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The neetina was called to order at 11.20 a.m
AGENDA | TEMS 45 TO 66 AND 155 (continued)

CONS1DERATION OF AND ACTI ON ON ALL DI SARVAMENT AGENDA | TEMS

The CHAIRVAN:. This nmorning the Commttee will first proceed to take
deci sions on draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.40, listed in cluster 4; A/C.1/45/L.43,
listed in cluster 5; and AsC.1/45/L.56/Rev.1, |isted in cluster 6. Subsequently,
the Conmttee will proceed to take decisions on draft resolutions
AsC.1/45/L.21/Rev.1l, A/C.1/45/L.46 and A/C.1/45/L.52, which are listed in
cluster 10, and then on draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.8, A/C.1/45/L.17,
A/C.1/45/L.26 and AsC.1/45/L.32, which are listed in cluster 12.

First, | call on the Secretary of the Commttee.
M . KHERADI (Secretary of the Cormittee): | should like to informthe

Commttee that Cyprus has become a sponsor of the follow ng draft resolutions:

A/C.1/45/L.21; A/C.1/45/L.31; and A/C.1/45/L.52.

The CHAIRVAN As there are no requests to introduce any of the draft
resolutions, the Commttee will now proceed to take a decision on draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.40, | isted in cluster 4.

Since no delegation w shes to make a statenent other than an explanation of
vote or to explain its vote before the voting on draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.40,
the Conmttee will now proceed to vote on the draft resolution.

| call on the Secretary of the Commttee to read out the |ist of sponsors.
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M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmttee): The draft resolution is

sponsored by Sierra Leone on behalf of the nembers of the African Goup of States.

The CHAIRVAN. A recorded vote has been requested on draft resol ution
A/C.1/45/L.40, entitled "Ceneral and conplete disarmanment: prohibition of the
dunpi ng of radioactive wastes". It was introduced by the Representative of Sierra
Leone, on behalf of the States Menbers of the United Nations that are nembers of
the African Goup of States, at the 2'7th neeting of the First Cormittee, on
6 Novenber 1990.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Bot swana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,

Burundi, Byel orussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Caneroon,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Coéte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Oji bouti, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, CGhana, Geece, Quiinea, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India,
I ndonesia, Iran (lIslamc Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Jamai ca, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Janmhiriya, Liechtenstein,
Madagascar, Mal aysia, Mldives, Mili, Mlta, Muritania, Mxico,
Mongol i a, Morocco, Mzanbi que, Myanmar, Nepal, New Zeal and,

Ni caragua, N ger, N geria, Norway, QOman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Phi i ppi nes, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanoa,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Swazil and, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United
Republ i c of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yenen,

Yugosl avia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Against: None
ining: Belgium France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Luxenbourg, Netherlands,

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of Anerica

Draft resolution A/7€C.1/45/L.40 was adopted bv 117 votes to none, wth

abstentions, *

* Subsequent |y the del egations of Papua New Quinea and Sierra Leone advised

the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour,
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The CHAIRMAN: | shall now call on those del egations w shing to explain
their vote after the voting.
M . WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): Fora nunber of years, the First
Comm ttee has been called upon to take action on a draft resolution pertaining to
the issue of a "prohibition of the dunping of radioactive wastes**.

On behal f of the delegation of the Netherlands, | would |ike once again to
state clearly and unequivocally in this forumthat indeed we do sympathize strongly
with the concerns which I ed the sponsors of this draft resolution to the initiative
they have taken, It is a subject which should interest all delegations since
proper care for the environnent is increasingly becomng a priority for our
Governnents, Inasnuch as this subject is being dealt with in the United Nations,
it should get due attention in the proper forum, that is, in the Second Conmttee
not the First.

Last year, quite a few delegations, including myown delegation, worked
together constructively in drawing up resolution 447116 R In the sane spirit, we
have attenpted, in close co-operation with someother delegations, to introduce a
nunber of inprovenents in draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.40.

These efforts were nmade in a positive spirit in order to bring the draft up to
date. W find it odd, for exanple, that draft resolution A/C/1/45/L.40 refers to a
1989 resolution of the International Atom c Energy Agency (| AEA) instead of the
more recent |AEA resolution 530 of 21 Septenber 1990, which established by
consensus a code of practice on the international transboundary movement of
radi oactive wastes. IAEA resolution 530 was an African initiative. So why ignore

in New York the practical progress made in Vienna?
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(M. Wagenmakers, Netherlands)
| shall refrain fromciting other exanples which eowld have brought the text
of draft resolution L.40 morein line with carefully worded language arrived at in
the | AEA and in the Conference on Disarmanent. W deeply regret that none of the
proposed anmendnents proved acceptable to our African friends, especially since, in
most cases, they concerned | anguage which was the result of negotiations on the
basis of African initiatives. W can therefore not support draft resolution L.40.

W sincerely hope that in the future a greater sense of accommmodation will be
shown.

M ss SOLESBY (United Kingdom): The United Kingdom fully endorses the
poi nts made by our colleague fromthe Netherlands concerning draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.40 on t he "Prohibition of the dunpi ng of radi oactive wastes".

W share the strong synpathy he expressed for the concerns which led the
sponsors of the draft to the initiative they have taken as well as the concerns he
has voi ced.

VW have one additional concern about the title of the draft resolution and the
agenda itemas it appears in operative paragraph 7. For the United Kingdom there
can be no question of a prohibition of the disposal of radioactive wastes. Such a
prohibition would logically entail a prohibition of all uses of nuclear energy,

i ncluding peaceful uses.

We understand that this was not the intention ofthe authors in using the
phrase "dunping of radioactive wastes”, and we continue to interpret the phrase in
the sense of "amy use of nuclear waste which woul d constitute radiol ogical
warfare". This is the fornulation found in the fifth preanbul ar paragraph and
operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution. The United Kingdom auks our African

col l eagues to consider this linguistic problemin the future.
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M. RITTER von WAGKER (CGermany): Wiile associating itself with the
points made by the representatives of the Netherlands and the United Ki ngdom
CGermany wishes to explain its vote on draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.40, "Prohibition
of dumping of radioactive wastes".

CGermany understands the potential problens raised by African countries in the
draft resolution. The German Governnment is fully aware that irresponsible disposa
of radioactive wastes can cause serious problens, and it is willing and ready to
co-operate in solving such problens should they arise.

Nevert hel ess, the Gernman del egation had to abstain in the vote. W did so for
the same reasons as already pointed by the representatives of the Netherlands and
the United Kingdom

Additionally, we would [ike to draw the Conmittee's attention to the follow ng
points. First, precisely because of the ambiguity of the term "dunping” to which
the British representative has alluded, the Conference on Disarmanent in its
consideration as well as in its report - to which the draft resolution refers -
avoi ds the term "dunping". Therefore, preanbular paragraph 7 and operative
paragraph 1, which use the term "dunping", are msleading. Secondly, in preanbular
paragraph 5 and in operative paragraph 2 the draft resolution seens to point to the
possibility of nuclear waste being used for radiological warfare. It is my
Government's opinion that such a possibility is far-fetched and rather unrealistic.
Thirdly, operative paragraph 4 gives rise to the assunption that "deliberate
enmpl oynent of nucl ear wastes to cause destruction" in fact has already taken place
or is immnent. In such acase, Germanywoul d advocate nmuch more severe acti on
than just adopting a resolution. Xf however, proof of such a deliberate
enpl oyment cannot be established mention ofit in this way maylead to

m sunder st andi ngs whi ch Germany w shes to avoid,
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(M. Rtter von Wagner, Germany)

Let ne conclude by confirmng that Germany will support the supposed ains of

draft resolution L.40 in the appropriate forumand in the appropriate context at
any tinme.

Ms. LETTS (Australia): My delegation voted in favour of draft
resol ution asC.1s45/L.40, on the "Prohibition of the dunping of radioactive
wastes", W did so because of our overall synpathy for the main thrust of the
draft resolution, which draws attention to and expresses | egitimte concerns about
the potential hazards underlying any use of nuclear waste which would constitute
radi ol ogical warfare and its inplications for regional and international security.

However, we would not w sh our positive vote to indicate unqualified agreenent
toall the terns of L.40. \W have someconcerns about the appropriate venue and
organization for consideration of a legally binding instrunent which needs to take
into account the various conpetencies and ongoi ng work of the Conference on
Di sarmanent, the International Atom c Energy Agency (l1AEA) and the International
Mariti ne Organization.

In the case ofsea dunping, for exanple, the appropriate organization i s, Of
course, the International Maritime O ganization, which IS responsible for the
London Dunping Convention and which receives sometechnical advice from the IAEA.

The question of the prohibition of all radiological waste dunping at sea
i nvol ving al so a conparison between sea aad | and disposal is, in fact, currently
bei ng exam ned by a subsidiary body established by the London Dunping Convention
consultative parties which maylead to a legally binding global prohibition on the
sea dunping of all radioactive waste.

As far as land disposal of radioactive wastes is concerned, this is indeed the
responsibility of the | AEA. However, we would prefer not to pass judgement one way

or the other on the IAEA*'swork onthis matter until we have a batter idea of what
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(Mrs, Letts, Australia}
i S intendsd. At this Stage, we are not in a position to judge which recommendations
directed atwhich Or gani sati on m ght be appropriate.

e woul d al so not vish our positive vote for the draft resolution to indicate
Australianoppesition {0 | and disposal of radioactive waste as such which, at this
stage, i S the Only possibie alternative for storing such waste. W affirm
however, OUr unqualified opposition to the dunping of nuclear waste by any State or
organization which would cons:itute radi ol ogi cal warfare and have great
implications for the national security of a1l States.

Er. ANIGUES (Framte) €intérpretatign framFtench): o n o f
France abstained i n the vote on draft resol uti on asc.1/45/L.40, on the "Prohi bition
of the dumping Of radioactive waste", for the follow ng reasons.

First, as we have repeatedly stressed, Prance continues to believe that the
guestion Of the dumping of radioactive waste is not in itself withim the conpetence
of the Pirst Committee but, rather, that of the Second Committee. Secondly, the

draft resolution refers, inits preanble, to resolution 447116 R, in the vote on

which France abstainsd.
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(Mr. Amigues, France)
Thirdly, in the preambular part of the draft resolution there is nention of
resol uti on GC (XxxX11X)/RES/509, adopted in 1999 by the General Conference of the
International Atom c Energy Agency, but there is mo nmention of resolution $3@, of
1990, which established a code of conduct on the international transfez of
radi oactive wast es.
Fourthly, draft resol uti on asc.1745/L.40 does not refl ect the progress nade at
t he Conference onbDisarmament in defining the scope ofa convention banning
radi ol ogi cal weapons. As is stated in the 1990 report of the Conference on
Disarmament, SUCh a convention vould prohibit the deliberate dissenination of any
radi oacti vemacter, including radioactive wastes, with the aimof causing injury,
death, aamage Or destruction through radiation directly or imdirectly produced by
the disintegration of that matter. |t is clear, therefore,t hat net al| dumping of
radi oactive vastes can a prieri be attributed to radiol ogical weapons.
Pinally, France believes that it is forthe Intecnational At oni c Bnergy Agency
(1 AEA) and its States memberst 0 deci de whether the code of conduct in that area
already drafted should be replaced by a legally binding instrunment.
M. HOULLEZ (Bel gium) (interpretation fromPrench): My del egation
abstained on draft resoluti on As/€.1/45/L.40 forther easons givenby the
del egati ons of the Netherlands, the United Kingdomand Cernany, but chiefly because
we believe that this nmatter should bedealt with in the existing conpetent

HEo 6 ¢eex0Om.

Tiee cHApRMAN:t ee Will now turn to draft resolution

AsC.1/45/L.43, in cluster 5.

| call on the representative ofCanada, who wi || introduce the draft

resol ution.
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Ms. MASON (Canada): Canada is once again introducing the draft
resolution entitled "Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for
veapons purposes", which this year is contained in docunent A/C.1/45/L.43, dated
31 Cctober 1990. It is sponsored by Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangl adesh
Bot swana, the Byelorussiam Soviet Socialist Republic, Canmeroon, Denmark, Finland,
G eece, Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zeal and, Norway,
the Philippines, Romania, Sampa, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Uruguay and Canada - a group which, once again, is drawn from every continent and
every group of countries.

It is our viewthat this draft resolution makes an inportant statement. It is
a renminder that there are several differing paths that need to be followed in our
shared pursuit of a nuclear-weapon-free world. A conprehensive test ban wll
certainly contribute to the attainment of that end, but even the total cessation of
nucl ear testing can be no guarantee in itself that the manufacturing and updating
of nuelear weapons coul d not continue. Thus, a ban on the production of
fissionable mterial for weapons purposes constitutes another inportant element in
any progress towards nuclear disarmanent. The objective of this draft resolution
therefore, is to conplenment the nuclear-test-ban approach.

We believe that this is a realistic draft resolution, because it takes the
position that progress towards the achi evement of a banon production is related to
progress towards the realisation of a conprehensive nuclear-test ban.

In conclusion, | urge all delegations to give their support to this draft
resolution, which the sponsors sincerely hope will continue to attract strong and

broad support.
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Mr. NEGROTTO CAMBI ASQ (Italy): In expressing its positive attitude to
draft resolution AsC.1745/L.43, "Prohibition of the production of fissionable
material for weapoas purposes*', the delegation of Italy wishes to make a specific
statenent concerning the fourth paragraph, which deals with the progressive
conversion and transfer of stocks of fissionable naterial to peaceful uses.

Italy is convinced that the cessation of the production of fissionable
material for weapons purposes would be a very inportant step in the process of
nucl ear disarmanent and that the efforts deployed to reach that goal will have to
stretch over sometine in order to take into consideration all aspects of the
problem In this context Italy believes that due consideration should be given to
eval uatioa of the possibility of converting fissionable material to peaceful uses

My delegation would like to recall that somestudies on this subject pronoted
by an inportant group of scientists and experts are under way in Italy. Those
studies have already produced some prelinmnary conclusions, pronpting the
Governnment of Italy to circulate themin Geneva at the Fourth Review Conference of
the Parties to the Treaty oa the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear \Wapons, as document
NPT/Con.IVs/29. On that occasion Conmission | of the Conference approved by
consensus a paragraph of its draft report to the Conference by which an appeal was
addr essed

*to nucl ear - weapon States teo find ways to convert the peaceful uses for the

material rel eased from di smantled nuclear warheads as a consequence Of nuclear

arms negotiations".

As we all know, the Conference, unfortunately, could not agree on afinal documeat.
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(M. Negrotto Canbiaso. Italy)
W should also like to stress in this foruma further aspect ofthe proposal
whi ch was given favourable consideration in Geneva at the Fourth Review
Conference: the hope that if at |east sone ofthe resources nmade avail abl e by
pl aci ng on the market the surplus fissionable materials wer8 set aside that would,
above all, satisfy the call for solidarity, the need for which is feltespecially
keenly i N the current economic situation of the world.
As | have nentioned, these studies are still continuing. | should 1like to
informthe Conmittee that the Italian organizatioa that pronoted them has expressed
its willingness to share and discuss with interested parties its conclusions on

this very conplex issue.
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The CHAIRMAN  The Assenbly will now take a decision on draft resolution

A/C.1745/L.43.

| call on the representative of India who wishes to explain his vote before
the voting.

M. cHADHA (India): M delegation is constrained to abstain on draft
resol ution asC.1/45/L.43, entitled "Prohibition of the production of fissionable
materi al for weapons purposes' *.

The Final Docunent adopted by consensus in 1978 at the first special session
devoted to disarmanent clearly sets out the stages for the process of nuclear
di sarmanent in paragraph 50, subparagraph (b) of which reads:

"Cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and their means

of delivery, and of the production of fissionable material for weapons

purposes". (resolution S-10/2)

The intent behind the draft resolution is laudable. However, such a partia
approach as is represented by the draft resolution in question is not in conformty
with the Final Document, which correctly views the issue in its totality. |In our
view there should be a simultaneous stoppage in the production of nuclear weapons
and all fissionable material for weapons purposes. Only by such a total approach
can we introduce a waiversal, equitable and non-discrimnatory system of
international safeguards on all nuclear facilities.

W believe draft resolution as/€.1/45/L.33 on this subject correctly reflects
the goals set out in the Final Docunent.

The CadmWANtee will now proceed to vote on draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.43, entitled **Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for
weapons purposes”. This draft resolution has been introduced this norning by the
representative of Canada.

I cali on the Secretary ofthe Committee to read out the list of sponsors.
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Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Coomittee): The list of sponsors of draft
resol uti on A/C.1/45/L.43 reads as foll ows: Afghanistan, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bangl adesh, Botswana, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Caneroon, Canada, Denmark, Finland, G eece, Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan,
the Netherlands, New Zeal and, Norway, the Philippines, Romania, Sanpa, Sweden,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Uruguay.

The CHAIRMAN: A recorded vate has been request ed.

AT [ Vi ken,

Ln favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, A geria, Angola, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Belgium Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria, Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Caneroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile, Colonbia,
Congo, Costa Rica, cote da'Iveire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechosl ovaki a,
Denmark, Djibouti, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Qui nea, Quyana, Haiti,
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (lIslamc Republic of), Iragq,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Li byan Arab Janshiriya, Liechtenstein, Luxenbourg, Madagascar,
Mal aysia, Mal dives, Mali, Mlta, Muwuritania, Mexico, Mngolia,
Morocco, Mzanbi que, Myanmar, Nepal, Netherlands. New Zeal and,
Ni caragua, N ger, N geria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Phi | i ppi nes, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanoa,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sonalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Emrates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuel a, viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Against: France

Abstaining; Argentina, China, India, United Kingdomof Geat Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of Anerica

Draft resolution As/C.1/45/L.43 was adovied bv 125 votes to 1. with §
abstentions.#

* Subsequently the representative of Papua New Qui nea advi sed the

Secretariat that he had intended to vote in favour.
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The CHARWN : | call on the representative of Brazil, who wi shes to

explain his vote.

M. DA COSTA e SILVA (Brazil): Brazil voted in favour of draft

resol ution AsC.1/45/L.43 because we believe that an adequately verified cessation
and prohibition of the production of fissionable naterial for weapons purposes
woul d be an inportant neasure |leading to the cessation of the qualitative and
quantitative nuclear-arns race. It is our viewthat the final objective to be
pursued by this and other measures in the area of nuclear disarnmament is a
universal and non-discrimnatory system for the cessation of the production of
nucl ear weapons, and their prohibition and conplete elimination

The CHAIRMAN.  The Committee will now nove on to draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.56/Rev.1, in cluster 6.

M. ADANK (New Zeal and): New Zealand is pleased to associate itself with
ot her States in sponsoring draft resolution A/sC.1/45/L.56/Rev.1, entitled
"Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure non-nucl ear weapon
States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons"

Fol | owing the adoption of two resolutions on the subject at the forty-fourth
session, we urged the sponsors of both resolutions to exanine closely the nerits of
drafting a single text for the forty-fifth session. W saw such a nmove as being
consistent with the objective which | think we all share of rationalising the work
of the Conmmittee. W also thought that a single text would give us the opportunity
to speak for the first tine with one voice on the inportant subject of negative
security assurances.

W are pleased to see that our hope for a single text has now been realised in
draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.56/Rev,.1, whi ch was i ntroduced yesterday by the

representative of Pakistan.
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(M. Adank, New Zealand)

The nmai n sponsors of draft resolutions asc.1745/L.9 and L.19, Bulgaria and
Pakistan, shoul d be cormended for the spirit of conpronmise and the flexibility they
have denonstrated in undertaking the task of nerging the two texts.' Cearly, in
approaching this exercise a good deal of attention has been paid to acconmodating
the broad range of views which exist on the topic of negative security assurances
in order to ensure the broadest possible support.

A nunber of elenents in the new text should be noted. Imparticular, we
wel come the new reference in the preanbular part to the progress now being made in
nucl ear and conventional disarmanent. W also wish to draw attention in particular
to the preanbul ar paragraph by which the Assenbly would take note of the unilateral
negative security assurance declarations already provided by the nuclear-weapon
States.

The noSt inportant feature of the new nerged draft is that it does not
prejudge the work of the Ad Hog Commttee of the Conference on Disarmanent on
negative security assurances. For this reason, we think it provides a sound basis
for the Conference's continued discussions on this subject, particularly wth
regard to pursuing the seareh for a conmmon fornula or approach.

One! final but inportant aspect of the new draft resolutiom i s the inclusion of
a preanbul ar paragraph which notes the greater willingness which is now evident to

overcome (i fficul ti es encountered on t hi S subjeect i N past years,
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(Mr._Adapk, New Zealand)

W think that the constructive di scussi ons on negative security assurances at
t he recent NPT Revi ew Conference provi de a clear indication of the betterclimate
now prevailing for discussions onthis issue. Aswe noted in our general dsbate
statement in the Pirst Committee some weeksago, it was New Zeal and' s hope t hat
this better climte woul d manifestitself in a single text which could command the
overwhelming support of del egations within the First Committee at thi S session of
the General Assenbly.

VW woul d hop8 in particular that all States which share concerns over
rationalisation of the work in the First Commttee would demonstrate that
commitment Dy supporting this draft resolution, which represents the clearest
mani festation of the wllingness of sponsors of inportant parallel draft
resolutions to merge themin a forward-|ooking approach.

The CiICommittee Wi Il now proceed to vote on draft reselution
A.C.1745/L.56/Rev.1, entitl ed " Concl usi on of effective international arrangements
to assure non-nucl ear-weapon- States agai nst the use or threat of use of
nucl ear-weapons”. This draft resol uti oa was i ntroduced by the repressntative of
Paki stan at the thirty-fifth meeting of the First Cormittee, on 13 Hovember1990.

| call on the Secretary Of the Committee to rcad outthe list O sponsors.

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the committee): Draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.56/Rev.1 has the following spomsors: Australia, Bangl adesh, Bulgaria.
Islamie Republic of Iran, Madagascar, Nepal, New Zeal and, Paki stan, Samea and
Sri Lanka.

fhe CHAIBMANt draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.56/Rev.1 (0O the

vote . .recorded vote has been requested.
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Ar r v ken.
In favour; Af ghani stan, Al bania, A geria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bel gium Benin,
Bhut an, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria,

Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Caneroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile,
China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa Rica, Céte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechosl ovaki a, Denmark, DOjibouti, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Germany, Ghana, G eece,

Guatenal a, CGuinea, CGuyana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamc Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Jammica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's
Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Mdagascar, Malaysi a,

Mal di ves, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mngolia, Mrocco,
Mbzanbi que. Myanmar, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zeal and, N caragua,
Niger, N geria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panana, Papua New Cui nea,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Ronmania, Rwanda,
Sampa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sonalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, U uguay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Against: None

Abstaining: Prance, United Kingdomof Geat Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of Anerica

Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L /R 1 none, with
3 abstentions,

The CHAIRVMAN: I shall now call onthose del egations which wish to

explain their vete after the voting.

M. DA COSTA e SILVA (Brazil): Brazil voted in favour of draft

resol ution As/C.1/45/L.56/Rev.1 in recognition of the efforts ofthe sponsors to
arrive at a common text, nerging the text of draft resolutions A/€C,1/45/L.9 and
A/C.1/45/L.19. We hope thatthis positive devel opment will give the necessary
i npetus to the Conference on Disarmanent in carrying out negotiations on the
question of effective international arrangenents to assure non-nucl ear-weapon
States agai nst the us8 or threat ofuse of nucl ear weapons, pending effective

neasures of nucl ear di sarnmanent.
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It is the view of ny delegation that the nost effective guarantee against the
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is the conplete elimnation of nuclear
weapons.  Since nucl ear weapons are weapons of mass destruction, the
non- nucl ear - weapon States should be given unconditional and |egally binding
assurances, on a non-discrimnatory basis, against the use or threat of use of
nucl ear weapons.

Brazil also believes that there is a need to establish effective neasures of
verification on the conpliance of nuclear-weapon States with these guarantees in
the instrunents related to the creation and inplenentation of nuclear-weapon-free
zones , in order to naintain a balance between the nuclear Powers and the
non- nucl ear - weapon States nenbers of such zones.

M. AZIKIWE (Nigeria): | should like to explain Nigeria's vote on draft
resolution asC.1/45/L.56/Rev.1 entitled "Conclusion of effective internationa
arrangements to assure non-nucl ear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nucl ear weapons”.

over the years, N geria has been naking consistent efforts at various
mul tilateral disarmanent foruns for the realization of the objectives of the draft
resolution. N geria has made substantive proposals aimed at finding a realistic
solution to the question at the Conference on Di sarmanent.

Ni geria has al ways been opposed to pursuing the question in a way likely to
underm ne existing disarmanment instruments, such as the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wapons, and inperil the non-proliferation régime
Nigeria would like to recall that the concept of negative security assurances was
born in the md-1960s during the negotiations of the NPT, when the non-aligned and

non- nucl ear-weapon States sought assurances that the renunciation ofthe nuclear
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option would not place them at permanent mlitary disadvantage and make them
vul nerable to nuclear intimdation in the nuclear era.

Negative security assurances are not an end in thenselves but a means to an
end. It should therefore not be pursued in total exclusion fromits ultinate
obj ective of nucl ear disarmament.

It is within the context of the foregoing that Nigeria would Iike to express
reservations on some provisions of the draft resolution. Ngeria would [ike to
reiterate that voting in favour of the draft resolution does not signify consensus
on the question of common fornula or eommon approach. Ngeria will not join in
consensus for the consideration of this question at any disarmanent forum on the
basis of comon formul a.

Nigeria believes that after 12 years of consideration of this question at the
Conference on Disarmament, with& any positive result, a nore realistic approach
one that would take into consideration the reality ofthe security situation of the
present day and the sacrifices made by the non-nucl ear-weapon States in the
interest of humanity, should be adopted. Unless the sacrifices made by the
non-al i gned non-nucl ear-weapon States are recogni sed and appreciated, negative

security assurances may renain unattainable.
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M ss SOLESBY (United Kingdon): | should like to explain the United
Kingdom's vote oa draft resolution A/C.1/45/L,56/Rev.1.

The United Kingdom wi shes to negotiate in good faith at the Conference on
D sarmanent, but feels that the search for an international agreement on this
subj ect still looks to be very difficult. The text as drafted seens to us,
therefore, to go too far towards prescribing a solution.

The CHAIRMAN: The Conmmittee will aow take action on the draft
resolutions in cluster 10: A/C.1s/45/L.21/Rev.1l, L.46 and L. 52.

M. HOULLEZ (Belgium) (interpretation £rcm French): My del egati on has
already stated, during the general debate, that we deplore the fact that the
results of the negotiations in Geneva at the |ast session of the Conference on
Di sarneat were rather disappointing, apart from sone progress on technical
details. W attribute those disappointing results to several factors: first, the
fact that basic problems necessarily arise at the end of negotiations; secondly, a
general worsening of the climate of confidence because of the recent threats by one
State to use chemcal weapons; thirdly, the persistence of proliferation; and,
fourthly, the absence of a political monentumsimlar to that given by the Paris
Conference to achieve quickly a convention on the total, final, universal
prohi bition of chem cal weapons and their use.

W hope that the inpetus given by the commtnment of the Uniteda States and the
Sovi et 2=iom to cease all production and start destroying chenical weapons will be
followed by other initiatives, so that negotiations may be resumed ia the necessary
conditions of trust, transparency and goodwill.

W\ are comvinced that this was also the desire of the sponsor8 of the three
draft resolutions in cluster 10 on chemical and bacteriol ogi cal weapens, and t hat
their goal is also toinprove the chances of achieving a universal convention as

Soon as possible, while strengthening the comrtnent tothe 1925 Geneva Protocol,
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in order to lessen, by the combined action of the Secretary-CGeneral and the
Security Council, the risks of the use or threat of use of chem cal weapons.

Ceneral Assenbly resol utions adopted by consensus cam make an inportant
contribution if they have substance and therefore send a clear, substantive,
unanbi guous nmessage. The efforts to achieve a conbination of those qualities were
real and commendabl e, and we hope that the energy expended with such generosity
wi Il be acknow edged by acceptance of the draft resolutions without a vote and al so
oa the resunption of negotiations in Geneva. As | have said, this will depend on
the extent to which the draft resolutions help to increase confidence and
t ranspar ency.

My country, which has declared publicly and solemly that it wants to be anong
the original signatories to the future convention, is happy that draft resolution
AsC.1/45/L.21/Rev.1 notes with appreciation the increasi ng number of States that
have declared that same intention, and stresses the particular inportance of
declarations by States whether they possess chem cal weapons. M/ del egation
wel comes the enphasis on the declarations, which will create confidence. At the
same time, We regret that it has not been possible to extend consensus to active
formul ations and that there is not a moreresolute |ooking to the future, with
specific commtnents that woul d remove all anbiguity about the real desire of all
countries to work positively and specifically to elimnate and ban chem ca
weapons.

My del egation can understand someof the argunents advanced, but it regards
themasS an insufficient basis for refusing clarification, particularly with regard
to declarations on possession, which are neither specul ation about the future nor a
legal commitment but a st atenment of fact acconpanied by the political will to put

an end to these weapons.
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W know that the road to disarmanent is |ong and demands much patience, but |
repeat that in particular it requires mutual confidence. W hope that the will to
achieve it will become apparent in the near future. Qherwise, we shall have the
unbearabl e responsibility of again seeing terrible pictures of the victins of
chemical weapons.

M. MRRS (Australia): On 12 Novenber ny del egation introduced draft
resolution asc.1745sL.52, entitled **Chem cal and bacteriol ogical (biological)
weapons: measures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol". W wi sh
to reaffirmthat its central purpose is to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poi sonous or Other
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.

As ny delegation said on 12 Novenber, the nmpbst definitive and effective way to
ensure that such weapons are not used again is through the conclusion of a global
and conprehensive chem cal weapons convention. Accordingly, we reaffirm that we
attach the utmost inportance to the earliest conclusion in the Conference on
D sarmanent of a gl obal and conprehensive chem cal weapons convention.

The CHAIRVAN. W shall now take a decision on draft resol ution
A/C.1/45/L.21/Rev.1, entitled "Chem cal and bacteriol ogical (biological) weapons".
This draft resolution was introduced by the representative of Poland at the 34th
meeting of the First Commttee, on 12 Novenber 1990.

T call on the Secretary of the Cormittee to read outthe |ist of sponsors.

Mr, KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee): The sponsors of draft
resol ution asC,1/45/L.21/Rev.1 are the foll ow ngr  Af ghani stan, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Belgium Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Sovi et
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Socialist Republic, Canada, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,Dennark, Finl and,
France, CGermany, Geece. Hungary, lceland, India, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Malaysia,
Mongolia, Myanmar, the Netherlands, New Zeal and, Norway, the Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Spain, Surinane, Sweden, Turkey, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, the Union of Sovi et Socialist Republies, the United Kingdom of G eat

Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of Anerica, Uruguay and viet Nam
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The CHAIRVAN. The sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.21/Rev.1 have
requested that the draft resolution be adopted by the Conmittee without a vote. |f
there is no objection | shall take it that the Conmittee wishes to adopt the draft
resol ution.

Draft resolution As7C.1/45/L,21/Rev.,1 Was adopted.

The CHAIRVAN:  The Conmittee will now proceed to take a decision on draft

resol ution asC.1745sL.46, entitled "Chem cal and bacteriol ogical (biological)
weapons: I nplementation of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Devel opnent,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Wapons and on
Their Destruction and preparations for the Third Review Conference of the Parties
to the Convention". The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of
Austria at the 25th nmeeting of the First Commttee, held on 5 Novenber 1990.

Associated with this draft resolution is an oral statement by the Secretariat.

I call upon the Secretary of the Committee.

M. xHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee): The sponsors of draft

resol ution asC.1/45/L.46 are the following: Afghanistan, Antigua and Barbuda,
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangl adesh, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, the
Byelorussian SSR Canada, Chile, China, Colonbia, Costa Rica, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Dennark, Ecuador, Finland, France, Germany, G eece, Hungary,
Iceland, India, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Liberia, Luxenmbourg, Malta, Mexica,
Mongol ia, Nepal , the Netherlands, New Zeal and, N geria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, the
Phi i ppi nes, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Surinane.
Sweden, Togo, Turkey, the Wkrainian SSR, the USSR, the United Kingdom the United
States, Uruguay, Vemnezuela, Yugosl|avia and Zaire.

| shall now read out, on behalf of the Secretariat, the oral statement to

whi ch the Chairman referred,
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By the draft resolution contained in docunent A7C.1/45/L.46, entitled
*1 nmpl enent ati on of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develrpment,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin \Wapons
and on Their Destruction and preparations for the Third Review Conference of

the Parties to the Convention', the Ceneral Assenbly would request the

Secretary-Ceneral to render the necessary assistance and to provide such
services as may be required for the Third Review Conference and its
preparation. It should be noted that the Conference will be a conference of
States parties to the Convention. Qher conferences of multilatera

di sarnmanent treaties - for exanple, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of

Nucl ear Weapons, the sea-bed Treaty and the Anendment Conference of the Treaty

Banni ng Nucl ear Wapon Tests in the Atnosphere, in Quter Space and under
Water - included in their rules of procedure provisions concerning the
arrangenments for neeting the costs of the appropriate conference and any
sessions of its preparatory commttee. Under these arrangenents, no
additional cost was borne by the regul ar budget of the Organization.
"Accordingly, the Secretary-Ceneral considers that his mandate under the
draft resolution to render the necessary assistance and to provide such
services as may be required forthe Third Review Conference and its
preparation woul d have no financial inplications for the regular budget of the
United Nations and that the associated costs would be net in accordance with
the financial arrangenents to be made bythe parties to the Convention.
*'Furthermore, all activities related to international conventions or
treaties which under their respective legal instrunents are to be financed
outside the regul ar budget of the United Nations mayonly be undertaken when
sufficient resources to cover the activities in question have been received

fromthe States parties at |east six weeks in advance.**
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The CHAIRMAN: The sponsors of draft resolution As/C.1/45/L.46 have

expressed the wish that the draft resolution be adopted by the Committee without a
vote. If there is no objection | shall take it that the Conmttee w shes to adopt

the draft resolution.

Draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.46 was adopted.
The CHAIRVAN. The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on draft

resol ution arsC.1s45/L.52, entitled *' Chem cal and bacteriol ogi cal (biological)
weapons: neasures to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol **. The draft
resolution was introduced by the representative of Australia at the 34th neeting of
the First Conmttee, held on 12 Novenber 1990.
| call on the Secretary of the Conmttee.
M . KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmttee): The sponsors of draft
resol uti on AsC.1/45/7L.52 are t he follewing: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Belgium Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, Colonbia, Costa Rica,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Fiji, Finland, France, Cermany, G eece,
Hungary, | cel and, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxenbourg, the Netherlands, New Zeal and,
Norway, Papua New Quinea, Peru, the Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Sanpa, Spain,
Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, the USSR the United Kingdom the United States, Vviet
Nam, Yugoslavia and Zaire.
The CHAIRMAN: The sponsors of draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.52 have
expressed the wi sh that the draft resol ution be adopted by the Conmittee without a
vote. If there is no objection | shall take it that the Conmttee w shes to adopt
the draft reselution.
Praft resolution A/C.1/45/L.52 was adopted.
The CHAIRMAN: | shall now call on delegations W shing to explain their

position on the draft resolurions in cluster 10 that have just been adopted,
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Mr. MORADI (|slamic Republic of Iran): M delegation is pleased that
draft resolution AsC.1/745/L.52 on neasures to uphold the authority of the 1925
CGeneva Protocol has once again been adopted Wi thout a vote. However, we believe
that that draft resolution could have been drafted nore scrupul ously.

The 1925 (Geneva Protocol is the single nost inportant international instrunent
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Therefore, all initiatives ainmed at
strengthening t hi s instrunent should take due account of the positive achievenents
of international forunms. In other words, building on past achievenents is the
cl osest way towards our final goals.

The | oopholes of draft resolution L.52, which are due to reservations with
regard to the CGeneva Protocol by someof the draft resolution's sponsors, are as
follows. First, in the first preanbul ar paragraph there should have been a
specific reference to Security Council resolutions 612 (1988) and 620 (1988). It
goes w thout saying that those are the single mostinportant reactions of the
Council| to cases of violations ofthe Geneva Protocol. Secondly, the way the first
preambular paragraph has been drafted has overl ooked the extensive use of chenica
weapons in the recent past. Thirdly, operative paragraph 4 could have sent a
strong nessage if, im:=%=ead of "noting", the General Assembly had “recognized” the
continuing significance of the Security Council decision.

In sum ny country, as the one mostvictimsed by the useof chem cal weapons,
bel i eves that the decision to submt draft resolution L.52, and, indeed, the
Ceneral Assembly's continuing approach to neasures to uphold the authority ei the
Geneva Protocol, is a step in the right direction. W w sh, however, to note that
the adoption of the draft resolution by consensus should by mnneans be construed

as approval ofits shortcom ngs by mydel egation
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Mr, AWAD (Syrian Arab Republic)(interpretation from Arabic): Once again
| should like to explain nmy delegation's position on the draft resolutions on
chem cal weapons that the Conmttee hasjust adopted by econsensus.

The Syrian Arab Republic has a vital national interest in the prohibition of
chem cal weapons. Wile supporting the concept of the conplete destruction of all
chemi cal -weapon stockpiles, my del egation opposes the concept of security reserves
that have been advanced by some major Powers. The Syrian Arab Republic believes
that that concept runs counter to the essence of the draft convention on the
prohi bition of chenical weapons and |eads to naking that draft convention devoid of
all meani ng.

This is the same position voiced by the Goup of 21 at the neetings of the
Ad Hoc Conmittee oneChem cal Wed&pons at itys summer session ati Geneva. a n
Arab Republic calls for a ban on all other weapons of nmass destruction in our
region, in particular, and throughout the entire world, in general. Syria has
reaffirnmed that position by accepting the Final Docunent ofthe Paris Conference of
1989. W reiterate the need for a linkage between the prohibition of chem cal
weapons and the prohibition of nucl ear weapons in accordance with the priorities
secforth in paragraph 45 of the Final Document ofthe first special session ofthe
CGeneral Assenbly devoted to disarmanent in 1978.

ThecCHAIRMAN:t ee will now take decisions on the follow ng
draft resolutions, which are listed under cluster 12: draft resolutions

A/C,1/45/L.8, L.17, L. 26 and L. 32.

The representative of Italy has asked to make a general statement before the

voting on the draft resolutions in cluster 12, and | nowcall upon him
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Mr, NEGROTTO CAMBIOQSO (ltaly): The Italian delegation, en behalf of the
Buropean Community and its memberStates, w shes to make astatanment on draft
resol uti onasc.1745/L.17, "Prevention of an arnms race in outer space".

The Twel ve are pleased that the conbined efforts of various del egations have
made it possible this year to draft one single draft resolution instead of the four
traditional texts that were a feature of recent sessions.

It is the view of the Twelve that this reflects the mounting interest in
certain aspects of the issue of preventing an arns race in outer space and that it
constitutes an encouraging sign for the continuation of the work at the CGeneva
Conference on this subject, which this year has already given some initial, nore
positive indications.

The Twelve therefore regard the draft resolution as a pronising achievenent of

thi s session.
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The CHAIRVAN: 1 shall now call on those del egations wi shing to explain

their vote before the voting.

M. RITTER von WAGNER (CGermany): I am speaking again to explain the

position ofthe del egation of Germany on draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.32, entitled
" Conpr ehensi ve programme of di sarnament”.

Germany will abstain on the draft resolution as a whole since we are of the
opinior that the framework for any future work on a conprehensive programe of
di sarmanment in the Conference on Disarnmanment and the validity of the ideas
underlying the programme require thorough discussion within the Conference on
Di sarmanent itself, the outcone of which should in no way be prejudiced by this
draft resolution,

W regret that efforts to replace the wording in operative paragraph 1 by the
wording in paragraph 1 of last year's resolutiom were not successful. W are
therefore forced to take a decision now on the question of the establishment of an
ad hoc committee.

It seens to us far fromevident that the re-establishment of an ad hoc group
on the conprehensive programme of di sarmanent woul d prove to be a prom sing step
The sponsors of this draft resolution refer todevel opments in Europe tojustify
the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Cormittee. W think, on the contrary, that the
fundamental changes under way in East-West relations, and in the field of
di sarmanment in Europe in particular, are striking evidence of the fact that
disarmament is something that cannot be achieved, oreven pronoted, by elaborating
the theoretical disarmament programme with artificial deadlines,

Moreover, we al ready see difficult tasks ahead ofus at next year's session of
the Conference on Disarmament. Not only will the Ad_Hoea Conm ttee on Chenica

Weapons have to make a major effort to conclude negotiations, but unlike the
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situation years ago the A3 Hoc Committee on a Conprehensive Test Banm, which we hope
Wi ll be re-established at the beginning of next year's session, will also require
our full attention. Wth such a work-load ahead of us, we do not consider it
hel pful to fragment del egations' scarce resources further. Germany will therefore
vote agai nst operative paragraph 1 of the <¢rafe resol ution.

The CHAIRVAN:. The Conmittee will aow proceed to take action oa draft
decision A/C.1/45/L.8, entitled “Naval armanments and di sarmanent**. This draft
deci sion was introduced bythe representative of Sweden at the 31st meeting ofthe
First Committee, On 8 November 1990.

| call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of sponsors*

Mr, KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): This draft decision is

sponsored by Sweden.

The CHAIRMAN: Arecorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, A bania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahanas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bel gi um Benin,
Bhut an, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria,

Bur ki na Faso, Burundi, Byelorussiam Sovi et Soci alist Republic,
Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China,

Col onbia, Congo, Costa Rica, Céte a'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,

Czechosl ovakia, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt. Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, France, GCermany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, QUi nea,
Quyana, Haiti, Hungary, Ie-land, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Xtaly, Jamaice, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesot ho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Li echtenstein,
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Ml aysia, Mldives, Mali, Milta,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mngolia, Mrocco, Mozambigue,
Myanmar, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, N caragua, Nigeria,

Nor way, Omanm, Paki stan, Panama,Papua New Guinea, Peru,

Phi l'i ppi nes, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanva,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal , Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane, Swazilawud, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian

Sovi et Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Soci ali st Republics,
Unjited Arab Emirates, Uni t ed Kingdem of Great: Britain and Nort hern
Irel and, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venesuela,

viet Nam, Yemen, Yugosl| avia, Zaire, Zanbia, Z nbabwe
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Against: uniteda States of Anerica
130 votes to 3.

The CEAIRMAN: The Commttee will now proceed to vote on draft reaol utioa
A7C.1745/L.17, entitl ed "Prevention of an arms racei N outer space”. This draft
resolution was | Ntroduced by the representative of Sri Lanka at the Committee's
26t h meeting, on S November 1990.

T call or the Secretary ofthe Conmittee to read out the liat of sponsors.

Nr. KHEBADI (&beqy et@r Y ofshe Comniteee): o f d r a f t
resol utionasc.17457u.17ar e Bangl adesh, Brazil, the Byelorussian SOVi e Socialist
Republic, Camercon, Chi | €, China, Egypt,Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, the Islamic
RepublicofIran,| r el and, Jordam, the Libyan ArabJamahiriya, Ml aysi a, Mexico,

Myanmar, Wigeria, Peru, Somalia, Sri Lanka, the Sudan, Swasziland, Sweden, the

Ukrainian SOVi et Soci al i st Republ i c, Veneszuela, viet Wam, Yugoal avi a and Zi nbabve.

The CHAIEMAN: A separate, recorded vote has been requesteda on operative

paragraph 9 of the draft resol ution.

A recorded vote was takep.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Al geri a, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahanmas. Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar bados. Benmin, BLutan,
Bol i vi a, Bot swana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bul gari a, Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Byelorussiam Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa Rica,
C5te 4'1voire, Cuba, cyprus,Dj | bouti, Bcuador, Bgypt. Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Chana, Quatenmla, Quinea, Guyana, Haiti, India,
Indonesia, | I AN (Islamic Republic of ), lrag, Ireland, Jamaica,
Jordan,Kenya, Kuwai t, Lao people*s Denocratic Republic, Lebanon,
“esotho,L| beri a, Libyan ArabJamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
#aidives, Mbl i . Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, New 2ealand, N car agua,
Niger, Migeria,Oman, Pakistan, Panana, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
Philippines,(at ar, Romania, Rnanda, Sanpa, Saudi Arabis,

Senegal , Sierra Leone, Singapore, SONEl i @, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,Syrian ArabRepubl i c, Thail and.

Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, UKr @i ni an Soviet Socialist Republic, Union
of Sovi et Socialist Republics, United ArabEmirates,Unit ed
Republic of Tanzania, Ur uguay, Venesuela, VietNam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe
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Against: United States of America

Abstaining: Bel gium Canada, Czechoslovakia. Denmark, France, Cernmany,
G eece, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Liechtenstein,
Luxembour g, Net herlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey,
United Kingdom of Geat Britain and Northern Ireland

Operal “ve paragraph O of draft resolution AsC.1/34/L.17 was adopted by 109
gates to 1. with 21 abstentions.
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The CHAIRVAN The Committee will now proceed to vote on draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.17 as a whole. Arecorded vote has been requested.
A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, Al geria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bel gium Benin,
Bhut an, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bul gari a,
Bur ki na Faso, Burundi, Byel orussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, China, Col onbia,
Congo,Costa Rica, ¢Cdte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,
France, Germany, GChana, Geece, Quatemala, Cuinea, CGuyana. Haiti,
Hungary, lceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamc Republic of),
Iraq, Ireland, lsrael, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon., Lesotho,

Li beria, Libyan Arab Jammhiriya, Liechtenstein, Luxenbourg,
Madagascar, Mal aysia, Maldives, Mili, Mlta, Muritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mngolia, Mrocco, Mzanbique, Myanmar, Nepal,
Net herl ands, New Zeal and, N caragua, N ger, N geria, Norway,
Oman, Paki stan, Pananma, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,

Pol and, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanmpa, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal , Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sonalia, Spain, Sri#Lanka,
Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thai | and, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Sovi et

Soci ali st Republic, United Arab Emrates, United Kingdom of Geat
Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzani a,

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbia,
Zi mbabwe

Against: None
Abstaining: United States of Anerica

Draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.17, as a whole. was adepted bv 129 votestO none,
with 1 abstention.*

The CHARMAN | have just been infornmed that, in view of the ongoing
consultations and the possibility that there will be a revised* inproved text, the
sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.26 have requested that consideration of

that draft resolution be deferred until the next meeting. Wth the pernission of

* Subsequent |y the del egation ofthe Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

advi sed the Secretariat that it had intended to vote in favour.
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(Ihe Chairman)

the Commttee, | agree that we shoul d defer consideration of this draft resolution
until the next meeting.

The Committee shall now proceed to take a vote on draft resol ution
A/C.1745/L.32, entitled **Review ofthe inplementation of the recommendations and
deci sions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session". and
subtitle "Conprehensive-programme of disarmanent”. This draft resolution was
i ntroduced by the representative of Mexico at the 24th neeting of the First
Committee. on 2 Novenber 1990.

T shall call on the Secretary of the Conmttee to read out the list of

Mr., KHERADI (Secretary of the Cormittee): The sponsors ofdraft
resol ution asC.1/45/L.32 aret Bolivia, Indonesia, MXico, Myanmar, Peru and

Sri Lanka.

The CHAIRMAN. A separate, recorded vote has beenrequested oa operative

paragraph 1 of draft resolution asc.1745/L.32.
Arecorded vote was taken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, Al geria, Angola, Argentina, Bahrain,
Bangl adesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Brunei Darussal am Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central
African Republic, China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, DOibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Ghana, Quatemala, Quinea, Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamc Republic of), Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Ruwait, Lao
Peopl e's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mal aysia, Mldives, Mli,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mngolia, Mrocco, Mozambigue,
Myanmar, Nepal, N caragua, N ger, N geria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda,
Samoa, Saudi Arabia. Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sonalia,
8ri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Toge, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates,

United Republic of Tanzania, U uguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugosl avia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium Canada, Czechoslovakia, France,Cermany,
Italy, Japan, Luxenbourg, Netherlands, Poland, United R ngdom of
Geat Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America
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Abstaining: Austria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Denmar k, Finland, Geece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel,
Liechtenstein, Malta, New Zeal and, Norway, Portugal, Romani a,
Spain, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Sovi et Socialist Republics

Operative paragraph ] of draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.32 was adopted by

96 votes to 13, with 20 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will now vote odraft resol ution

AsC.1745/L.32 as a whole. A recorded vote has been request ed.

vote.

A recorded vote was taken.

tavour:

Agai nst:

Abst ai ni ng:

Af ghani stan, Al bania, A geria, Angola, Argentina, Austria,
Bahanas, Bahrain, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Burkina Faso, Burundi, Camercon,
Central African Republic, China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa R ca,

C&e da'ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Cuatenala, Quinea, Quyana, Haiti. India,

I ndonesia, Iran (Islamc Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Jamai ca, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Janmhiriya, Madagascar,
Mal aysia, Maldives, Mali, Milta, Muritania, Muritius, Mexico,

Mongelia, Morocco, Mdzanbi que, Myanmar, Nepal , N caragua, N ger,
Ni geria, Oman, Pakistan, Pananma, Papua New Gui nea, Peru,

Phili ppines, Qatar, Rwanda, Sanmpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka; Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
United Arab Emrates, United Republic oTanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuel a, Viet Nam, Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Bel gi um France, Luxenmbourg, Netherlands, United Kingdom of G eat
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America

Australia, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Czechosl ovakia, Denmark, Germany, G eece, Hungary,
Iceland, Italy, Japan, Liechtenstein, New Zeal and, Norway,
Pol and, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Turkey, UWkrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union ofSoviet Socialist Republics

Draft resolution AsC,1/45/L.32, asa whole, was adopted by 102 votes to 6,
with 22 ‘abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: | now call on those del egations who wish to explain their
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Ms. MEDEMA (Netherlands): On behalf of the delegacions of Bel gi um
Luxenmbourg and the Netherlands, | would like, for the record, to explain our vote
on draft resolution AsC,1/745/L.32, entitled "Conprehensive programre of
di sar mament ",

In 1989 we wel comed the conclusion of the Conference on Disarmanent concerning
t he conprehensive programre of disarmanment, as stated in its report, that the
out standi ng issues should be reviewed when circunstances were nore conducive to
maki ng progress in this regard.

This year's report of the Conference on Disarmanent, which reflects a
consensus, states on this subject that the organizational framework for dealing
wiht he ccmprehensive progranme of di sarmanment woul d be considered at the
beginning of its 1991 session

It is in the Conference on Disarnmament therefore that this issue will soon be
taken up. This should be the point of departure here in this year's session of the
General Assenbly. Wen considering the issue in the Conference on D sarnmanent, the
del egations to the Conference will have to keep in mnd the priorities of the
various items on the agenda of the Conference.

The del egations on whose behal f | am speaking today do not consider it

opportune to reactivate the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Conprehensive
Programme of Disarmanent early in 1991. W are engaged in various negotiations on
specific disarmanent itens, both in and outside the Conference on Disarnmanent. It
is this far nore direct approach that is yielding substantial results and
continuing to do so. The indirect approach of fornulating a broad programe has

proven to be of |esser expediency.
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(Ms. Medenma, Netherlands)

If necessary, the practice of dealing with the conprehensive programe of
disarmament, in formal or informal plenary debate, could be continued.

An attenpt now to push the subject back to the level of work in a separate
ad hoc conmttee pre-enpts the outcome of planned consultations on the subject in
the Conference on Disarmanent in 1991, thereby deviating from the recent agreenent
reached on the issue in that forum W regret, therefore, that such an attenpt is
agai n being made in draft resolution as¢c.1/45/L.32, about which our del egations
have reservations.

M. LEDOGAR (United States of America):‘ The United States has asked to

speak in order'to explain its votes on draft resolutions AsC.1/45/L.8 and L. 17.

First, our negative vote on draft resolution L.8, entitled "Naval armanents
and disarmament”. The requirenents for naval armanents and the naval activities of
various nations are inherently asymretrical. They are based on different
geographical, political and strategic considerations. For exanple, separated by
the sea fromnost allies and bounded on both sides by oceans, the United States
relies nmost profoundly on maritime activities and freedom of navigation under
international law to protect its security and trade interests. W are not unique
in this regard. It is our strongly held view that the relationships anong the
various naval forces of the world are so different as to preclude a conmon basis
fur the negotiations on such forces. Therefore, the United States cannot agree to
any limtations or constraints on its naval activities. Further, the United States
does not believe that this is an appropriate agenda itemand for this reason we
voted against the draft resol ution,

Secondly, although we abstained in the vote on draft resolution AsC.1/4%/L.17,
on the “Prevention of an arns race in outer space", we w sh to acknow edge that the
overall text is a qualitative inprovenent overits recent predecessors, Careful

negotiations have produced a nore constructive, objective and positive draft
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(M. Ledogar, United States)

resolution. The United States has not identified issues appropriate for
outer-space arms'control negotiations in any forum other than those under
consideration in the bilateral nuclear and space talks in Geneva. Consequently, we
vot ed agai nst operative paragraph 9 of the draft resolution. No one should
interpret language in other parts of the draft resolution as in any way nodifying
this firmpolicy. ofcourse, when the Ad Hoe Committee on outer space convenes in
CGeneva, the United States delegation will join its colleagues in the Conference on
Di sarmanent in seeking to enhance undertanding of the many conplex issues in

di sarmament in outer space.

The CHAIRMAN  The Committee has thus concluded consideration of and

action on draft resolutions listed for this norning s neeting.

At our next neeting, to be held tomorrownorning, the Conmttee will take up
the following draft resolutions: in cluster 4, A/C,1/45/L.38; in cluster 5,
AsC.1s45/n.5 and L. 35; in cluster 7, AsC.1/45/L.39 Aand B; in cluster 9,
A/C.1/45/L.24/Rev.1; in cluster 12, As/C.1/45/L.26; in cluster 13,
A/C.1/45/L.22/Rev.1, L.42, L. 49 and L.50/Rev.1,

I now call on the Secretary of the Conmttee.

M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee): | should |ike to draw the
attention of members of the Commttee that, in accordance with its programre of
work and tinmetable, on Mnday, 19 Novenber, theCommittee is scheduled to begin the
general debate and consideration of and action on draft resolutions under agenda
item67, entitled "Question of Antarctica". It would be appreciated, therefore, if
del egations wishing to speak on this itemkindly inscribed their names on the |ist
of speakers as early as possible.

1 should al so 1ike to remind representatives that t he deadline for subm ssion

of draft resolutions under agenda item 67 is also Monday, 19 Novenber, at 12 noon.

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m,



