w i l l  t he re fo re  ca s t  a  nega t ive  vo t e  on  d ra f t  ceeolution

A/C. 1/42/L. 16.

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) I The Committee will now

proceed to  take decis ions  on the  draf t  resolu t ions  in cluster 13, beginning with

draft resolution A/C. 1/42/L. 16. That  draf t  was in t roduced  by the representa t ive  of

Iraq at the thirty-first meeting of the Committee, on 3 November, under agenda

item 668 “Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions

adopted  by the  General  Assembly a t  i t s  tenth  specia l  seseion”. I t  i s  sponsored by

the  delegat ions  of  I raq and Jordan.

A recorded vote hao been requested.
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A recorded vote was taken.

A/C. 1/42/PV.43
s

I n  favour8 Afghanistan,  Albania,  Algeria ,  Angola,  Argentina,  Auatrnlie,
Hahamae,  Bahrain ,  Bangladesh,  Barbados,  Benin, Bhutan,  Dolivia,
HotOwana, Hrazil, Hulgaria ,  Uurkino  Faso, Burma,  Burundi ,
Hyoloruvsian  Soviet SooialieL  Hepublic,  Cameroon, Central  AEr ican
Republic,  Chile,  China, ‘Zolombia, Congo, Cdte dlPvoire,  Cuba,
Cypruo, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampucbrea,  Democratic Yemenr
Denmark, Dominican Hepublic, Ecuador,  Egypt, Ethiopia, France,
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Diooau,  Guyana,  Honduras,  Hungary,  Iceland,  :~~dia, I raq,
Ireland,  Israel ,  Japan,  Jordan,  Kenya,  Kuwait ,  Lao People’s
Democratic Hepublic, Lesotho,  Liberia,  Madagascar,  Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali,  Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,  Mozambique,
Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Oman, Pakietan, Papua Now
Guinea, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, SeneYal,
Somalia ,  Spain,  Sr i  Lanka, Swazi land,  Syrian Arab &public, ‘I’oyo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c ,  U n i o n  o f  S o v i e t  S o c i a l i s t  Republic&,  U n i t e d
Arab Emiratos#  United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet .Nam,  Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against t I r a n  ( I s l a m i c  Hepublic  of)

Abstaininqt Austr ia ,  Helyium,  Canada,  b’inlantjl,  Germany,  Federal  Hepublic  of,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Nigeria, Portuoal, Sweden, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
Am0 r ica

Draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.16  was adopted by 193 votes  tc 1 ,  wi th  13

abstent ions .  *

*Subtiequently  the  delegat ions  of  Djibouti ,  Panama and Sudan advised the
Sec re t a r i a t  t ha t  t hey  had  i n t ended  t o  vo t e  i n  f avou r ;  t he  delegation  of  Ind ia  had
in tended to  abs ta in .

b
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The CHAIRMAN (it ?rpretation  from French) : We shall  now proceed to draft

resolu t ion  A/C,1/42/L.61/Rev.l,  which was  in t roduced by the  repreeentative of  the

Netherlands at the thirty-first meeting of the Committee, on 3 November 1987. I t

is under agenda item 661 “Review  of the implementation of the recommendations and

deciaione  adopted by the  General  Assembly at  i ts  ten th  specia l  eeeeion”,  and is

entitled “Report of the Committee on Diearmament”.

The  sponsors  of  the  draf t  resolut ion are  Austra l ia ,  Belgium,  Canada,  Denmark,

France# the  Federa l  Republ ic  of Germany,  Iceland,  I taly,  Japan, the  Nether lands ,

Norway, Portugal , Spain and the United Kingdom.

A recorded vote  has  bsbn reques ted .
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A reaorded vote was taken.

I n  favour8

Against I

Abstaining8

Argentina< Austral ia ,  Austr ia ,  Bahamas,  Bahrain,  Bangladesh,
Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei
Darueaalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Paeo , Burma, Byeloruesian Soviet
Socialist  Republ ic ,  Canada,  Centra l  Afr ican Republ ic ,  Chi le ,
China, Colombia, C&e d’Ivoire,  Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Kampuchea, Denmark , Dominican Republic, Finland, France, German
Democratic Republic, Germany ,  Fede ra l  kepublic  o f ,  Greece ,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Biaeau, Bonduras,  Hungary, Iceland,
I r e l and ,  I s r ae l ,  I t a ly ,  J apan ,  Jo rdan ,  Kenya ,  Kuw,rit, Lao
People@s  Democrat ic  Republ ic ,  Lesotho,  Liber ia ,  Luxembourg,
Malaysia, Maldivee, Malta, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea,
P h i l i p p i n e s , Poland,  Portugal ,  Qatar ,  Saudi  Arabia ,  Senegal ,
Singapore, Somalia, Spair.,  Sweden, ‘iaailand,  Tqo,  T r i n i d a d  a n d
Tobago,  Tunis ia ,  Turkey,  Uganda,  Ukrainian Soviet  Socia l is t
Republic,  Union OF Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Zaire

None

Algeria, Angola, Brazil,  Burundi, Cameroon, Congo, Cuba, Cl Xusl
Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guyana, Andiar
Indonesia ,  I ran (Is lamic Republ ic  of) ,  I raq,  Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mali, Mexico, Nicaragua, Psru,  Romania,
Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,
United States of America, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.61/Rev.l  was adoptsd by 87 votes to none, with 32-we.

a b s t e n t i o n s . *

*Subsequent ly  the  deAegatione  of  Dj ibout i  and Panama advised the  Secretar ia t
t ha t  t hey  had  intendaci ;o vote  in  favour1 Sudan had in tended to  abs ta in .



EH/j f A/C. 1/42/W.  4 4
11

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) : We turn now to draft

resolu t ion  A/C.l/42/L.69,  in t roduced  by the representat ive  of  Yuyoslavia  a t  the

34th meeting of the First Committee on 6 November ,  a s  o r a l l y  r ev i s ed  t h i s  morn ing

by the  representa t ive  of Yugoslavia. it  has been submitted under agenda item 66,

entitled “Review of the implementation of the recommendations and decisions adopted

by the  General  Assembly a t  i t s  tenth  specia l  sess ion”, a n d  i s  e n t i t l e d  “ R e p o r t  of

the Conference on Disarmament’, .

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o u n t r i e s  a r e  s p o n s o r i n g  t h i s  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n : Alger ia ,

Bangladesh, Brazil,  Burma, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, India,

Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Iran, Kenya, Madagascar, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria,

Pakistan, Peru, Romania, Sri Lanka, Suda. ,  Sweden, Tunisia, Venezuela, viet Nam,

Yugoslavia and Zaire.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In  favour : Afghanistan,  Algeria ,  Angola,  Argentina,  Austr ia ,  Bahamas,
Bahrain, Banqladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,
Burundi ,  Byelorussian  Sovie t  Socia l i s t  Republ ic ,  Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, COSta
Rica, Gate d,Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
E t h i o p i a ,  F i n l a n d , German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
Ind ia ,  Indones i a ,  I r an  ( I s l amic  Repub l i c  o f )  ,  I r aq ,  I r e l and ,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,  Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
P h i l i p p i n e s , Poland, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic,  Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,  Uganda,
Ukrainian Sovie t  Socia l is t  Republ ic , Union of  Sovie t  Socia l is t
Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,
2 imbabwe

Aga ins t :- - Belgium, France, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern I re land,  Uni ted States  of  America
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Abstaininqr  Austral ia ,  Canada,  Denmark,  Germany,  Federal  Republ ic  of ,
Iceland,  Israel ,  I ta ly ,  Japan,  Luxembourg,  Nether lands,  New
Zealand, Norway, Spain, Turkey

Draf t  resolut ion A/C.l/42/L.69,  as  oral ly  amended,  was adopted by 104 votes to

5, w i t h  1 4  a b s t e n t i o n s . *

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) t I  shal l  now cal l  on  those

representa t ives  who wish tc  expla in  thei r  vote ,

Mr. MOREL (France) (interpretation from French) I I n  vo t ing  i n  f avour  o f

draf t  resolut ion A/C.l/42/L.16,  the  French delegat ion  wished to stress i ts

ag reemen t  w i th  t he  gene ra l  ob j ec t i ve  o f  t he  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on . I t  b e l i e v a s  t h a t  a l l

States Members of the United Nations should have the right to speak in plenary

meeting before the Conference on Disarmament. This seems to us in accordance with

t h e  s p i r i t  o f  t h e  F i n a l  Document  of  t he  f i r s t  spec i a l  s e s s ion  o f  t he  Gene ra l

Asnembly devoted to disarmament and, more generally speakiny, in accuzdance  with

the  r ight  of  a l l  Sta tes  to  take a stand on disarmament  matters.

However, the  French delegat ion wishes  express ly  to  emphasize  i t s  reservat ions

regarding the  formulat ion of  opera”,ive  paragraph 2,  which might  in  fact  be

interpreted as an invitation to States members of the Conference on Disarmament to

renounce  the  ru les  of  procedure  deal ing  wi th  decis ions , and we cannot  accept  tha t .

It would have been preferable, in our view, for the General Assembly to l imit

itself to expressing the wish that States members of the Conference on Disarmament

would respond favourably to requests by non-member States to speak in plenary

meetings of the Conference.

*Subsequent ly  the  delegat ions  of  Dj ibout i , Panama and the Sudan advised the
Sec re t a r i a t  t ha t  t hey  had  inttinded  to  vo t e  i n  f avour .
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Mr. DJOKIC (Yugoslavia) I At last yea ., s session of the General Assembly

my delegat ion expla ined i ts  vote  on a  draf t  resolut ion re la ted to the  report  of  the

Conference  on Disarmament  s imilar  to draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42,%.61/Rev.l.  We

p o i n t e d  o u t  o n  t h a t  o c c a s i o n  t h a t  Y u g o s l a v i a  a t t a c h e s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  importance  t o

the work of the Conference on Disarmament and that the Conference, as a single

mul t i la tera l  negot ia t ing body on disarmament , no doubt had an exceptionally

important  ro le  in  the  negot ia t ions  on cer ta in  ques t ions  of  d isarmament ,  in

pa r t i cu l a r  t hose  t o  wh ich  we  acco rded  p r i o r i t y  a t  t he  f i r s t  spec i a l  s e s s ion  o f  t he

General Assembly devoted to disarmament, We are convi.lced  chat there is also no

dLclbt  that  the  pr ior i ty  issues  of  d isarmament  in the  present-day world  ara  those

qUe~tian6 tha t  concern  the  hcllting  of  the  arms race,  nuclear  disarmament ,

prevention of nuclear war and the ex?enaior  ot’  the arms race into outer space - in

a nutshel l ,  those  quest ions  that  affect :  the  very survival  of  mankind.

We cont inue  to  be l ieve  tha t  the  Final  Document  of  the f i rs t  specia l  sess ion Of

the General Assembly devoted  t o  d i s a r m a m e n t  i s  q u i t e  e x p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d .  W e

consider  tha t  the  Collference  on  DisarIl\ament should  not  be a body  in  which ,

select.ively, only certain questions of disarmament may be considered or a hod:, in

which we are primarily considering disarmament issues. We are convinced that the

Conference should be a body fcr negot ia t ions  on a l l  the  d isarmament  i ssues  on i t s

agenda - in other words ,  on  a l l  ques t ions  that  concern  the  secur i ty  of  all

c o u n t r i e s .

It is wi th  regret  that  we have th is  year  noted a lso  that  such an approach t;J

the  Conference  on Disarmament  and to  i t s  ro le  in  the  negot ia t ions  i s  not  to be

found in  draf t  resolut ion A/C.l,/42/L.6l/Rev.  1 . We very much appreciate the efforts

made  b y  i t s  s p o n s o r s  t h i s  t i m e  a g a i n  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e i r  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  should
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(Mr. Djoklco  Yugoslavia)

bo met with underotanding and support  on tho part of the momboro  of our Committee.

We have today considered  with great attention  a rovieed text whi& undoubtedly

rQprQSentti  P StQp fOrWard  i n  colnpariaon  With t h e  i n i t i a l  d r a f t ,  but U~lfOK’tUnatQ~y~

e v e n  t h e  revioad t ex t  was n o t  a b l e  t o  oetiefy o u r  roaervotione  r ega rd ing  t he

eesence of  t he  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  and  its r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  C o n f e r o n c e  o n  DifMrmament

a8 a  negot ia t ing body 011 dif3urmament  iosuos.

In  ope ra t ive  pa rag raph  3  o f  t ho  d ra f t  roaolution  the Confertkice  o n  Diearmamont

io r eques t ed  t o  i n t ens i fy  i t s  work  i n  accordonco  w i t h  t h e  r e l e v a n t  pravisione  Bet

for th  in  paragraph 120 of  the  Final  Dooumont  of the  Tenth  Specia l  Soeoion  of  the

General Assembly, we eonaider  that the  General  Aouembly should  not be  satiefied

with  such a  reques t . I t  c a n  a n d  s h o u l d  s t r e s s  tha p r i o r i t y  issues  o f  dieucmament

and requeot the Conference on Diaarmamurrt to nogotiilto  on thorn.. Therefore we could

not  agree  th is  t ime, e i t h o r ,  w i t h  t h e  essence o f  t h e  r e q u e s t  c o n t a i n e d  i n  o p e r a t i v e

pa rag raph  3  o f  t he  d ra f t  reeolution.

Y



JW8 A/C, 1/42/PV.  43
16

( M r .  Djokru, Yugool~v~a)

What  we should l ike  to  8ee ie a clear  meeeage  to the  Conferenoe  on  IJioarmamont  to

addret itself  to negotiating the key ioeuoe  of disarmament. WQ oonoidcr  i t

neceesery  preoieely  beoauae of the importanao  we attaoh to the Conforanoa on

Disarmament  and the  role  i t  ehould  play in  mul t i la tera l  negotiationa  on

disarmament.

FOE theee rea80naP  my  de l ega t ion  ~($5 u n a b l e  to  suppor t  d r a f t  rooolution

A/C.1/42/L.Gl./Rev.l  and abs ta ined in  the  vot ing.

Hi86 SOLESBY  (United Kingdom) a I  s h o u l d  l i k e  b r i e f l y  t o  e x p l a i n  the vote

of  my delegat ion on draf t  reeolution 4/C.1/42/L.16  deal ing wi th  partlzipation  in

the Conference  on Diearmament by States which are not mQmbQrfl.

My delegation has, o f  aourso,  n o  wieh t o  p r e v e n t  States  n o t  mombero  o f  the

Conference f rom express ing view8 in  plenary  5ession. Thie  ia p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e

when the uoncerna  of those Statee are under discussion. De5yitCt thiu, WQ bQliQVC

t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  q u e s t i o n  is a  m a t t e r  f o r  t h e  C o n f e r e n c e  itself  to dooide.  This  io

an impor tant  pr inc ip le  and is why we have obetained  on the  draf t  roMolution  in

question.

Mr. NANNA  (Nigeria) ; I  wish to explain my dolayotion’a  vote on drart

resolution A/C. 1/4,2/L.  61/#ev.  1. Zn an e x p l a n a t i o n  0E vote o n  laet year’u draft

resolut ion on Fr iday, 14 November 1986, my delegation  oxpraased  reyrot ut the kitlct

t h a t  t h e  d r a f t  d i d  n o t  addrees  m a t t e r s  o f  intoreet  t o  th0 m a j o r i t y  o f  mcmboru  o f

the Conference on Digarmament. Very vital oubjoctc  on the iigQnda  OL thu Conference

on Disarmament, such a8 prevention of an arme race in out ,I: spacer nuclear wBill)cJnO

and a  comprehensive nuclear- teat -ban t reaty , were conepieuouely  absent  from the

d r a f t . We expressed the  hope tha t  the  spi r i t  of  co-opera t ion  and f lexibi l i ty  would

Prevail in the Conference on Disarmament, s o  t h a t  proyresu could  b e  mudc  o n  eL1

eubjects on  i t s  agenda , in  par t icular  thooe  that  were moat  important  and UrYent.

JnEort*.rrately, r e a s o n a b l e  p r o q r e s a  o n  t h o s e  oul:jacto  ayain prcivod  inrpz3sible.  My
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doLogation  io diotraeood  by ouch lack of  yrogreoe and thQ  rout ine  approach to  k?y

uubjoctn aL the C’on~uronuo  o n  Uiomwmont.

My Jolugwtion  a:>noidors oomniitmant  to thQ noyotlations on koy disarmarnont

~~CMJ in Thai ~o!~~uxenua  on Dlsarmamont to  bo t o t a l .  We would have  liked any

rooolution  on tiio work of tho Conferonco on USsormamont  to reflect prqruoe  or lock

of yrogrouo  on v i t a l  Itomo and to  h i g h l i g h t  t h o  i m p o r t a n c e  a t t a c h e d  t o  koy  ~bjocto.

This  yarrr the rovfead draft reso lu t ion , .4/C. 1/42/L. 61/l&v.  1, has oysin beOn

isoroly proouducol. Ibwovor, that a100 o~plainti my dolegotion’  8 pooitivo Vote on

the drut:t rouolutlon, whiah was dOvoid of aontontloue  conaeytP or  prinCiplWa MY

dologution hopoa tkut tuture  resolutions on the work of the ConEoroirce on

Uiuuc~~~uw~~t  w i l l  uddrooo c e r t a i n  m a t t e r s  o r  QUbjQCtQ  o f  v i t a l  i n t o r o s t  t o  the

intornotiorr~l  co~~u~~unity. I n  t h e  QPIIIO  will, I  hoyo that t h o  t+plrit o f  uwoyoration

und floxibil!ty  which my doloyation hau shown will  prevair in future negotiations

OH ViUiouo dioolrmamont oubjoetu ut the Coni;‘QrQnco  o n  Diearmamont.

&I. UOK5lPN-WNNIUH  (Sweden) : I wish t0 explain the VOta Of th0 tjWodiRh

doloyatiun  on draft raoolution A/C.1/42/L.1&,  on which i t  has pbotolnod.

The  Swudish  dolayation  roitaratus  i t s firrb L support  f o r  t h a  participation o f

all Stiltoo irr tho work oc’ the Confoaonco on Dieormamont,  in iluuordanco  with the

t.ulew  ol prococluro  o f  the COnference. iiowevor,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  the work  o f  the

~~~.~l11:~~~“01u!  OII LIiQariiuiwnt i s  t o  bo docidod upon b y  the Confurcncu  itselF  o n  the

husio of itu ruloo o f  yrocodura,  whi le the draft raoolution impl ies  that  State8 not

~wllkxrca of. ttrc!  Cotlferonce  on Uisur~suuent  have Ltro r  iyht t o  yarticiyete  in t h e  w o r k

01 it0 phk-~ry  octtsion, the  ru l e s  o f  yroceduL’0  of th0 Conference  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g .

b’urthutinloro,  the Conference on Uiearmamont reports yearly  to  the General

Aeaemtily  on all aepeats of its work. Last  year my delegat ion  sa id  i t  d id  not

h@!liovc”  that a further report by the Secretary-General would add much to the ropott
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of  the  Conferenae i t s e l f ,  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h a t  t h e  Searetary-General~8 repor t  o n  t h e

issue to t h i s  Assambly, tha t  is, d o o u m e n t  A/42/552,  cons i s t s  o f  a  referenae t o  the

c&avant  par,\graphs  of the report of the Conference. My delegat ion oontinues  to

be l i eve  t ha t  no  fu r t he r  r epo r t  by  tha Yeorafary-General  is n e e d e d .

Mr.  GHANGEH  (Uni ted  States of Ameriaa): My delegat ion has  asked to apeak

in explanation of our votes on draft resolutions A/C. 1/42/L.61/Hev.l  and

A/C,1/42/L,69,  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  C o n f e r e n c e  o n  Disarmament.  My

de l ega t i on  ha s  o f t en  exp re s sed  i t s  view tha t ,  because t h e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  Confbrence

on Diaatmament is a oonsensua  document and because the resolution preoenting that

report t o  t h e  Goneral Aesembly should  foe&r a spirit ok’ co-operation  i n s t e a d  o f

a i r i ng  0ia c o n t r o v e r s i e s ,  t h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  s h o u l d  be a  s imp le ,  bus ine s s - l i ke

document, free of polemics and par tican views. However ,  in  keeping wi th  i t s

un fo r tuna t e  po-itiocr tho  draf t  resolut ion bear ing the  number  A/C* 1/42/L.69  th is

year attempts to superimpose the viewa of certain States on what was collectrvely

developed and agreed upon by constaneus  among the partici.par.ts  in the Conference on

Disarmament. As a result,  thie draft resolution remaine  a ChrIstma tree adorned

with  a l l  eorts of gtirish,  d iscordant  and inappropr ia te  ornamenter

Turning to  the  o ther  draf t  retjolution  re la t ing  to  the  report  of  the  Conference

on Disarmament, my delegation deeply regrets that we could not support draft

resolution A/C. 1/42/L,61/~.  l/ii~. 1. Its sponsors have taken a much mote

const ruct ive  approach to  th is  mat ter ,  and i t  i s  notsworthy that  many of  those

SUPporting dra f t  reso lu t ion  A/C.1/42/L.69  d id  n o t  s e e  fii; t o  suppor t  d r a f t

resolution A/C. 1/42/L. Gl/Rev.  1. From the  s tandpoint  of  the  Uni ted Sta tes ,  draf t

resolution A/C.1/42/L.61/Hev.l  is by far a more appropriate document than the other

one. U n f o r t u n a t e l y  i t  s t i l l  f a l l s  s h o r t  o f  o u r  g o a l  o f  a  s t r i c t l y  p r o c e d u r a l

r e s o l u t i o n . For t h a t  r e a s o n  m y  d e l e g a t i o n  f e l t  c o m p e l l e d  t o  a b s t a i n  o n  i t .
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Mr. RODHJCGO  (Yr I Lanka) 8 I  w i sh  t o  maka Qomc ve ry  b r i e f  exp lana to ry

oommentf3  i n  r e spec t  o f  d r a f t  reso lu t ion  A/C.1/42/L.6.l/Hev.  1. These commanto  are in

many waye  d i r ec t ly  r e l a t ed  to  S r i  Lanka’8 oponoorehip  o f  d ra f t  reuoluticn

A/C. 1/42/1;.69.

A sinyle reoolution on the work ot: the Conference on L)isarlnement  wo, , of

course, have been ideal,  in kaoping with the Conferencelo  own method of work h@

consensus. a.ettably,  t h i s  h a s  n o t  b e e n  p o s s i b l e . Dratit  r e o o l u t i o n

A&l/42/L. ore clooely  and more comprehensively reflects our position on the

pact work of the Conference on l)iearmamelrt  and On what romaina of expwtations for

i t s  f u t u r e  wark. Waft reoolu t ion  A/C. 1/42/L.61  in ite oriyinai  form was described

as procedural. If that were tne easer its purpose  would hove been subsumed in

d ra f t  r e so lu t i on  A/C.1/42/L.69,  and w e  w o u l d  n o t  h a v e  ueen a  need fo r  i t s  r ev i s ion

in draft resolution A/C. 1/42/L.61/Hev.  1. The rovioion  ha introduced  f3me

additions which we can welcome. They make affirmations about the role of the

Conference on Disarmament as the single multilatorul  disarmament nsgotietiny  forum

of the  in ternat ional  community . H o w e v e r ,  t h e  d r a f t  roaolution  s t i l l  pr@SQnt6  a

somewhat limited and partial picture which makes no real comment on the work of the

Conference  on Disarmament  dur ing the  pas t  year,
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Furthermore ,  in  respect  of  the  future , draft reoolution L.Gl/Rev.  1 does not

r0qUeot the Conference on Disarmament to undertake in the coming yaar negotiations

o n  i s s u e s  b e f o r e  it. Howeva  r , t h a t  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  d o e s  r e q u e s t  t h e  Confarencc on

Disarmament  to  in tensify  i ts  work in  accordance wi th  paragraph 120 of  the  Firm1

Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to

dioarmament. T h a t  i s  c e r t a i n l y  h e l p f u l ,  b u t  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  negotiatiny

mandate of the Conference on Disarmament falls short of our expectations.

In  t ha t  senser d ra f t  r e eo lu t i on  L .69  p re sen t s ,  f r om my  de l ega t i on ’ s

perspective, a more complete and substantive index of the work of the Conference on

Disarmament in the past , as well as recommendations for its future work.

In  r e spec t  o f  d ra f t  reso lu t ion  L.6l/Rev.l, the  d i f f i cu l ty  fo r  my  de l ega t ion  i s

not PO much a8 what  ‘.t says  as  what  remains  unsaid in  i t .  Had the  draf& resolu t ion

provided more specific and positive encouragement to the Conference on Diearmament

t0 fu l f i l  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  prr;ceed to  n e g o t i a t e  o n  t h e  v i ta l  issucjs before

i t ,  in  accordance wi th  i t s  working methods , my delegation wou  'Ed have found it

p o s s i b l e  t o  s u p p o r t  it. We would not have regarded such encouragement as

usurpation of the Conference’s special role.

Nevertheless ,  I  wish to  acknowledge the  considerable  effor ts  of  the  sponsors

of  t ha t  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on ,  pa r t i cu l a r l y  t he  r ep re sen t a t i ve  o f  t he  Ne the r l ands ,

Mr.  van Schaik,  to  meet the concerns  of  the  sponsors  of  draf t  resolut ion L.69.

Perhaps with more time and a greater sense of political accommodation a different

vote will be possible in tt,-a future.

Mr. van SCHAXK (Netherlands) 8 1 should like to say a few words in

explanat ion of  my delegat ion’s  vote  on draf t  reeolut ion A/C.l/42/L.69.  We

abstained because we think a proceLura1 consensus resolution would be justified

after the hard work done and the consensus reached in the Conference on Disdrmanlent

at Geneva.
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Wo aluo abotainud  bec~ea various pdragrayha contain language, on the

nayoticltionil  to bo oonductad  and on other subjects, which does not reflect our

v iuwe.

Laotly,  and perhapo  moot important , we have difficulties  with the argwent of

0011\0 - inc luding  the  ropreoentativo  of  Yugoslavia  thio morning - that  the draf t

resOlUtion  in  i t se l f  would prevent  them from vot ing in  favour  of  the  procedural

draft roeolution  L. 61/lZov. 1, I t  ha s  been ,  and  w i l l  temai!r, t h e  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e

Nothcrlands deloystion  to achieve a consensus resolution on the report adopted each

year by consensus in the Conference on Disarmament at Geneva.

‘l’hc9  VOto tha t  haa jus t  taken  p lace  errcouragus  u s  t o  contf;rue  i n  t ha t

direotiun. we are also ancouragad by the words of some delegations - and here 1

mention in par t icular  Mr.  Hodrigo  of  Sri  Lanka. Now that the vote has taken place

in  the  Commit tee ,  i t  seems to  us  tha t  the  time has come for  a l l  delegat ions  to

reflect on the boat ways and moan8  to recoynizo  the work done in the Conference on

Disarmament and to restoru  consensus.

MI:. A&“,#  (Aus t ra l i a )  J- - - The Aust ra l ian  delegat ion had hoped that  the

e f fo r t s  ot:  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  s p o n s o r s  o f  the  t w o  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  o n  t h e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e

Conference on Disarmament, draft resolutions A/C.l/42/L,61/Rev.  1 and L.69, might

resul t  in  a  s ingle  text  tha t  could  be adopted  by consensus . we  r eg re t  t ha t  t ha t

result  was not  achieved this  year .

The operat ive part  of draf t  resolut ion L.69,  in  our  v iew,  draws se lect ively  on

arguments and proposala  mde and conclusions then reached by consensus in the

process of drawiny up the report of the Conference on Disarmament on its 1987

uessior~. We bel ieve  tha t  such an approach is  inevi tably  dis tor ted . The Conference

on Disarmament works by consensus. T h e  report  t h a t  i t  adopts  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  i t s

year’s work is adopted by consensus. T h e  content of t h a t  r e p o r t  r e f l e c t s
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complete ly  and adequate ly  the  proposals , differences, recommendations, agreement8

and disagreements  that  were  character is t ic  of  the  Confersnoe’e  work during the  year

being reported on. Tha t  i s  a l l  c l e a r l y  r eco rded . But  i n  toto  t h e  p o i n t  i s  tha t

the report ie adopted by con8en8us.

NOW,  when we are attempting to rationalize  thi8 Committee’8  work, it makes no

8enee to my delegation to do anything about the draft resolu&ion  on the report Of

the Conference on Diearmament other than to act on the baeia of coneeneus, which

characterized the adopt ion of  that  repor t  by the  Conference.

I n  t h e s e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  i t  i s  nalf-evident  t h a t  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n

A/C.1/42/L.61/Rev.l  was preferable  in  my delegatisnle  view,  s ince  we sponsored it.

We f i rmly bel ieve that  that  draft resolut ion  provide8 for  the  appropr ia te  ac t ion  by

the General Assembly on the report of the  Conference on Disarmament on it8 work

in 1987.

We urge  that  concer ted  ef for t8  should  be made next  year  to  achieve a  single

draft resolution which deals with the report of the Conference on Disarmament and

which can be adopted by consensus. We are encouraged by 8ome of the statements

th is  morning in  explanat ion of  vote, by representa t ives  who obviously  share  th is

impor tant  objective.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union o f  S o v i e t  S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c s )  ( i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f r o m

Ruceian) ; The Sovie t  de legat ion  wiehelj  to expla in  i t8  vote  on draf t  resolution8

A/C.1/42/L.69  and L.61/Rrv.l,  which  i t  suppor ted .

Na tu ra l ly ,  we  p re fe r  d ra f t  r e so lu t ion  L.69, w h i c h  q u i t e  c lear ly  z=.?d preci8elY

State8 the role and objective8 of the Conference on Disarmament a8 the sole

mult i la tera l  body for  conduct ing negot ia t ions  in  the  f ie ld  of  d isarmament  and

8tresses the  need for  s tepping up i t s  work  and holding negot ia t ion8 on the

eubstance of  p r io r i t y  ques t i ons  on  f t s  agenda . Such a formulation of the question

is o n e  in  which  we  see  a  r ea f f i rma t ion  af po l i t i c a l  w i l l  f o r  the  L u l l  u s e  o f  t h e

L
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Conference18 potential and the stepping up of its work in the most important

areas. T h e  oonclusion,  ca l l i ng  fo r  i n t ens i f i c a t i on  o f  t he  Co;bfetence’s  work ,  i s  i n

keeping with the contents of the document rsyarding enhancement of the Conference’s

effeotivenese adopted at the recent Prague meeting of the Committee or Foreiyn

Minis ters  of  Sta tes  par t ies  to the Warsaw Treaty. That document includes

in ter  alio proposals  for  a comprehensive discuss ion ,  during tha  th i rd  specia l

session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, of all  aspects of the wfbfk

Of the  Conference on Disarmament ,  des igned to  enhance i t s  ef fect iveness ,  and for

agreement  on concrete ,  pract ica l  measucea  to  achieve  tha t  end. We are ready to

partioipate  const ruct ively  in  the  considera t ion and implementa t ion of  any concre te

proposals aimed at stepping up and enhancing the effectiveness of the Geneva forum.

As  fo r  d ra f t  r e so lu t ion  A/C.l/42/L,Gl/Rev.  1 ,  a l t h o u g h  i t  d o e s  n o t  c o n t a i n

provisions to which we would object, i t  d o e s  n o t  r a i s e  w i t h  s u f f i c i e n t  c l a r i t y  t h e

question of enhancing the effectiveness of the Conference on Disarmament.
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At  t he  s ame  t ime ,  we  no t e  t ha t  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  L.61/Rev.l  sta te8  - a lbe i t ,  81

I  have already noted,  in  a  general  form - the need to step up the work of the

Conference. In the  second preambular  paragraph i t  r ight ly states thut in  the  fielc

of  disarmament  considerable  and urgent  work - I s t ress  Rurgentn  - remains  to  be

accomplished. That  s ta tement  i s  then developed in  paragraph 3 ,  deal ing wi th

intensi f ica t ion of  the  work of  the  Conference. We hope that those provisions of

the  draft  resolut ion wilJ not  remain  Flrely on paper@ but will be raaff irmed by

pract ica l  ac t ion  dur ing the  next  sess ion of the  Conference .

Mr .  TAYLHAWAT  ( V e n e z u e l a )  ( i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f rom Span i sh )  t I  wish b r i e f l y

t0 explain my delegation’s vote in favour of draft resolution A/C. 1/42/L,6l/Pev. 1.

Last  year  the Commit tee  had before  i t  a  s imi lar  draf t  resolut ion,  and we then

a b s t a i n e d . This year’s text no longer contained the elements that we found

unaccep tab l e  l a s t  yea r . and we wish to express our appreciation to Mr. van Schaik

for  the  s teps  he  took and his  endeavours  to ensure  tha t  h is  draf t  resolut ion  should

receive  broader  suppor t .

The two texts  tha t  we have adopted are  not  incompat ib le .  One is  pure ly

procedural,  taking note of the report of the Conference on Disarmament, which was

adopted by consensus in that body. We would have preferred draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.61/Rev.l  t o  con t a in  c l ea r e r  and  more  spec i f i c  r e f e r ences  t o  t he

n e g o t i a t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  C o n f e r e n c e  s h o u l d  c a r r y  o n . Moreover, when the

Conference on Disarmament  is  requested,  in  paragraph 3 ,  to  in tensi fy  i t s  work in

accordance with the relevant provisions of paragraph 120 of the Final Document of

the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly , we understand that to mean

in t ens i fy ing  i t s  e f fo r t s  t o  ca r ry  ou t  nego t i a t i ons  on i t s  agenda  i t ems  i n

acco rdance  w i th  t he  p r i o r i t i e s  l a i d  down  in  t ha t  pa r ag raph  o f  t he  Final Document

and entrusted to the Conference on Disarmament.
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I turn now to draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.69,  of which my delegation was a

sponsor. I t  may be regarded as  a  substant ive  document)  i t  i s  an  assessment  of  the

work of the Conference, and ,  a s  i s  s t a t ed  i n  t he  l a s t  p r eambu la r  pa rag raph ,  i t

expresses  concern  and disappointment  oveL  the  meagre  resul ts  achieved. A s  1 s a i d

in  the  genera l  debate , in  our view the  lack of  resul ts  in  the  Conference  on

Disarmament  is  very closely  connected  wi th  the  prevailiny internat ional  c l imate .

W h i l e  t h e r e  i s  a  c l i m a t e  o f  c o n f l i c t  a n d  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  t e n s e ,  i t  i s  an illusiolr

to think that the Conference can make any headway. I  repeat  the  s tatemcnt  1  llrade

at our 18th meeting, when I said:

“Now that there is the:  beginning of a constructive and harmonious uJ,iil\ate

in  re la t ions  betwee the  two super-Powers  and there  seems t9 be a  genuine  wi l l

to overcome obstacles and tacilitate  the attainment of results in the t’ield UL

disarmament, i t  should be possible also to undertake substantive work in the

Conference  on Disarnlament  or ien ted  towards the  e labora t ion of  concre te

measures concerning the various items 01)  the Conference’s agenda. wo twyo

that  dur ing next  year’s  sess ion or the  Contierence  its work wil l  indeed bonobit

f rom the  siyns o f  p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  t h a t  w e  hdve s e e n  i n  b i l a t e r a l  S o v i e t - U n i t e d

S t a t e s  n e g o t i a t i o n : ‘Phe best contribution that could be lllade towards

improving  the  e f f ec t i venes s  and  p roduc t i v i t y  o f  t he  Confe r ence  cons i s t s

p r e c i s e l y  i n  facilitatinrJ  the proyress oF i t s  w o r k  b y  making efforts t o

ove rcome  the  a r t i f i c i a l  obstac les  which  f r equen t l y  h inde r  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s . ”

(A/C.1/42/PV.lU,  p. 2 4 - 2 5 )
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Mr. GYI (Burma) I my delegat ion  wishee to  express  its views on draft

resolutions  A/C.l/42/L.61  a n d  L.69.

We voted for  both  draf t  resolutions. we wish to point out that Burma was one

of  t he  sponso r s  o f  d r a f t  r e eo lu t i on  t.69. In eponsoring it, we took the same

poeition  as  we  d id  l a s t  yea r .

We bel ieve  that  draf t  resolut ion L.61 is  procedural ,  and its provisions are

only general ,  whereas  draf t  resolut ion L.69 givcts an assessment of  the  situation in

the Conferdnce  on Disarmament and calls on the Conference to take further action.
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In a spirit ol! co-operat ion,  we votad for  buth draf t  resolut ions ,  L.69  and

L.61. We bel ieve  khat the  two are  not  mutual ly  exclusfvey  they are suppor t ive  of

each other .

The  WAIHMRN (intorprotation f rom French)  o wo have heard the las t-II””

speaker in explanatiw of vote on cluster 13.

W e  s h a l l  n o w  t a k e  u p  t h e  l a s t  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  i n  c l u s t e r  1 4 ,  dra f t  resolution

A/C. 1/42/L.60/Rev.2.

Mr. PUNUNG!$\  (Z imbobwo) t O n  behalf  o f  t h e  nou-aligned  maieboro, I  w i s h  t o

inform the C;ommittuo  that ,  fo l lowing intensiva consul ta t ions  wi th  the  sponsors St’

uKaft resolution A/C. 1/42/L,GO,/Hev.  1, encltlud “United Nations disarmamunt

studiee’, we have decided to withdraw our amendments contained in document

A/C.1/42/L.l32. Pn this rayard I wieh to thank the sponsors of draft rooolution

E.6O/Rev.l, pa r t i cu l a r l y  t he  do l ega t i on  of t h e  U n i t e d  Kingdom,  fo r  t h e  s p i r i t  o f

compromise and co-operation they showed durirry our consultations, and also the

delegat ion  of Mexico for i ts offorts on behalf of  the non-al igned countrioe.

The  n e w  draEt  reeolution,  L.~o/H~v.~, roflacte  the i n t e r e s t s  of ~1 14ry9 p o r t

of the international community. I:t i s  t h e r e f o r e  o u r  w i s h  that ~ ; b e  udoptod

without  a  vote .

Miss SOLEBUY  (United Kingdom) I 1: should like to introduce dcai’t

resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.6O/Hov.2,  on Uni ted  Nat ions  d isarmament  s tudies ,  on behalf  Of

the sponsors - Cameroon, k’r axe, the tiurmxl  Democratic Republic,  thu Federal

Hspbulic  o f  Germany ,  I t a ly ,  Japan ,  Norwav, Po l and ,  Momonia,  t h e  U n i o n  o f  S o v i e t

Socialist Republics and my own country.

In in t roducing o u r  o r i g i n a l  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n , 1 d r ew  ottuntion t o  t h e  v a r i o u s

recommendations contained in the report of the Advisory Ward on Disarmament

Studies . We believe that these recommendations include much that is helpful,  und

we comrnond  them to Member States when thay are considering proyosalc, for study.
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That is the main thrust of the draft roeolutiwl now baforo the Committee as

Lg60/Rev.  2. It has baen amended ta acaommodata  the concoen~ of a numbur  of

deleqatione, f welcome the announcement by the roprosontativo  of Zimbabwe that the

amendments in dooument L.82  have been withdrawn. I  t hank  the  royrosentative o f

Zimbabwe for the epirit of oompromieo  in which that heo &oen done.

We believe i t  par t icular ly  important  that  a draft reeolutior. oL’ this nature

should be adopted by aoneeneue. we aluo hope that: the Committee will now proceed

in  tha t  way.

The CHA~HMAN  (interpretation ktorn k’eenckr) ; wsr ohall now t a k e  o clecision

o n  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  A/C.1/4’L/L.6O/aov,~. The  oriyinal  d r a f t  rewlution - L.60 -

Was  introduced by the ropreoontative  ot’ the United Kinydom of Groat Uritslin and

Northern Ireland at the 35th meetiny ol; the Yirtlt  Cummittoo,  on t, November. 1L WB8

submitted under agenda i tern 66 (h) , e n t i t l e d  “Heview  ot: t h o  fmp1emantation of t h e

rec~xnmendetione  end deoisione  adopted by the General  Aasombly  at ito tenth npoeial

seaeion~~  . The  egoneors are) Cameroon,  k’edoral Republ ic  of Germany,  Prance, the

German Democratic Hepublic, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, itomania,  the Union Of

Soviet Sucialist Nopublics  and tho United Kinydom of Great Britain ond Northern

freland. The oponeors have expressed the wioh thut the Committee adopt the draft

resolution without a vote,

IJCaft r e s o l u t i o n  A/C,1/43/L,60/Wev.2  WPD rrdopted  wlthuut  a vote.

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Brent ~1: Ho ehall now proceed to

Cluster  6, which had been kept in abeyance pandiny  consultetiono. I t  was agreed

that on Friday  morning we would take up for consideration the dratt reeolutions

contained in thigh  clueter, drat‘ t  r e s o l u t i o n s  A/C.l/IL/L.C,  L.29, L.38 and L.7’1.

I  shal l  cal l  f i rst  on those  representa t ives  who wish  to  make s ta tements  before

we take any decision on thio ctlueter.
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Mr- &km&L  (New 2ealand)r I felt I should report to the Committee on

an aspect of the consideration  of the cluster of nuclear-test-ban draft

r@Solutions, which have attracted wide inGetest. You have just referred, Sir, .to

the consultations. I refer to the endeavour to achieve a single, consolidated text

on the issue.

When we introduced draft resolution ~/C.lJ42/L.77  at the beginning of last

week, we noted that1987 had been a year of mixed results in progress towards the

achievement of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. I suggested that a clear, strong

signal to all involved was needed in order to get real movement towards a

comprehensive treaty.
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My delegation was aleo very aoneaious of cralle  made by a large number of

delegations in thie Committee, inaluding  t h e  eponeore o f  d r a f t  reeolution

A/C,1/42/L.77,  for there to be endeavour8  made to groduoe a air;dle  text on a

aompteheneive  tes t  ban t reaty  whiah would  insure that  the in ternat ional  aommunity

apoke with one voiae at  thie t ime on the need for  the aoncrlueion  of a  t reaty and at

a n  e a r l y  stage.

My delegation agreed with thie position and we aaaordingly  negotiated

diliger.tly  with  the  l e ad  sponeor  o f  d r a f t  r uuo lu t i on  A/C.1/42/L.29  t o  e x p l o r e  the

poeeibility  of  a  u n i f i e d  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n . My delogaton was under Firm

instructions from my Minister for Disarmament and Arms Control to seek to aahieve

the goal  of  a  unif ied text ,

I  want  t o  t ake  thie o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  exprelse deep - f e l t  t hanks  t o

Ambaseador Garcia Robles of Mexico for the very substantial effort he put into

those negot iat ione, I want to report that good progrose was being made toward8 a

aommon text and I am sure that I 8pea.t for him also. Indeed, I checked to maka

sure of this a moment ago when I note with regret that, in the ehort time

available, we were not able to present the Committee with a consolidated  draft

reeolut  ion. W9 did  not w?eh to  draw out unreasonably the  Committee18  del ibera t ion8

and so, reluctantly, we have agreed with our colleague from Mexico thert a joint

text must await next year’s deliberationa.

So there  are  s t i l l  two draft  reoolutions  before  the Firs t  Commit tee  on  this

ieeue. I want to make perfectly clear that my delegation, for one, will be voting

for both of theee draft reeolutiona  and we trust and expect that together they will

atimulate the international community in various forum6  in 1988 to make progrefls

towards the goal of achieving at  an early date  a compreheneive  teat-ban treaty.
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Mr. TOTH  (Hungary) o The Hunger ian delegation has repeatedly QxpreeeCd

it@ standpoint on the question of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban, according to

which the  aonoluefon of  a  mult i lateral  t reaty on the  prohib i t ion  of  all

nuclear-weapon tes ts  by 011 Sta tes  in  a l l  environments  would  conetitute  an

indispensable  element  for the BUCC~BB of the talks to halt and reverse the

nuclear-arms race,  to s top the  qual i ta t ive  improvement  of  nuclear  weapons  and to

prevent the expansion of existing nuclear arsenals, as well a8 the spread of

nuclear weapons to additional countries, thus  cont r ibut ing  to  the  achievement  of

the  f inal  goal  of the  complete  e l iminat ion of  nuclear  weapons  under  appropr ia te

v e r i f i c a t i o n .

My delegat ion has  repeatedly  urged the  appropr ia te  mul t i la tera l  d isarmament

negotiat ing forum to  proceed to  pract ica l  work on a l l  aspects  of th is  matter . The

last time the Hungarian delegation gave expression to its views on a comprehensive

nuclear-test ban was on 3 November in this Cornmittoe. In  th is  s ta tement ,  my

delegat ion made i t  known that  th is  yoar  the  countries  sponsoring the  draf t

resolut ion  on the  immedia te  cessa t ion  and prohibi t ion  of  nuclear-weapon tea ts  d id

not  in tend to  oubmit a  s epa ra t e  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  unde r  t h i s  ayenda i t e m .  we

expressed the  under lying reasons for takiny  such a s tep  on an  agenda i tem which the

sponsor8  r eys rd  u s  one  09 t h e  hiyhest pr ior i ty .

Proceedinq  from the in tent ion of  a l lowing the  wi l l  of  the  wor ld  communi ty  to

be expressed on th is  mat ter  in  the  concentra ted  form of  only  one draf t  resolut ion,

the  Hungar ian deloyntion  and the  sponsors  of  the ear l ier  separate  draf t  resolut ion

urged other  delegat ions  to  fo l low suit  and to  char t  a  cohnon course for  future

a c t i o n . As the  forthcominy  procedure  on two separate  draf t  resolut ions  wi l l  show,

those expectation8 did not come to fulfilment. Uthouyh  opinions  might  d i f fer  on

the  causes  for  not  being able to  make such an important  s tep  forward, the  tack

remains the same. Member States have to come to a common  denominator in order to



JS&‘bag A/C. 1/42/PV.43
38

(&. Toth,  Hungary)

give ewpreeeion t o  thaic po l i t i c a l  v i ew  o f  prooeeding  towards  the  comt?leto

oeeeation a n d  p r o h i b i t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  teeting. In such c iccumetances ,  a l l

delegationa,  i n c l u d i n g  those of t h e  qpnaoca of  t he  ea r l i e r  eeparete draf t

resolution, will  have to redefine the beet COUCSQ of future action to face that

chal lenge.

Mr. BW%ER  iAuatcalia): Be fo re  we  pcooeed  t o  t ake  docisiona  o n  t h e  draft

r e s o l u t i o n s  inoorporatod  i n  o l u e t e c  6, I should like to address in a brief

s ta tement  the  two main draf t  resolut ions  which ace  presented in  tha t  c lus ter

conaecned wi th  a  comprehensive  nuclear- tee t -ban t rea ty ,  that  13, wi th  the  cessation

o f  a l l  n u c l e a r  tests. These  ace  the  texts conta ined in  draf t  resolu t ions

A/C, 1/42/L.29  and L.77.

Last year a remarkable process of convergence began here in the Assembly on

the  issue of  a  comprehensive nuclear- teat-ban t reaty . Las t  yeacr t h r ee  ma in  t ex t s

were presented, and ther we saw a pcocese of amendment, which loo to their term0

moving c loser  together . This process of convergence was then reflected in an

unueual  and changed vot ing pat tern  on those  draf t  ceaolutlons,  80 that  WQ came away

from last year’8 Assembly wi th  the  c lear  percept ion that  the  in ternat ional

community was moving towards speakiny with a single voice on the vital iosue oE

br inging about  on  end to  a l l  nuclear  teeto.

We went to Geneva to the Conference on L>isacmament  strengthened in that

phenomenon of convergence ,  bel ieving that  what  we 8aw here  a t  the  las t  Assembly

would bring about progress in our work at the Conference on Disarmament.

Unfortunately, to some  extent ,  we ware  d isappointed . There was proyress during the

l a s t  y e a r . There  was  progress  in  the  technical  work of  the  groul of  sc ient i f ic

experts at the Conference on Disarmament. The re  was  a l so  p rog re s s  i n  b i l a t e r a l

d iscuss ions  of  the  i ssue  of  an  end to  nuclear  teot ing,  and I  th ink we should  a lso

always recoqnize, too,  tha t  we in  th is  sys tem do not  cons t i tu te  the  known world-

Y
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There am many other people and organizations  in this world concerned with the

i ssue  of  nuclear  tes t ing and in those ocganizat ione ,  in  the par l iaments  of  the

world  and in  non-governmental  ocganiza t ions , we saw progress last year towards

axplor ing tha i~suas and continuing to call for a reeolut ion of the issues which

would bring about a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

So WQ are back hero now this ymr armed with the convergence we saw last year,

strengthened by what we have aeen in other forums and in non-governmental

organisat ionn , in the hope that we would have seen further convergence this year

towards  a  s ingle  draf t  resolut ion on a comprehensive nuclear- tes t -ban t reaty .  And

when we held our general debate in thfe Committee,  many delegations, for the first

t ime,  he ld  out the proepect  that  th is  year  we might have a single draft

reeolut  ion. What we have instead are two draft resolutions, not one.

TO some extent, the process of convergence has continued. o b v i o u s l y  t h a t  ie

t h e  cabe,  becauee  l e s t  y e a r  t h e r e  w e r e  t h r e e  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s .  B u t  t h e  g o a l  o f  a

single draft resolution has continued to elude us and, as others hdve pointed out,

in particular the Ambassador of New Zealand, work was undertaken during this

s o e a i o n  toward6  a  single  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n , Lt wae strong,  clear  and product ive

work based on the firmly held belief that on this subject we should speak with one

voiao and that this year was the year in which that one voice could have been

expr esaad  e In fact, we failed, and I must express and record here the very great

disappointment of my Government that we failed to produce this year a single draft

resolution on a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.
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T h a t  d i s a p p o i n t m e n t  r e s t s  u p o n  t h e  i r r e d u c i b l y  h i g h  p r i o r i t y  t h a t  mY

Government gives to a treaty which would bring about an end to all  nuclear

tes t ing . But  we are  a lso  conecinus  c,E the  fact  - and I  want  to  say this

c a r e f u l l y - t ha t  ano the r  i s sue  i s  a t  s t ake  i n  t he  ques t i on  o f  a  me rge r  on  t h i s

subject , and  t ha t  i s  ou r  w i l l  and  ou r  w i sh  t o  a s se r t  t ha t  t he r e  i s  a  r o l e  f o r  t he

mu l t i l a t e r a l  body ,  t he r e  ls a  ro l e  fo r  t he  multil~+sral  communi ty  i n  fo rg ing  a

t rea ty  such as  one which would  br ing about  an  end to  a l l  nuclear  tests.

I  sa id  w e  a r e  d i s a p p o i n t e d ,  b u t  l e t  t h a t  n o t  b e  m i s i n t e r p r e t e d .  M y  Covernmant

w i l l  c o n t i n u e  i n  theee e f fo r t s  and  we  wi l l  s t a r t  a s  soon  a s  t h i s  s e s s ion  i s

f in ished to work wi th  our  partner@ again  towards  a  s ingle  resolut ion on th is

Subject,  which we nope will  be adopted at next year’s sessions

SO this  year  we have two ma in  draf t  renolutions.  My delegat ion wi l l  vote  in

favour of the one of which we are not a sponsor. Clearly our position on our own

d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  i s  k n o w n . When we vote on draft resolution A.&.1/42/L.  29, of

which we are not a sponsor ,  we wil l  f ind i t  necessary to  make a  smal l  explanat ion

o f  vo t e  a f t e r  t he  vo t e .

In concl  us ion, I  would  want  to  draw at tent ion to  two points  wi th  regard  to

d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  A/C.1/42/L.29  a n d  L.77.

Draft resolu t ion  A/C.l/42/L.  29 does  present  a  par t icular  problem with  regard

to  the  scope of  any future  comprehensive nuclear- tes t -ban t reaty . I can illuatra  te

this familiar problem by simply making the following comment. We have been

informed that some Member States will vote for the Mexican non-aligned draft

reSdUtiOn in  document  A/C.l/42/L.  29,  because  they bel ieve  It sanct ions  or  accepts

so-cal led  peace  Eul nuclear  explos ions . Wt,  d o  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  a l l  s p o n s o r s  o f  t h a t

d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  s ee  i t  a s  s anc t i on ing  so - ca l l ed  peace fu l  nuc l ea r  exp lo s ions .  But

we do a t tach importance to  a  text  on a  comprehensive  nuclear- tes t -ban t reaty  that

a l lows no ambigui ty  on that  i ssue .

Y
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In con tr set, t h e  t e x t  g i v e n  i n  d r a f t  resolution  A/C.1/42/~.77,  i n t r o d u c e d  last

week by the Ambassador of New Zealand and of which my delegation is a sIx~5or ,

contains no such atiiguity. And more  to  the  point ,  our draf t  resolut ion

A/C.l/42/L.  77 takes account of the pol ic ies  of  a l l  member5  of  the  General  Assembly

and the Conforsnca on Disarmament. For  that  reason, wo b e l i e v e  i t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o

receive  universal  suppor t  and that any opposition to it  would he incomprehensible.

Mr. GARCIA RUBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spani5h) I AS?, was  s t a t ed

a few moments ago by the representative of New ZeaLand, and on behalf of his

delegat ion,  my delegat ion l ikewise  regre t5  that  the  lack of  t ime has  not  enabled u5

to  merge in to  one s ingle  draf t  the  two that  we submit ted ,  as  we have done in  the

p a s t . Indeed,  I  share  his  v iew that  perhapo next  year  there  wi l l  be  more

propitious circumetances  in that we will see our common aim mater ialize.

My delegat ion wi l l  vote  in  favour  of  both  draf t  resolut ions  - our5  and the  one

that  the  delegat ion5 of  New Zealand and Austra l ia  and other  delegat ions  have

submitted. Tha t  i s  t o  s ay , when we vote on draft resolution ~/C.l/42/L.77,  my

delegat ion  wi l l  make a br ief  explanat ion of  i t s  vote  wi th  regard to  one of  the

paragraph5 therein .

M r .  RATH  ( I n d i a ) : 1: have asked to  speak in  order  to  address  the  c lus ter

o f  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  n u c l e a r - t e s t  biln*

Proposals for a ban on nuclear ,Lsting  have been central elements on the

disarmament agenda for more than 30 years. I n  t h e  1963  T r e a t y  Ranninq  NucLear

WeaPons  Yests in  the  Atmosphere , in Cuter Space and under Water, more than

125 nat ions  have solemnly p ledged to  achieve  the  d iscont inuance  of  aLI. tes t

explosions  of  nuclear  weapons for  all t ime and to  cont inue  negot ia t ions  to  th is

end. This  objec t ive  has  s ince  been repeatedly  s ta ted  in  numerous  documents  adopted

unanimously by the united  Nations, incLuding  the pinal Dr~cument  ot’ the f i r s t
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special seseion  of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. We find this

concern once again reflected in draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.29.

Despi te this commitment , in  recent  years  the  nuclear-arms race  has  been

i n t e n s i f i e d  i n  b o t h  q u a l i t a t i v e  a n d  q u a n t i t a t i v e  t e r m s .  L a s t  y e a r ,  i n  its

considerat ion of  th is  very agenda i tem , our Commit tee took action on a nutier of

r eeolutions. Only one of  those  resolut ions  has  been t ransformed into  a  draf t

mandate for the Conference on Disarmament at Geneva. I  r e f e r  t o  l a s t  y e a r ’ s

resolu t ion  41/46  A.

On the  bas i s  o f  Mexioo’s  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n , its sponsor 8 at the Conference on

Disarmament, which included Indonesia, Kenya, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuelar

and Yugoslavia, our draft mandate for the establishment of an ad hoc conuni  ttee was

presented to the Conference on Disarmament on 16 July 1987. This,  too, was not a

eudden move. It h a d  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r  i n  i n f o r m a l  c o n s u l t a t i o n s .

Nevertheless, the Conference on Disarmament was unable to take a decision.

MY delegat ion a t taches  cr i t ica l  impor tance  to  th is  i tem. As was s ta ted in  the

Mexico Declaration of 7 August 1966, issued by the six leaders of Argentinat

Greece, India, Mexioo,  Sweden, and the United Republic  of Tanzania, we remain

convinced that  no  i ssue  i s  more  urgent  and crucia l  eOday than br inging to  an  enc

n u c l e a r  t e s t s , Both t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  a n d  q u a n t i t a t i v e  development  o f  nuc l ea r

weapons exacerbate the arms race, and both would be inhibited by the complete

t abol ishment  of  nuclear-weapons  tes t ing. Others may not share the priority, but as

long as we share a common objective ,  we must  begin  to  negot ia te .

Commencement  o f  nego t i a t i ons  i s  t he  ac id  t e s t  o f  our  commitment  t o  o u r  s t a t e d

o b j e c t i v e . I t  ha s  become  c l ea r  t ha t  t he  t e chn i ca l  i s sue s  o f  ve r i f i c a t i on  etc., Can

no l o n g e r  b e  u s e d  t o  d i v e r t  a t t e n t i o n  f r o m  t h e  c e n t r a l  issue of  negotiations. The

excellent work done by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts bears testimony to

this.
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Given the consensus  approach which guides our work in disatmament

negotiations, the Mexican draft resolution we had hoped would have offered a

credible compromise. My delegation notes, however ,  t h a t  t h e  s c o p e  o f  t h e  t rea ty ,

as  envisaged in  draf t  resolut ion A/C.l/42/L.29  is  at  var iance with  the  general ly

accepted scope of  such a t reaty  dur ing the  past  three decades . N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  i t  i s

clear that negotial ions guided by the objective of general and complete disarmament

under  ef fect ive  in ternat ional  control, would determine  sui tably  the  scope of  such a

t r e a t y .

Any ban on nuclear weapons should not only prevent qualitative advances in the

cha rac t e r  o f  nucluar  exp los ive s , but  a lso  prohibi t  the  development  of  new types  of

weapons which use nuclear components. New mil i tary appl ica t ions  of  nuclear

technologies  take  us  in  the  d i rec t ion  qui te  opposi te  of  tha t  char tered  out in these

Premises by President Eisenhower in 1953, in hi6 famous address “Atoms for peace”.

My delegat ion,  therefore , w o u l d  l i k e  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  c o n t a i n e d  i n

G.29. Admit tedly  i t  would  be  rea l is t ic  to  assi:nle that  such negot ia t ions  would  take

t ime before  a  t rea ty  could  be  concluded. To provide the apyropr iate atmosphere for

the  conduct  of  such negot ia t ions , my  de l ega t i on  wou ld  l i ke  t o  s t a t e  t ha t ,  pcndiny

t h e i r  c o n c l u s i o n , a l l  nuclear-weapon Sta tes  should  suspend the  tost iny of nuclear

weapons. Such a moratorium would immeasurably facilitate  negotiationa  for a treaty

My de l ega t ion ’ s  v i ews  on  t he  o the r  d r a f t  r e so lu t i ons  a r e  a s  fo l l ows :  on

A/C. V4UL.77,  we note  that  the  sponsors  of  that  draf t  resolut ion have endeavoured

to  meet some of  t .he  misgivings  we had on las t  year’s  text ,  par t icular ly  regarding

the manner in whictr the Conference on Disarmament should tackle this problem this

year. Uut the draft does not yet mention the formation of an ad hoc committee,

which  my delegat ion would  consider  to  be  essent ia l  for  negot ia t ions .
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(Mr.  Rath, India)

My de l ega t i on ’ s  v i ews  on t h e  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  o n  t h e  n o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r

tests i s  a s  follaJs. We are  not  yet  convinced that  not i f ica t ion of  nuclear  tests,

per  se ,  serves a  useful  purpose  in  the  context  of  eeeking  nuclnar  diMarmament-
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Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish): Without any

doubt the most appropriate path to bringing about the cessation of nuclear testing

would be through the signing of a treaty in whose implementation all States would

participate: those that have the capacity to carry out tests, those that have

attained the degree of technological knowledge that places them at the threshold of

such a capacity, and all the others, whatever the level or degree they have

attained in the peaceful use of nuclear energy.

Moreover, we believe that the cessation of nuclear tests is the most effective

step that can be taken immediately to contribute to making existing nuclear weapons

obsolete, to curbing the development of such weapons, to lessening the risk of

horizontal proliferation and to prevr:nting  the development of new weapons, based on

new technology, which could be used in strategic defence systems.

Venezuela will vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/42/L.77  despite the

fact that we are not totally satisfied with the approach taken in this draft to the

activity to be carried out by the Conference on Disarmament with regard to

prohibiting nuclear tests. In our view, the sole activity that should be carried

out by the Conference is the initiation as soon as possible of substantive

negotiations aimed at the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty to ban nuclear

tests. Accordingly, we are doubtful about the activities that are being requested

of the Conference in paragraphs 3 (a} and 3 (c) , since they do not appear to tally

with its function of a negotiating forum on specific disarmament measures. We have

doubts as to how the Conference on Disarmament would perform everything stipulated

in those paragraphs. The implementation of the mandate given to the Conference

requires the adoption of a series of actions; some of them have financial

implications which, as mentioned earlier, go beyond the mandate of a negotiating

body on specific nuclear disarmament measures.
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(Mr l Taylherdpt,  Veneauela)

we should l ike  to raise  theee oonoerna  and miegivinge,  aa that  they wi l l  be

refleoted  when the Conferenae hae to implement the provisions of this draft

reeolution.

We do  no t  wish to  hampur  the  adopt ion of  this draf t  resolut ion,  and my

delegat ion,  in keeping wi th  i t s  poliay of fur thering any effort  that oould  direatly

Or indireatly  help to bring about a compreheneive  test ban will,  as I have said,

v o t e  i n  ftTvour o f  d r a f t  r e eo lu t i on  A/C. l/42/L.77.

The  CXNHMAN  ( interpreta t ion f rom French)  I We have heard the  laet

apeaker in tho general debate. I ehall  now call on those delegations w!.ehing to

eW+lain the i r  vote before the vot ing on the  draf t  resolut ions  in  clueter  6 .

Mr. LUNDBD (Norway) : A rompreheneive  test ban would pla; a key role in

promoting the nualear d iearmament process. It would aleo prevent further

horizonta l  and ver t ica l  prol i fera t ion of  nualear  weapons. For thoiie reasone,  a

commit tee  on a  nuclear- tes t  ban should  be  es tabl ished without delay in  the

Conference on Disarmament, which ehould  resume its work on a comprehensive test-ban

treaty.

Having par t ic ipated in  Q group which e laborated draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.77,  ent i t led  “Urgent  need for  a  comprehensive  nucle;r-tent-ban  treaty”,

I ohould  like to explain Norway’s vote on the other draft resolutions dealing with

this issue.

Norway wil l  vote  in  favour of  draft  recolution  A/C.1/42/L.9,  concern ing

n o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  t e s t s . Thiu d ra f t  r e so lu t i on  u rges  each  o f  the  ’ t&es

conduct ing  nuclear  expl~~oions  to  provide to the Secretary-General  relevahlt

information concerning ench new nuclear explosion, in conformity with resolution

41/59 N. In  addi t ion ,  a l l  o t h e r  S t a t e s  a r e  i n v i t e d  t o  p r o v i d e  t o  t h e

Secretary-General any ouch data on nuclear explosions which they may have
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(Mr, Lundb  , Nor way).m-

mmilatJle. I’trrouytr t ha  Norwegian  Yeismiu Array (NUNSAN),  wh iab  ie one of t h o

wsrld93 laryoat 3Qiall1OX0giaal  inotitutiom,  Norway h a s  ElpCrCiQ1.  aO~nyQtenco  i n  t h i s

a l l  ei’fortu  uhould ho niado  t o  iltivanco  thu work tr>wurds u uomyechonsivo  t e s t  b u n .

Norway thuroWro  wulcoarou  thu full-ticU10, otayo-by-utayo  noyotiations  which WQL’Q

initiated  butwuon  thu Witc?d  States und ttru Soviut  U n i o n  ;\t Gerreva o n  9 Novenbo~.

Zambia be l i eves  i n  t he  e f f i cacy  of a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  tes t -bon  t r ea ty ,  for couch  a
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(Mr, Kufldia,  Zambia)

Rut in the light of tho faet that the two draft remlutione  refer to the

Non-Prol i ferat ion Treaty,  or 80me parts of  i t , in their preambular and operative

paregraphe, Zambia will abstain, sinae Zambia ie not a member of the

Non-Proliferation Treaty regime beoauee of iter discriminatory nature.
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The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Prench) I The Committee will now take a

deaision  on draft reedution  A/C.;V42/E.29,  which wag submi’;ted  under agenda

item 49, ‘Cestiation of a l l  nuc lear - tes t  exploaione”.  I t  was  i n t roduced  by the

representative of Mexico  at the 29th meeting of the First Committee, on 2 November,

an8 i~i sponsored  by Finland,  Indoneeia ,  I re land,  Kenya,  Mexico,  Pakis tan,  Berut

Hoalania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In  favour ; Afghanistan,  Albania,  Algeria,  Angola,  Argentina,  Auatral ia ,
Auatria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan,
Rolivia,  Bot[Jwana,  Brunei  Daru88alam, Bu lga r i a ,  Burk ina  Faso,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Souialiet  Republic, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa
Rica, C&e d”Ivoire, Cuba, Cypruo, Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
Equator ia l  Guinea,  Ethiopia , Fiji , Finland, German Democratic
Republic,  Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana,  fionduras, Hungary,  Iceland,  India,  fndonesia,  Iran
(Islamic  Hepublic  o f ) , I r aq ,  I r e l and ,  J amaica ,  Jo rdan ,  Kenya,
Kuwait ,  Tao People’  o Demwratic  Hepublie,  Lesotho,  Liber ia ,
Libyan Arab Yamahir  iya, Madayaeaar ,  Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mexico,  Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,  New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niyoria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Peru , Philippines, Poland, Qatar I Wll~ania,
Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senayal,  Singapore, Somalia,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
‘I’hailand,  Toyo, Trinidad and Yubago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian
S o v i e t  Switrlist  Xepublic, Union of ~;oviut; tiocialiut  ltepublics,
United Arab Emirates, United l&public  of Yanuania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Viet NPRI, Yemen,  Yugoslavia ,  Xair~,  Zimbabwe

Against3 France, United Kingdom of Great Britain  and Northern Ireland,
Uni ted  State8 of &aerica

Abstaining8 Belgium, Ura~il, Canada, China, Germany,  Federal Republic of,
Seruel,  I t a ly ,  J apan ,  Luxembourg ,  Ne the r l ands ,  Yortugal,  Spain,
Turkey, Zambia

Draf t  reso lu t ion  A/C.1/42/L.29  wdti ddo@xd by  116 v o t e s  t o_w...- :L w i t h----....

1.4 abstentions..--we-
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T h a  CtiAIWIAN  (intergratation  Ero~a French) I The Committee will  next rake

Q ducieion  on draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42&.38,  which  watt submit ted  under  aglanda

item 49, “Caooation 02 a l l  nwlear-test  exyloeions”  . It was introduced by the

repreeontativo  of Mex ico  a t  the Conunittoo’  a 2 9 t h  meotiny,  on 2 November,  and  i s

sponsorad  b y  fndonwiu, Mexico,  Paru, Sri Lanka,  Venezuela  and Yugoclavia.

A rauordod vote ho beon  royuostocl,

A racordod v o t o  wa8 taken.

Pn favour : Afyhanistan,  Alban ia ,  A lge r i a ,  Ango la ,  Argen t ina ,  :Qnrain,
Hanyladeeh,  Uarbadoo, Benin,  B h u t a n ,  B o l i v i a ,  Botrjwana, Brazil,
l.hunai Daruacalam,  Bulyoria,  Burkina Yaeo, Burma, Burundi,
Uyoloruseian  S o v i e t  S o c i a l i s t  Republic,  Cameroon, Cen t ra l  Af r i can
lteyublic,  Chile,  C o l o m b i a ,  COlnotOQ,  Conyo,  Coota ltica, C&o
d’ZvoFre, Cuba,  Cyprus, Csaohoalovakia,  Democrat ic  Yamen,
Uj ibouti, Dominican Republic, Wuador,  Ngypt, Ethiopia.  German
IIamocrGtic  I&public, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Gu~~~Q~-B~QsPu  I
Guymu,  ilonduraa, I n d i a ,  I n d o n e s i a ,  I r a n  ( I s l a m i c  Hopublic:  of),
Iruy, Israel, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait , La0 P00g1.0’  U
l.X3mooratic  Republic, Loo&ho,  Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madaguocar, Malawi ,  Malays ia ,  Maldivee,  Ma l i ,  Mexico,  Mongolia,
Morocco,  Mozambiyuu,  Nepal ,  Nicaragua,  Nigeria, Oman, Pakis tan,
Panama,  POKU,  Vhiliypinas,  Po land ,  Qa ta r ,  HOmatIiar  itwande, Saud i
Arabia,  Sonoyal,  Singapore,  Somalia ,  Sr i  Lanka,  Sudan, Swazi land,
Syrian Arab Republic,  Thai land,  Tcgo, Tr in idad and Tobago,
Tuniaiu,  Uganda ,  Ukra in ian  Boviat  Socialist  Hopublic,  Union  o f
uoviut  s;ocialiot ItQpUkJ~~CfiI.  United Arab Emirates ,  United Kayublic
o f  Tanz;ilnia,  U r u g u a y ,  V~IIOZPO~O,  Viot Nam, YellIOn,  YugoDluvia,
‘Lairo,  Zimbabwe

Ryainstr Vrtlnco, Unitwl Kingdom of treat Uritain and Northern lrsland,
ulritud Statcc o f  Amorioa

Abutclininyt Austrulin,  A u s t r i a ,  Bahamas, Belyiula, C a n a d a ,  Donmark, E q u a t o r i a l
Guinea, b’inlcrd,  Germany, b’oderol Republic:  of, Gruece,  H u n g a r y ,
I c e l a n d ,  I r e l a n d ,  I t a l y ,  J a p a n ,  Luxembourg, bctherlands,  N e w
Xealand,  Norwey  ,  Par tugal,  Spain,  Swadsn,  Turkey,  Zmbia

DraL’t r e s o l u t i o n  A/C.1/42/L.3B  wpu edoytoci  b y  101 votes  t o  3 ,  w i t h

24 abstentions.  *

*Subsequently  the d e l e g a t i o n  0L’ Hungary  ildvisec  the Sec re t a r i a t  t ha t  i t  had
i n t e n d e d  t o  v o t e  1.n favour.
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The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Frenah):  The Committee will now take a

decieion on draft reeolution A/C.1/42/L.99,  whicrh  was eubmitted undet agenda

item SO, “Urgent need for a oomprehensive  nuolear-test-ban treaty”. It was

introduced by the repreeentative  of New Zealand at the Committeege 29th meeting, on

2 November 1987, and ie sponeored by Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, Barbados,

Brunei Darusealam, Cameroon, Canada, Denmark” Fiji, Finland, Qreeoe, Iaeland,

I re land ,  Jamaioa, Japan , Liberia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Norway, Papua New Guinea,

the Philippinea, Rwanda, Samoa, Singapre  , Solomon Ielands, Sweden, Thailand,

Vanuatu and Zaire.

A separate vote has been requested on operative paragraph 3 of draft

resolution A/C, W4UL.77.

A recorded vote haa been requested.
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A recorded vote was taken.

In  favour : Afghanistan, Austral ia ,  Austr ia ,  Bahamas,  Bahrain,  Bangladesh,
Barbadoe, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei
Darusaalam, Bulgaria, Burundi ,  Byelorussian  Soviet  Social ist
Republic, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Hepublic, Chile,
Colombia, Comoroa,  Congo, Costa Kica, C&e d’Ivoire,
Czechoslovakia, Benmark, Djibouti,  Dominican Republic,  Ecuador,
Egypt ,  Equator ia l  Guinea, Ethiopia ,  Fi j i ,  F inland,  German
Demaratic  Kopublic,  Germany, Federal Republic  of, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
I ce l and ,  Indones i a ,  I ran ( I s l amic  Repub l i c  o f ) ,  I r aq ,  I r e l and ,
Israel ,  I ta ly,  Jamaica,  Japan,  Jordan,  Kenya,  Kuwait ,  Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,  Malta, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
Guinea ,  Pe ru ,  Ph i l i pp ines ,  Po l and ,  Po r tuga l ,  Qa t a r ,  Komaniat
Hwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Sauialist Hep!,rblic,
Union of Soviet socialist Hepublics, United Arab Emirntes,  United
Hepublic  of Tanzania, Unitad States  of  America,  Uruguay,  Viet
Nam, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Atlainst  t None

Abotuinrnqt Algeria ,  Angola,  Argent ina,  nrazil,  Uurkina  Faso, durma, Cuba,
Cyprus, France, India, Syrian Arab Kepublic,  Uganda, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia

Oporcrtive  paragraph 3 of  draft  reeolution A/C.1/42/L.77  was adopted by 114

votes  to  none ,  wi th  15  abs tent ions .
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( in t e rp re t a t i on  f rom F rench ) :  Las t l y ,  t he  Commi t t ee  w i l l

take a decis ion  on draf t  resolu t ion  A/C.1/42/L.77  aa a  whole .

A recorded vote has been requested,

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour I Afghanistan,  Albania,  Algeria ,  Auetralia,  Austr ia ,  Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brunei  Darueaalam,  Bulgar ia ,  Burkina Faso, Burma,
B u r u n d i ,  Byelorussian  S o v i e t  S o c i a l i s t  R e p u b l i c ,  Cameroon,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Comoros,
Congo, Costa  Rica, C&e  d’lvoire,  Cyprus,  Czechoslovakia ,
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt ,  Equator ia l  Guinea,  Ethiopia ,  Fi j i ,  Finland,  German
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
I ce l and ,  Indones i a ,  I r an  ( I s l amic  Repub l i c  o f ) ,  I r aq ,  I r e l and ,
I taly,  Jamaica,  Japan,  Jordan,  Kenya,  Kuwait ,  Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,  Malta, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morazco, Mozambique ,  Nepal ,  Nether lands , New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger la, Norway , Gman,  Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
P h i l i p p i n e s , Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa,
Saudi  Arabia ,  Senegal ,  Singapore,  Somalia ,  Spain,  Sr i  Lanka,
Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago ,  Tunis ia ,  Turkey,  Uganda,  Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of  Sovie t  Socia l i s t  Republ ics ,  Uni ted
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, UtUgUay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

tAgainst France, United States of America

Abstaining: Angola ,  Argent ina,  Brazi l ,  China,  Cuba,  India ,  Israel ,  Uni ted
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

Draf t  reaolut ion A/C.1/42/L.77  was adopted by 122 votes  to  2 ,  wi th
8 a b s t e n t i o n s .

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Frenchj I I  shal l  now cal l  upon those

representa t ives  who wish to  expla in  thei r  votes .

Mr. BUTLER (Australia) : Because  a  comprehensive  nuclear- tes t -ban t rea ty

bann ing  a l l  nuc l ea r  t e s t s  by  a l l  S t a t e s  i n  a l l  env i ronmen t s  fo r  a l l  t ime  i s  a key

pricrity of the Australian Government, we have been able  to  vote  in favour of draft

reeolution  A!C.1/42/L.29. Tha t  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  ha s  a s  i t s  c en t r a l  th rus t  the
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(Mr ,  Rutler,  Auatrul.ia)

en t ry  i n to  force a t  t h o  e a r l i e s t  p o s s i b l e  t i m e  o f  S u c h  a comprahonsivo

n u c l e a r - t e s t - b a n  t r e a t y . I am obliged, however, t o  maka  thiu brief explanation o f
\

our  vote  on  tha t  draF’t reso lu t ion .

Wo are  concerned that  the  terms of  some of  the  oporutivu  parayrayhs  of  the

draf t  resolut ion  could  be taken as  implying that  thare is  a loos- than-equal  concern

far t he  t oo t i ng  p rog rammes  o f  Borne nuc l ea r - t e s t i ng  S t a t e s .  Our  po l i cy  io ore o f

concern about the teuting  programmes of all Statec  that conduct nuclear  toots.

Secondly, as I mentioned in the otatement I made prior to the votiny,  we are

ooncarned that some States may interpret the scope of draft reuolution

i/C.l/42/L.29  as imp ly ing  tha t  a  t r ea ty  d rawn  up purwmt to  i ts term8 would not

exclude nuclear  toets conducted for  so-cal led  peaceful  puryoucs.

Th i rd ly ,  t he  d r a f t  reso lu t ion  does  r e f e r  t o  moraturia  o n  nuclear  t:oStS. Tho

wsition  of my Government is that the single objective must be a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban t reaty. I t  may be the case that  morator ia  on tetit:iny could,  in

certain circumStances,  facilitate a move towards a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban

t reaty,  but we want  i t  to  be clear  that  no morator ium arrangements can bc or  ever

should  be a Subst i tu te  for  the  main goal , namely, an end to all  nuclear toeting.

I must irlso take thie opportunity to comment briefly on our vote off ai*7tention

o n  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  A/C.1/42jL.38. We were not able LO support the propsal  for a

conference to consider amendments to the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests

in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under water because of our commitment to

ciirect  m u l t i l a t e r a l  a n d  b i l a t e r a l  neyotiations  loadiny  t o  a  comprelIenSive

nuc lea r - t ea t -ban  t r ea ty . I do, howeve  c , want to record III~ tiovt?rr~IIIent  Y knowledge

oi: the Very valuable work that has been conducted in exploring the idea  of an

dlnendmen~ conference, work conducted principally by the ylobal  action of

par l iamentar ians . We see that work a6 valuablet we know that it is elucidating the
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(Mr. Butler, AuetcaJ  ia_,- -

iewu 8 tr.at are involved in too bringing into exiotenae  of a comprehensive

nuclear- tes t -ban t reaty,  and we are  grateful  for  that work and for  the  cont r ibut ion

that  i t  i s  making toward8 the vi ta l  goal  of  an end to al l  nuclear torJting  for  al l

time,

Ma. NIELSEN (Denmark) $- - I wou1.d  like to explain 111.y dolegation’s vote on

draf t  resolut ion  in  c lus ter  6  concerning the  realizacion of  a  comprehensive

nuc lea r - t ea t -ban  t r ea ty . Denmark is encouraged by recent developmento in the

bilateral contacts between the United States and the Soviet Union and by tho fact

that the two Statea have agreed to commence nag&rations in 1987 on nuclear testing

issues . The achievement  of  a  nuclear- tes t  ban remains  a  v i ta l  i ssue  on the

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  arme-control and  d i eu rmamen t  ag,snda. Whiie  n o t  811 ensl  i n  ttm3lf,  a

csmprehoneive  nuclear-teet ban ia considered  a very impo!:tant means in the prcceee

of nuclear disarmament.

Agreement on a comprehensive test-ban is envioaged in, and would serve to

re in fo rce , the non-yroJ.iLeration  rbgime, to which Denmark attache8 crucial

importance, Denmark has therefore  over  the  years supported  the  eerlieot  possit>lo

conclusion of a comprehensive treaty banning all nuclear tositing  by all Stated in

all environments and for all time. Thoas tire f o u r  basm c o n d i t i o n s  a test-ban

treaty must meet. Needless to say, a compreheneivo test-ban must in a satisfactory

way deal with th q!S?stiona  of scope , ver it: icat ion and comyl.  iarrce.

Cons;,, ent with that  v iew, Denmark  has not only voted in favour of, but has

alSo been ona of  the  euonsoro  of ,  draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.77  submitted by

Au8trdIia  and New Zealand on a conprehensive test-ban tieaty. In  ou r  v i ew ,  i t

offers the IMYS~  const ruct ive  and roal!stic approach towi>tdo the  conclueion of a

comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty. T h e  d r a f t  reeolution  fwuoes patticularly

on the role af the Conference on Disarmament. I t  ucye6  t h e  Cont3rence  on
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IJfe~rmoment  t o  Anitiatxt uub&tantivo  w o r k  o n  a l l  ~spocto of a nuclear-toot-ban

traaty a t  t h o  boylnninq  uE i t s  19U8 sesrjfon and rofuru to the proyruse  mrrdio  b y  thu
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Danmark  alao caet a poeitivo vote on draft  reoolut ion A/C.1/4i?/L.29, aubmittotl

by Mexioo and Sweden. 4o wo atated laet year ,  wo f ind  the  Formulat ion of  thu t

draf’,  reeolut ion,  especia l ly  ao regards operative  paragraph 5 ,  a  movement  in  the

r i g  +. direction. I t  ID o u r  h o p o  t h a t  thio w i l l  a100 bc refloctad  i n  t h o  pooitiono

C.&ken  in the  Conference  on Disarmament  and that  Ct wi l l  indeed  ba possible to

es tabl ish  an  ad  hoc  commit tee  on tha  qucaation  of a comprohanuivo  toat ban clt the

beginning of next year's session.

Aa we c: d  l a e t  y e a r , Donmark  voted  i n  f avour  o f  d ra f t  rotlolution  A/C.1/42/L.9,

o n  notification  o f  n u c l e a r  t e a t s . We  @hare t he  v i ew  o f  t he  oponsoru of  tha t  d ra f t

raso~ution  that the measure in question will bc conducive to both the technical irnd

the psiitical drive towards a comprehensive nuclear-teat ban.

On the remaining draf t  resolut ion in  cluster  6 , the Mexican draft rer;rOlut ion

A/C. 1/42/L.30,  my delegation abstained. We do of course wuyport the f inn1 goal Ot’

a comprehensive  tes t -ban t reaty  onvieayod  in  the  draf t  resolu t ion  but  wo do  not

share the view that the methods euygostod would bo the right way to work towards  it .  l

A S  1 E3tated  Qarlier, w e  consider  t h a t  t h e  ;Ipproech  propoon~d  i n  d r a f t

rgeolution  A/C.1/42/L.77  offero the  most  conatructivo  and realiotie  approach

towards a  comprohenoive  tes t  ban,

Mr. PUTEHS  (Federal Republic of Germany) t My doleyation would like to

expla in  i t s  vote  on the  draf t  resolut ions  in  c lus ter  6 ,  On which C;he Commit tee  hao

j u a t  t a k e n  a c t i o n . We voted in favour f d r a f t  resolutione  A/C.1/42/1,.9  a n d  L.7’1

t o  emphaeize o u r  conunitment  t o  t h e  realizntion  o f  a  cOmpreh~.\aiv~  nuclear.-teat  bat\,

which  we would  l ike  to  eee materialize  a t  the  oorliost  poosiblo  dutu.

The Head of the Federal GOvernment, Chancel lor  Kohl ,  has reaffirmccl  thiu

urgent  deeire on var ious  occaeiona, b u t  whut the Fedora1  Hopuhl.ic  of hrmclny

advocate0 is a  s top-by-s tep approach. wo r e a d  sncoureyinq  eiynr-1 o f  a l i k e

J
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intention in the jtiint United States-Soviet statement on nuclear testing issued On

17 September 1987. We also welcome the commencement of negotiations on nuclear

testing between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics and wish them every success. One should not, however, make the mistake

of considering such an end to testing or any intermediate measure in the direction

Of a comprehensive test ban as a substitute for substantial reductions of existing

nuclear arsenals. For my Government, reliable verification of any end to testing,

including a limited or intermediate one, is a conditio  sine qua non for such a

measure.

We are convinced that the technical problems related to such verification can

be solved, since the necessary techniques are on the way to being successfully

developed.

An important element in this process will be a global seismic monitoring

system. In 1985 we proposed its establishment in Geneva. In March 1986 we

demonstrated also in Geneva the capabilities of the seismic data centre established

at Grafenberg, near the city of Nuremberg, to delegations and seismic experts Of

the Conference on Disarmament. One of the key features of this  system is its free

accessibility from everywhere in the world by a dedicated public network data link

enabling any scientific entity elsewhere on the globe to retrieve stored seismic

data from the Grafenberg station for a period of 15 days prior to the date of

request.

In this context, we interpret operative paragraph 3 of draft resolution

A/C.1/42/L.9 as an invitation already fulfilled by the above-mentioned

government-financed data centre.
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We wil l  cont inue  to  cont r ibute  to  the speedy development  and ins ta l la t ion  of  a

g loba l  saiemic  ve r i f i ca t i on  ne twork . I t  ie i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  t h e  eetabliehment  o f

euoh a system that my Government will be able actively to communioate  eeismic  data

related to  poeoible  nualear  explos ions  to  the  Secre tary- t ioneral  v ia  d iplomat ic

ohannelo.

What we do not eupport, however, i s  the i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  u n i l a t e r a l  teat

moratoriums,  nor hastening k\izo fu l l - f ledged mul t i la tera l  negot ia t ions  wi thout  the

necessary groundwork having been laid, Therefore we clid not vote for those draft

reeolutionu  which favoured those approaches. What we do advocate are legally

binding, r e l i ab ly  ve r i f i ab l e  unde r t ak ing8  of  i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s , A s tepby-s  tep

app roach ,  u l t ima te ly  l e ad ing  t o  a  comple t e  ce s sa t i on  o f  nuc l ea r  t e s t s ,  i s ,  a s  f a r

a8 we unders tand the  formulat ion,  contained in  operat ive  paragraph 2  (c)  of  draf t

resolu t ion  A/C.i/42/L.77,  wi th in  the  range of  solut ions  envisaged in  the  draf t

resolutiona, on which we voted favourably.

Mr. MLLCUA (Albania) t The delegat ion of  Albania  voted in  favour  of  the

d r a f t  resolueAons  i n  c l u s t e r  6, n a m e l y  A/C.1/42/L.9,  L . 2 9 ,  L.38  a n d  L . 7 7 .  O u r

p o s i t i v e  v o t e  expreeees ;.he concern of  my delegat ion wi th  ragard to  the

intenoification  of  the  nuclear-arms race  and the  cont inuance of  nuclear-weapon

t e s t i n g . The delegation of Albania would however like to state for the record that

i t  h a e  r e e e r v a t i o n a  i n  60 f a r  a s  t h e  r e l e v a n t  d r a f t  rouolutiona  f a i l  t o  p o i n t  o u t

c l e a r l y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  t w o  super-Powers, the United Statee and the Soviet Union,

a r e  reeponeible  f o r , anrJ.  a re  t he  p r ime  movertl i n ,  t h e  intenaificetion  o f  t he

nuclaer-arme race with  the  para l le l  cont inuance of  nuclear-weapon touting, thuu

increasing the dangers  of  a  nuclear  war . When HIQ epeak of the prevent ion of  a

nuc l ea r  wa r ,  wh ich  io o n e  o f  t h e  m o a t  i m p o r t a n t  concorne,  o f  a l l  puoplee,  i t  is, i n
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our opinion , the super-Powors , wi th  thei r  huge aooumulat fone of  weapon8 of ma88

deetruotion,  that aonstftute a threat, to the very exietenae of our planet.

Mr. MOREL (Franoe) (interpretation from Frenoh) 8 I wish t o  explain the

negative vote of the Frenuh delegation on draft reeolutions A/C,1/42/C.9,  E.29,

L.38 and L.77, pertaining to the nuolear tseto. Thoee various texts do not, in our

View, ref lect  appropriate troatment of  the queetion  of  nuclear  tes ts . The banning

of nualear toeto must be part of an e?footivo  proneee  of nuclear disarmament, which

is moreover stipulated in pirregrrrph 51 of the Final Document of the special  session

of the General Assembly, held in 1978. Thie can only happen when progrefm in

nuclear di8armamQnt w i l l  have made  i t  poeeiblo  w i t h o u t  jQOp3rdiZiW.J  thQ bae~e of

intern&l lnal seaurity. I t  oould not  therefore  be  termed a  pcerequisitQr  nor  even

be given priority in the vary substantial reduction of the nuclear aroenale of tho

Powers with the largeet  oreenals, Therefore, k’rance w i l l  k e e p  i t s  detercanco fOrCQ

t o  the lninimum  love1 required  t o  main; 3in It8 eocurity.

M r .  NA’LAHKIN  !Unio:r  o f  S o v i e t  Sociallet  Hopublics) (intorprotation  f r o m

Russian) I N a t u r a l l y ,  t h e  appeal of tl:a General  Aeeombly  Ear ;Ihe sp~ody a n d  off

nuc l ea r  totitiny  wou ld  ca r ry  mu&-Q  we igh t  ii wQ had beon able t o  a d o p t  P Binyle  dxutit

reeolution  on this metta:. WQ regrQt t h a t  this woo liot 8Qr NQVetthQ~,QU3p  ttl0

Soviet  delegation supwrted  draft resolut ions A/C.X/42/L.9, L.29, L.3U and L.77,

which, to o greater or feeeer  extent, are aimed  at puttiny a n  e n d  t o  nueloar  toetx.

We note with  sa t i s f ac t i on  t ha t  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  A/C.1/42/L.29  i s  moa t  in

accordance with our potsiC:io~~, bocaurja it ie aimed at (4 speedy ban WI r,ucloar-test

axplooiona.

We eupport  thu  recommundation  HOE the oetab~iehmont at the ConF’eronce  on

Diaarmamont  of an ad hou calrdttoa on tho bannirry  or nuclaar tQ8tu and of Cwa- -

working yrouya WI yuostlono OF: curnyL~;anco  anti  vomifieation.
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It eeems to u8 that our proposals regarding the establiehment  of a group of

scientific experts entrueted with submitting to the Conference wall-foundeci  and

agreed recommendations ragarding the etruoture and functioning of the system of

Verification for any possible agreement on a cessation of nuclear-weapon teete

would be a oontribution  to the work of the working group on veraficatfon.

Wi th  r ega rd  GO d r a f t  r e so iu t i on L.38, we rei terate our rmdineos to teka

practical steps regarding the extenefon of the 1963 Moscow Treaty to underground

teats. W e  n o t e  t h a t  i n  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  L.77  i t  is r ea f f i rmed  t ha t  t he  conc lu s ion

of  a  Treaty a imed at  ensur ing a ban on a l l  types  of  nuclear- tea t  explos ion8 by al l

Statea in a11 environment8 for o 11 time is a matter of fundamental importance and

that  the  draft  resolut ion  conta ins  an  urgent  appeal  to  the  Conference  on

Disarmament  to  in i t ia te  substant ive  work on such a  treaty at  the  boginning  of its

eemion next year. We bel ieve  that  tha t  work should  begin  as SoOil  a8 poeeible  and

t h a t  tihe  neceseary baeis i s  p r o v i d e d  b y  t h e  proposaia  t h a t  WQ,  with othur owialiat

countrietl,  have made at the Conference on Disarmament in a dOCUmQ!lt on the basic

provisions of a Treaty on the complete and general prohibition oL:  nuclear-weo?on

t e s t s .

With  r ega rd  to  d ra f t  restc\lution  t.9, we rouff’irm  that we shall oend the United

Nations information through the appropriate TASS publications. On 9 November

bi la tera l  Sovie t -American negot ia t ion8 began on thu limitatione  r3nd,  Einiilly,  the
I

to’;ol cessation  o f  nuclsar  t e s t s . The initiotioc  of those negOtiationb does not

mean that  our  in teres t  in  comprehensive  efforto at  the  Conference  on Disarmament

hae leeeaned. Wo c o n s i d e r  o u r  b i l a t e r a l  n e g o t i a t i o n s  t o  b e  rib c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e

effor ts  of  the  in ternat ional  community  to  achieve 4 ban on nuclear  toots,
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tInion, dosgita ita great  fmpurtanoo, cannot, hecauao o f  i t s  b i l a t e r a l  na tu re ,

eneure  the f u n d a m e n t a l  r e s o l u t i o n  ot’ the ouoation  of  the c o n c l u o f o n  CL! a  t r ea ty  on

the  oonrplote  and general  prohibition  of nuclom-weapon toete.  Fheraforo,  we hope

that  the Confererwe  on Diaarmr,tnent w i l l  he oblo,  a t  the e t a r t  of Ate 1 9 8 8  seseion,

to agree upon o .,landate  for an nii hoc committee on o nuclear-test ban and begin a8

croon ae poosiblu to make prograsa  towards the conclusion ot’ a treaty on thu

complete and general prohihitlon  of nuclear-weawn  toots. Wo view theit total

ceeeation n o t  a8 a  eepurato g o a l , b u t  at3 p e r t  o f  t h o  oi’f0&ivs  procoss  Of

diearmamant.

Mr. CAPPAGLI  (Argont ine) ( intorprotat  ion Erom Sponieh) I The  Argont Sna

d e l e g a t i o n  v o t e d  i n  ftivour of draft Eesolution A/C.l/42/L.2g5  on the coaeation of

a l l  nucl9ar-test  e x p l o s i o n s , heliovinq thut  i t  clur iEios the  tnondate to  the

Conferencu  on Dfsarmament to  initiate  action WI the matter .  We al&o voted  fur

with information of tho yr x&ursL  intsrost.
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Mr, van SCIiAIK  (Netherlands)  t My delegat ion voted in  favour  of  draf t

r e s o l u t i o n  A/C.1/82/L.77  on u nualear-teat  b a n . we cont inue  to  conaider  such a  hen

to  be  an  impor tant  goal .

Since the Committee las t  expreaeed i t se l f  on  the  issuee  of  nuclear  tes t ing

impor tant  developments  have taken place .  I  refer  to  the  text  of  the  jo int

conununiaud of the [Jnited  State8 and the Soviet tlnidn of 17 September 1987. We are

happy to  note  that  as  a  resul t  of  the  agreement  reached between those  two State8

ful l -scale  negot ia t ion6 have begun on nuclear- tee t ing issues in  the context  of an

effective disarmament )roceus. The stage-by-stage approach, which we halde

advoca t ed  a8 a  meana  o f  ach i ev ing  ou r  goa l  o f  t he  ce s sa t i on  o f  teRte# hae acauired

a certain momentum. We are hopeful that we shall 8ee result& from thoRe

negot iat iona. The stage-by-atage approaoh a8 now agreed between the ‘.wcr major

nuclear Powers eeems  to be a more promising and effective road towards a total ban

than a  declaratory one. Such new approach  desarvee our full support,  and in our

v iew this is not  suf!ficiently r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n . Ae a  reeult,  t h e

Ne the r l ands  was not  In a  posi t ion  t o  sponeor  thie yearcs d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  o n  t h i a

subject.

We are convinced that nuclear  disarmament and a comprehensive teat ban could

b e  a c h i e v e d  i n  p a r a l l e l , uoinq such  inter im s teps  a~ limitation8  on the  number  and

s i z e  04 t e s t s , We hope that the Conference on Disarmament can play it8

complementary, hut aaeential,  ro le  and wil l  be in a position  soon to engage in

constructive and practical work on acope, ver i f ica t ion and compliance.

My delegation also wishes to explain ite position on draft resolutions  L.29

and L.38, on both of which we abstained. tlraft resolution L. 29 contains language

eimilar  t o  t h a t  o f  rssolution 41/46 A  o f  l a e t  y e a r . Important now developmentn  ta

which I  have just referred are not ref lected in thli3 text , In oprntive  paragraph 7

of the text emph,tsis  i s  placer1  on the Ilead bat an agreed moratorium OF f+r
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uni la tera l  morotoriume  on nuclear-twit  explosions. Wa ti0 not conefiler morcltorfumo

to  be  an  adoquoto approach to  the  problem  of  how to  realize an otfectivoly

ver i f i ab l e  ag reemen t  on t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r  t e s t s .

I n  r e s o l u t i o n  C . 3 8  t h e  i d e a  i s  oxpraaued  o f  t he  ce s sa t i on  o f  nuc l ea r - t e s t

explosions on the basis of an amendment to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 'hSt8

i n  t h e  A t m o s p h e r e ,  in  Outor Spw and  under Water. Wo d o  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  t o  b e  a

r0idiStiC upproech. A comprehensive test-ban cannot bs achieved via the detour of

amondiny the  par t ia l  tes t -ban Treaty , I t  would  be  tantamount  to  a  denia l  of

25 years  of  comprehensive- tes t -ban negot ia t ing his tory.  Qui te  apar t  f rom the

q u e s t i o n  w h e t h e r  accordiny  t o  t h e  l e t t e r  and ths +irit of the Treat.y  an amendment

s ign i f i can t ly  b roaden ing  its .ycope  i s  p~soiblo ,  we fear  that  such an effor t  would

motoly  detract  f rom more real is t ic  work leading to  J tes t  ban .
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Mr.  GWMXR (United States of America): The United States delegation

would like to explain its vote on draft resolution A/C.l/42jL,77,  entitled "Urgent

need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty".

The United States is unable to support draft resolution A/C.l/42/L.77  because

in Some respects it is in fundamental conflict with United States policy regarding
:

nuclear testing limitations.

United States policy on nuclear testing issues is quite clear. We have agreed

with the Soviet Union to stage-by-stage negotiations on nuclear testing issues, and

these negotiations are nw under way in Geneva. In these negotiations, the first

step will be agreement on effective verification measures which will make it

Possible to ratify the United States-USSR threshold test-ban treaty of 1974 and the

peaceful nuclear explosions treaty of 1976. Gnce our verification concerns have

been satisfied, and the treaties have been ratified, the President will propose

that the United States and the USSR immediately enter into negotiations on ways  to

implement a step-by-step pariillel  programme - in association with a programne  to

reduce and ultimately eliminate all nuclear weapons - of limiting and ultimately

ending nuclear tes tinq. This Administration haa been forthright in explaining the

national security requirement for continued nuclear testing. For its security, the

United States must ensure that those weapons are safe, reliable, effective and

survivable - in short, that our deterrent remains credible. This requires

underground testing as permitted by existing treaties.

The United States believes that a comprehensive nuclear test ban must be

viewed in the context of a time when we do not need to depend on nuclear deterrence

to ensure international security and stability and when we have achieved broad,

deep and verifiable arms  reductions , substantially improved verification

capabilities, expanded confidence-building measures and greater balance in

conventional forces.
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Wo do not ohore the  view expressed in draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.77  that  a

comprehonoive nuclear test ban is an urgent mattsr that should bQ implemented

f i r s t ,  be fo re  aubstantlal  r educ t i ons  i n  nuc l ea r  a r s ena l s  have  boon ach i eved  and the

other  conditiona  just  mant ionod have been sa t is f ied .

Turni,ly  to the Conference on Disarmament, t h e  U n i t e d  Statoo believes  that it

can lrwke P cont r ibut ion  to  the  nuclear - tes t -ban insues, but not by beginning

negot ia t ions  on  a mult i lateral  comprehensive  tes t  ban i t se l f . I n s t e a d ,  t h e

Conference on Disarmament  should continue the valuable work of its group of

sc ient i f ic  oxper ts  and under take pract ica l  work on the  iosuos  of  scope,  compl ialice

and ver ificstion.

Regarding 3ur vote on operat ive  paragraph 3 ,  we support  futthcr work on a

possible  international seismic monitoring network and have trade our support for

such work clear in the Conference on Diaarmamant, but we believe that additional

work io nc?eded  before ouch a network should actcally  be estahl ished. While such a

n@two*k  c a n  b e  e x p e c t e d  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  monitoriny  and  ve r i f i c a t i on  of

complfancs, i t  ;iltine would  not  be sufficic7nt  to  mon i to r  and  e f f ec t ive ly  ve r i fy  an

eventual  compr  ehonaiva tee t ban.

1 n con01 UH ion, the llnited  States does not wish to perpetuate the mistaken

impreooion  t::at a  comprehensive  tes t  ban is  one of  the  most  urgent  arms Control

issues. I t  .ts n o t . Reducing the number of deployed  nuclear weapons and eventually

r idding the  wor ld  of the nuclear threat  is  far  more urgent  - and far  more cr i t ical .

ENaft resolution  A,%.1/42/L.77  r e f l e c t s  ne’.ther that v i e w  nur t h e  a p p r o a c h  t o

nuclear testing iasueo that the Soviet Union and we have aqreed to Wrsuet and we

therefore  were  compel led  to  vote  agains t  i t .

The  Uni ted  Sta tes  would  a lso  Like  to  explain i t s  vote  on draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.9,  e n t i t l e d  “ N o t i f i c a t i o n  cf n u c l e a r  t e s t s ” .
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The United States was unable to eupport draft resolution A/C.l/42/L.9  and its

Purgoee  of furthering or amelerating the drive towards a comprehensive  test ban.

I have already ae80ribea the 00ntext within tiich suoh a ban must be c0ndaerea ma

will  only urge State8  to work with us to make that context a reality,

A8 is well known, the Uhited Statee routinely bnnounoes information about

nuolear exploe  lone. In addition, we do not rule out the possibility of

oonfidenoe-building measures  that involve the reoiprooal exohailge  of information

ooncerning  nualear  explos ione. The modal i t ies  and e~eoifio oontext  of suoh

exchanges would need to be workedI  out in a&arWe.

For these  reasons ,  the  Uni ted  States abetained  on draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.9.

Mr l YAMADA (Japan) a With regard to JaPan’s vote in favour of draft

r e e o l u t l o n  A/C.l/42/L.77  and  its a b s t e n t i o n  o n  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  ~/C.l/42/L29,  f

wish to  s ta te  for  the  recor~l,  the Pollawing  posit ion of Japan on the  nuolear

teat inq insus.

J a p a n  c o n s i d e r s  t h e  ear ly  r ea l i za t i on  o f  a  oomprehensive  n u c l e a r  t e s t  b a n  t o

be a step of high priority in the promotion of nualedr disarmament and has been

working conslatently  towards  th is  goal .

Japan warmly weloomee the beginning, only a few Clays ago, of the full-scale

stage-by-stage  negot ia t ions  on nuclear  t-sting  between the  u\itad Sta tes  and the

Soviet  Union and earnest ly  hopes that  ear ly  and frui t ful  progrese  wi l l  be achieved

through these nego t ia t ione. In  the  view of my delegat ion,  there  is  a lso  an

important role to be played by the multilateral forum in domplemsnting  and

r e i n f o r c i n g  t h e  b i l a t e r a l  n e g o t i a t i o n s  o n  n u c l e a r  test ing.  T h e r e f o r e  w e  b e l i e v e  i t

is important  that substantive work be undertaken at the Conference on Disarmament

on the many problems relating to a comprehene ive test ban and we regret that the

initi.ation of such work is long overdue.
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We must  oontfnue to work strenuously to bridge the differences between variOU6

groups of States - the nuulear-weapon States and non-nuolear-weapon States. Japan

aalls on all the State8 uonoerned to make full use of the momentum created by the

beginning of the United States-Soviet negotiations to demonstrate maximum

flexibi l i ty,  without cl inging to off icial ly pronounoed posit ions,  and thus to start

substantive work by establishing an ad hoc committee on this agenda item at the

besinning of next year’s session of the Conference on Disarmament.
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(Mexica) (interpr&atlon f rom Spanieh)  t I  rrhould l ike

clearly to state Mexico’e poeition with regard to the fourth preamhular paragraph

of draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.77,  auhmitted by New Zealand and co-eponeored by

various other delegations. In thie connation, I  ehould l ike to make i t  perfect ly

clear that we do welcome, a8 the draft etatee, the agreement between the United

States ana the Soviet Union to commence negotiations in 1987 on thie iseue, but not

the procedure eetablishad  for euch negotiatione  in the joint statement, which might

produce results ill the next century when in our opinion the issues reauire urgent

and immediate attention.

We aleo wish to addrese something to which the representative of Australia

referred a few moments ago. He said that a freeze could not be a substitute for a

ban on nuclear weapons. I wish to clarify  that  neither draft  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/L.57  n o r  A/C.1/42jL.29  - I think he was referring to L.29 - proposeA that

a freeze be a substitute for the banning of nuclear weapons and the ceesation of

nuclear teats. To illustrate this point I shall now read out paragraph 7 of draft

reeolution A/C.1/42/L.29:

“Calle upon the Statea depositaries of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon

Teets in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water and the Treaty on the

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear WeapOna,  by virtue of their special

responsibilities under those two Treaties and” -

thie is the most important part -

‘as a provisional measure, to bring to a halt without delay all nuclear-test

explosione, either through a trilaterally agreed moratorium or through three

uni lateral  moratoria .,.I

Should any doubts remain, they will he dispelled by reading draft resolution

A/C.1/42/L.57,  submitted by Indonesia, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru and Sweden. One of

its preambular paragraphs reads a8 follows:
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*Consider ing that  a nuclear-arms freeze,  while  not  an  end  in  itselfr

WOUld  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  f i r s t  s t e p  t o  p r e v e n t  t h e  c o n t i n u e d

increase and qualitative improvement cf existing nuclear. weaponry during the

per iod when the  negot ia t ions  take  p lace , and  t:?at a t  t h e  dame  t i m e  i t  w o u l d

provide  a  favourable  environment  for  the  conduct  of  negot ia t ions  to  reduce and

eventually eliminate nuclear weapons”. (A/C.l/42/L.  57, fourth preambular para. )

Mr.  McDOWELL  (New Zealand)8  I  wish to  explain  my delegat ion’s  vote in

f a v o u r  o f  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  A/C.1/42/L.29,  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  c e s s a t i o n  o f  a l l

n u c l e a r - t e s t  e x p l o s i o n s . W e  w e r e  p l e a s e d  t o  suPport  t h i s  d r a f t  rmolution.  we

be1 ieve tha t  t he  t ex t  i s ,  i n  l a rge  Pa r t ,  a g o o d  o n e . I t  echoes  the  ca l l  in  our  own

draf t  resolut ion for  the  Conference on Disarmament  to  take up again  i t s

responsib i l i t ies  concerning a  comprehensive  test-ban t reaty. It acknowledges the

need for  adequate  ver i f ica t ion and the  usefulness  of  the  work of  the  ad hoc seismic

yr oup.

To the  degree  that  we do have reservat ions , t hey  r e l a t e  t o  two  aspects. The

f i rs t  i s  that  we would have l iked to  have seen greater  em@?asis  placed upon the

resPonsibilities  oE nuc l ea r -weapon  States w h i c h  a r e  n o t  pi.rtiea  ti t h e  l i m i t e d

teat-ban t reaty. I t  i s  t r ue  t ha t  ope ra t i ve  pa rag raph  2  o f  t he  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on

makes  c l ea r  t ha t  i t  is t a l k ing  abou t  a  t r e a ty  p roh ib i t i ng  a l l  nuc l ea r - t e s t

exp los ions  by  a l l  S t a t e s  fo r  a l l  t ime . Sut t h e r e  i s  a n  e l e m e n t  in o the r  pa rag raphs

wh ich  appea r s  t o  g ive  g r ea t e r  emphas i s  t o  t he  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  o f  t h r ee  o f  t he  f i ve

nuclear-weapon Sta tee. We would have liked it  tc have been absolutely explicit

that  we are  ta lking to  a l l  f ive  nuclear-weapon States.

Our  s econd  r e se rva t i on  r e l a t e s  t o  ou r  be l i e f  t ha t  a  compr::hensive  t e s t -ban

treaty  must cove r  a l l  nuc l ea r - t e s t  exp lo s ions  whe the r  t hey  are  s t a t e d  t o  b e  t e s t s

of nuclear weapons OK  of explosive devices which are claimad to have peaceful



JSM/ls A/C. 1/42/W.  43
78

(Mr. McDowell, New Zealand)

application. The characteristics of this latter class of devices are in many

respects shared with nuclear warheads. There is widespread apprehension about the

development of some nuclear programmes, par titularly in the absence of appropriate

international safeguards. Unrestricted flexibility to develop nuclear explosive

devices, whatever their purposes, can only feed that apprehension.

We would accordingly have preferred it had draft resolution A/C. 1/42/L. 29

contained no possible atiiguity that it applied across the board to all nuclear

tests, whether these relate to weapons or to so-called peaceful nuclear

explosions. It is because we interpret the text in this latter way that

New Zealand was able to supper  t it.

I would note that the draft resolution sponsored by Mexico and others has no

reference to the fact that the United States and the soviet vnion have again begun

talks on nuclear-testing issues. 1t seems to us unrealistic not to acknowledge -

indeed, not to welcome - the fact of the talks, however substantial one’s

reservations may be about the agenda , the sequence and the timetable for those

talks. Our view is that ‘a comprehensive test ban should provide impetus for rather

than simply be consequent upon the disarmanrent process. A test ban must also draw

in the otzher  nuclear Powers and near-nuclear Powers.

So while we welcome the faot that the current bilateral Lalks are taking

place, we wish to make the point firmly that such talks must complement*  not

replace, the negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban treaty in the Conference on

Disarnmment  . The complemen  tar i ty argument works both ways. Measures be ing

discussed by the super-Pawets,  particularly perhaps in relation to verification,

may well assist the Conference on Disarmament in its deliberations. All States,

Par titular ly the super-Powers, have to work constructively in the Conference on

Disarmament in 1988. ~3e want the Conference to initiate substantive work next

year l not simply confine itself to the scientific aspects.
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In the light of this des ire, clearly shared by an overwhelming majority of the

memberehip,  i t  i s  a l l  the  more  d isappoint ing  t},at four  of  the  major  nuclear  weapon

S ta t e s  have  f e l t  unab l e  t o  suppo r t  e i t he r  o f  t he  t e s t -ban  d r a f t  r e so lu t i ons  be fo re

the Committee today, and indeed that two of those States have voted against both

draft resolutions. We have to  say that  th is  s tance  cas ts  doubt  on whether  there  i s

a  commitment  to  rea l is t ic  progress  in  th is  important  area  of  arms control .  We were

not reassured to hear a few minutes ago from the United States delega tfon that

draft  resolut ion A/C.l/42/L,77  i s  in fundamental  conf l ic t  wi th  the  Vnited States

p o l i c y  o n  n u c l e a r - t e s t i n g  issues8 ’

The  u l t ima t e  r ea l i t y  i s  t ha t  aven t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  w h o l e  claflses  o f  nuc l ea r

weaponry, greatly welcome though that would be, will prove of l i t t le consequence if

the development of new and more exotic nuclear technologies is not restrained. I t

i s  undeniable  that one of  the  sures t  ways  to  res t ra in  such developments  i s  to

negotiate a comprehensive nuclear-test ban. The enhanced degree of support for the

t e s t - b a n  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  i n  t h i s  Committpae  i l l u s t r a t e s  y e t  a g a i n  t h a t  a  great

majority of the countries which make up the world community, across the entire

p o l i t i c a l  spectxum, share t h a t  b e l i e f .
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I  wish alao brief ly  to  comment on draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.38,  en t i t led

“Cessa t i on  o f  a l l  nuc l ea r - t e s t  exp lo s ions” . New Zealand abstained in the vote on

that  d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n . I  have to say that  New Zealand prefers  to  put  i t s  t rus t  in.

the ability of the Conference on Disarmament to make progress towards negotiation

of  a  comprehensive teat-ban t reaty. New Zealand will support the avenue that

appears  most  l ikely  to  yield pract ica l  and useful  resul ts  on th is  most impor tant

i s s u e .

Mr. DCLEJS  (Czechoslovakia) ; My delegat ion voted in  favour  of  a l l  four

d r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  c l u s t e r  6  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  c e s s a t i o n  o f  n u c l e a r

test ing because we consider  th is  ques t ion  to  be  one  of  the  pr ior i t ies  of  present

disarmament  negot ia t ions  and one of  the  bas ic  condi t ions  for  creat ing a  non-nuclear

world. In  th is  connect ion we a lso  voted in  favour  of  draf t  resolut ion A/C.1/42/L.9

w i t h  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  n o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  noclear  t e s t s  i s  n o t  a n  e n d  i n  i t s e l f

but  one  of  the  measures faci l i ta t ing the  process  of  reaching the  f inal  goai ,  that

is ,  a  comprehensive  tes t -ban t reaty.

Mr. NIEUWENHUYS (Belgium) ( in terpreta t ion f rom French)  I My delegat ion

was able to aupport draft resolution A/C. 1/42/L.9 and A/C. 1/42/L.77  since they meet

concerns expressed on several occasions.

The Belgian  delegat ion would  have hoped that  the  beginning of  b i la tera l

negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on nuclear tests would

have  been  s t r e s sed  even  fu r t he r  i n  d r a f t  r e so lu t i on  A/C.1/42/L.77.  I  shou ld  l i ke

to  r eca l l  t ha t  s i nce  t he  fo r ty - f i r s t  s e s s ion  o f  t he  Gene ra l  Assembly ,  a t  wh ich

Belgium’s Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Tindemans, addressed the Assembly,

Belgium has supported limiting the number of nuclear tests as a means of achieving

more complete and recognized  measures, and  I  should  l i k e  t o  r e c a l l  t h i s  h e r e  o n

t h i s  o c c a s i o n .
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The other provisions of draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.77  seem to u5 to be based

On an approach that  i s  both  const ruct ive  and rea l is t ic ,  and that  has  enabled us  to

s u p p o r t  t h i s  drazt r e s o l u t i o n .

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) t We have now concluded the

exp l ana t i ons  o f  vo t e  a f t e r  t he  vo t e  on  c lu s t e r  6.

Mr- NONE2  (Cuba) ( in terpreta t ion f rom Spanish)  I B r i e f l y  I  s h o u l d  l i k e  t o

put on record my delegation’s position with regard to chemical weapons.

Two drafts have been adopted by consensusI wh ich  we  t r u s t  w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  t he

prompt adoption of a convention on the subject in the Conference on Disarmament in

Geneva.

With regard to the non-proliferation of chemical weapons, for it  to be genuine

and complete it must be reflected in the actions of those States possessing these

weapons, States now producing and stockpiling them and thus impeding progress in

t h e  n e g o t i a t i o n s .

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) t We have continued our meeting

beyond 1  o’clock out  of  a  des i re  to  f in ish  our  work on two impor tant  c lus ters ,  15

and 16,  on which in tens ive  consul ta t ions  are  s t i l l  under  way. We hope that those

c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w i l l  f i n i s h  t h i s  a f t e r n o o n . We  sha l l  l e ave  t h i s  a f t e rnoon  f r ee  t o

f a c i l i t a t e  t h e i r  c o m p l e t i o n , and on Monday we shall be in a position to take

decis ions  on  the  two c lus ters .

However, two draf t  resolut ions  remain under  c lus ter  11,  and in  that  regard  I

ca l l  on  t he  r ep re sen t a t i ve  o f  F rance .

.
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Mr. MOML  (France) (interpretation from French) t- - In view c Y the  contac ts

that quickly took p?.ace  between the delegations of France and Poland, my delegation

has refrained from submitting on behalf  of its sponsors - Cana&.a,  Denmark, France,

the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Turkey and

the United Kingdom - d ra f t  r e so lu t i on  A/C.1/42/&.54,  e n t i t l e d  “ C o n f i d e n c e  b u i l d i n g

measures and security-building measures and conventional disarmament”.

I think it useful  at  the outset  to recal l  that  last  year,  fo l lowing the

Stockholm agreement, several  co\:ntries  direc t ly  involved wished to  stress its

importance to Europe’s security and possible progress in conventional disarmament.

Fol lowing a  t r ipar t i te  exercise  carr ied out by Poland,  Sweden and France,  a joint

text was adopted by the General Assembly, namely, resolution A/41/59  E.

Since then the qu;tstions  of confidence-building measures and conventional

disarmament have not ‘. -st the i r  impor tance;  indeed,  qui te  the  opposi te .

Implementation of the Stockholm documents in the course of this year has been

s a t i s f a c t o r y . Fo r  t he  f i r s t  t ime ,  t he  35  S t a t e s  tha t  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h e

Conffirence  implemented a  se t  of  procedures  for  not i f ica t ion,  information  and the

exchange of  data  that  is  a l ready contributrng  to  the  s t rengthening of  conf idence

an -I thus to the security of Europe. At ttrr: same t ime those  countr ies  dec ided to  go

ahead and prepare in Vienna for negotiations on new confidence- and

secur i ty-bui ld ing measures and convent ional  s tabi l i ty .

Given that very positive development, we thought i t  necessary this  year  to

prepare  a text  ful ly  taking it in to  account and se t t ing for th  some prospects

without prejudging the negotiations now under way in Vienna.
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Immediately after having deposited the text of A/C.l/42/L.S4, we began

coneultatione  with Poland in order, if possible, to come up with a comnmn text that

could be substituted for draft resolutions A/C.l/42/L.54  and A/C.1/42/L.66. Those

exchanges were carried out in a spirit of openness , and I should like to thank

Ambassador Noworyta,  the representative of Poland to the United Natione, for hi8

effort8 in that joint exerciee. On several important item6 it wa8 poaaible  to note

the reconciliation of po8itions  and better mutual under8tandingg
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On other aspects the questions became more sensitive, and those question8 are

still  under discussion at the Conference in Vienna. In  t hose  c i r cums tances ,  it

became clear that i t  wa8 not pO86ible to settle in New York questions that had not

Yet been eettled  in Vienna. It  is  up to the negotiator8 there to sett le  questioner

that are basic to the future of Europe and to any future progress in conventional

disarmament. Here, we should take particular care not to complicate their task.

For those reasone,  after having noted the intecesting  convergence8 in our

PO8itiOn8, we a lso  noted that  the  ef for t8  a t  rapprochement  begun here in  Sew York

three weske ago could not be completed, at least not this year.

Therefore,  in  ful l  agreement  wi th  the  Pol ish  delegat ion ,  which is taking a

eimilar etep, we have decided purely and simply to withdraw the draft resolution We

submitted. In 80 doing, we do not wish this to be recorded as a failura. On the

contrary, we will meet again next year with the assumption that by that time the

appropr ia te  negot ia t ing mandates  wi l l  hdvo  bem given.

Obviously, many delegations may be disappointed to note that no substantive

text fo r  a  d ra f t  r e so lu t ion  on c o n f i d e n c e - b u i l d i n g  a n d  s e c u r i t y - b u i l d i n g  me~su*ds

and conventional disarmament in Europe has beon submitted to the First  Committee

t h i s  year# bu t  t hey  shou ld  r eca l l  t ha t  t he  t ex t  adop t ed  l a s t  yea r  oontinues  t o

rema in  fu l ly  va l id . Upon rereading that  text  and in  the  l ight  of  the  work

currently under way in Vienna, I would even say that  i t  has  become  more  re levant .

Af te r  a  yea r  o f  the  e f fec t ive  p rac t i ce  o f  confidence-bu;lding  a n d  s e c u r i t y - b u i l d i n g

measures among the 35, there can no longer be any doubt that t:his is a fundamental

f ac to r  i n  eve ry th ing  r e l a t i ng  to  conven t i ona l  d i s a rmamen t ,  whictr  iS n3 leS5

necessary than nuclear disarmament,

Las t  year’s  r e s o l u t i o n  c o n t a i n 6  m a t t e r  f o r  r e f l e c t i o n  far a l l  S t a t e s ,  n o t  o n l y

those participating in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. l4e

b e l i e v e ,  i n d e e d , that it i s  n o w  poseibla  t o  r e e n t e r  i n t o  n e g o t i a t i o n s  and
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r e f l e c t i o n  i n  t h i s  a r e a ,  a n d  w e  h o p e  t h a t  t h e  n e x t  apoeial seesion  o f  t he  Gene ra l

Aesembly  devoted to diearmament uil.1  confirm tha progroos  and efforts made in this

a r e a  withr?ut teahnical,  d o c t r i n a l ,  m i l i t a r y  o r  g e o g r a p h i c a l  problenle. Conventiona 1

diearmament mbst be the concorn  of all,

In  deciding to  meet  again  on th is  quest.ion next  year ,  I  should l ike  to

emphasize  that  the  wi thdrawal  of  draf t  resolut ion A/C.l/42/L.54  in  no way

eetablishee  a  rule  that no draf t  resolut ion can be submit ted  to  the  Commit tee  whi le

negotiationa are under way. O n  t h a t  8core#  m a n y  - i f  n o t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  - d r a f t

resolutions  submitted would have to be abandoned. The withdrawal  of  draf t

resolu t ion  A/C.l/42/L,S4,  which IQ a  resul t  of  General  Assembly reeolutlon  41/S9  E,

is  d i rect ly  re la ted  to  speci f ic  contemporary  c i rcumstances  and in  no wily  prejudgas

our  a t t i t ude  a t  t he  fo r ty - th i rd  s e s s ion  Of  t he  Assembly , Indeed,  everything points

t o  t he  f ac t  t ha t ,  a f t e r  t he  adop t ion  o f  t he  mandetes  nego t i a t ed  i n  V ienna  and  a f t e r

t h e  t h i r d  epecial s e s s i o n , wi th  an addi t ional  year  for  the  implementat ion of  the

Stockholm documente,  the time will be ripe to sum up and lay down plans for

confidence- and security-building measures and conventional disarmament.

Mr. NOWOHYTA (?oXand)r  My delegation would like to make a statement with

regard to our text on confidence-buildiny and security-building measures and

conventional disarmament in Europe. I t  i s  we l l  known  tha t ,  because  o f  itE

h i s t o r i c a l  e x p e r i e n c e , Poland has spared no efforts to make Europe a safe place in

which to live. Thirty years ago Adam Rapacki put forward a plan whose ideas are

today more  va l i d  t han  eve r . A few months ago, Wojciech Jaruzelski put forward a

new Polish initiative aimed at decreasing armaments and increasing confidence in

Central Europe. That io also why we have proposed at Vienna a supplement to the

mandate of the Stockholm Conference in order that specific discussions would be

held on di8armament matters, l e ad ing  to  an  i n t eg ra l  sy s t em cova r iny  confidence.  at111

secur i ty-bui lding measures  and diaarmflmant.
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It ie of fundamental impoctanae  that substantial cec3uationo in armed focoes

and oonvantional  armaments in Yuroge be achieved. Further enoouraged  by the

satisOaatory implementation of the provision8  of the douument  of the Stockholm

Confecenoer  whioh firet oontributed to the enhanaement of mutual understanding and

to oonfidenoa- and seaurity-building in Purope , the Polish delegation submitted

draft resolution A, ii, 1/42/L.66,  on oonf idenoe-building  and security-building

measures end conventional disarmament in Europe. As another &aft resolution has

been submitted on the same subject, my doleyation joined in efforts to obtain a

single aompcomise draft  resolut ion, I: am partiaulacly grateful to Ambassador

Pierce Morel of France for hio oonatcuative approach and tireless effocte in that

undertaking. It has been a constructive continuation of our experience last year

with the delegations of France and Yweden, which cesultea in a subctantive  text,

adopted as General Assembly  reeolution 41/N fSB

Novecthaless,  it hae proved impossible at thL.: stage to reach a commonly

agraed  t e x t . That is why, together with the sponsors of draft resolution

A/C. l/42&54,  we hrrve decided to wir:hdcaw both that draft resolution and draft

resolution A/C.1/42/L.66, with a view to returning to those ideas and, at the next

seseion of the General Assembly, to arriving at an agreed mandate for the Vie&a

negotiations. I am deeply convinced that the efforts we have undertaken have not

been useless, since they hsve helped ue better to undecetand each other’6

position. Our discussions were not easy@ for thoic substance is not an easy one.

At the same time, however, we have a great many common approaches, which we hope

may bear fruit next year.

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from French) t The Committee has r~ow

completed its consideration of all the draft resolutions in cluster 11. We

therefore have only draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.65  and Corr.1  in cluster 9,
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followod by the draft reeolutiono in aluotec 15 and olueter 16. Ae delegation8 ace

Bwace, draft resolution A/C.1/42/L.S  and Corc.1  and the draft resolutic e in

aluetece 15 and 16 ace the eubjeote of oontinuing  oonaultstiona,  to ue w i l l

devote our time thie afternoon.
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Since we have no meeting this afternoon, I shall now call on those

r ep re sen t a t i ve s  who  w i sh  t o  speak  i n  exe rc i s e  o f  t he  r i g h t  of  rep ly ,

May I remind members that, in accordance with General Assembly decision

34/401, statemants  in exercise  of  the  r ight  of  reply  are  l imi ted to 10 minutes  and

should be made by delegations from their seato.

Mr.  MOHAMMED ( I r aq )  ( i n t e rp re t a t ion  f rom Arab ic ) ; I  had  in tended not  to

speak  in  exe rc i s e  o f  t he  r i gh t  o f  reply  a t  t h i s  l a t e  h o u r . However , the

rep re sen ta t i ve  o f  I r an , a8 is his wont tried this morning to mislead members

regarding the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament. In  do ing  th i s ,  I r an

exploits the rules of procedure of the Conference on Disarmament, which are

des igned to  g ive  members  the  r ight  to  contr ibute  const ruct ively  to  d isarmament

negotiations and not to turn the Conference into a forum for defaming other

countries and depriving other Member States f rQrn  expressing their views and from

r e b u t t i n g  false accusa t i ons .

In certain inetancee  the rules of procedure have been used to prevent the

representat ive of  I raq from speaking on an i ssue  tha t  has  nothing to  do  wi th  the

I ran- I raq  war . I sn ’ t  t h i s  a  b l a t an t  m i suse  o f  t he  ru l e s  o f  p rocedu re  ot’  t h e

Conference? My delegation t?: ieves that  a l l  members  should  be  g iven the

oppor tuni ty  to  speak in  the  Conference .

I t  was  on  t h i s  ba s i s  t ha t  I r aq  i n t roduced  d ra f t  r e so lu t i on  A/C.1/42/L.16,

I which, I am pleased to note, has  been adopted by 104 votes  to  1 ,  a  very favourable

majority indeed, The vote against was cast by the member which continually misuses

the rules of procedure 02 the Conference on Disarmament. In  addi t ion,  the  few

States which abs ta ined,  when thc,r spoke in  explanat ion of  vote  on draf t  resolut ion

A/C.1/42/1,.16,  took a  pos i t ion  that upheld  the  r ight  of  a l l  Member  Sta tes  to

participate in the plenary meeting of the Conference.
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Mr. MASHHADI-GHAHVEHCHI (Islamic Republic of Xran) I Other delegations

here have expreosed  their viewe with regard to the same draft resolution, and using

euch words as “misuse” in such texte is not proper, as I have said earlier. I am

Sorry to have to speak at this time, but I muet, since the name of my country has

been repeated here. We should know that the rules of procedure are there to be

applied, and I reiterate, if any other delegation would like to turn the rules of

procedure of the Conference on Disarmament upside down in order to preeent it8

VieWB,  it would do better to use other channels to change the rules of procedure

and not to use such worda as “misuse”.

The meeting rose at 1.45 p.m.


