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The meetina was called to order at 3.25 p.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 45 TO 66 AND 155 (continue&)

CONSIDERATION OF AND ACTION ON ALL DISARMAMENT AGENDA ITEMS

The CHAIRMAN: This afternoon the Committee will first proceed to take a

decision on draft resolutions A/C.l/45/L,30,  A/C.1/45/L.31 and A/C.1/45/L.41,  in

cluster 11. Theu the CCMdtt8e will tak8 a decision OII draft resolution

A/C.1/451Lrlt/Rev.lr in cluster 12. After completing action on those draft

resolutions, the Committee will take action on draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.10,

A/C.1/45/L.49 and A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l, in cluster 13.
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The CHAIR&N: The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on draft

resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30,  AK.11451L.31 and A/C.1/45/L.41 in cluster 11.

I shall now call on those delegations wishing to make statements other than

explanations of their positions on draft resolutions in cluster 11,

Mr. HTLTENIUS (Sweden): I should like to make a statement concerning

issues relating to the draft resolutions in cluster 11. Sweden is a sponsor of

draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.30,  entitled "Cessation of all nuclear test

explosions". and of A/C.1/45/L.41, entitled "Urgent need for a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty". My delegation will not elaborate on the well-known and

long-standing position of Sweden with regard to a nuclear-test ban. We would, for

obvious reasons, prefer the mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban

of the Conference on Disarmament to be as far-reaching as possible, but we consider

that form should not prevail over substance, and that the important thing is that

the Conference on Disarmament should at least, and finally, devote itself to

substantive work on a global and comprehensive test ban.

During this session of the First Committee, intensive consultations have been

going on to merge draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30 and A/C.1/45/L.41. A very

constructive approach, and considerable flexibility, have been displayed by the

part of the sponsors of both draft resolutions; this led to a compromise text that,

in substance, would invite, or should invite, broad support within this Committee.

However, we have learned that some States have indicated that they would not

be in a position to support this compromise. We strongly deplore this, and the

fact that a draft, merged resolution could therefore not be put forward. The

comprehensive test ban is a matter which must be actively pursued, both on its own

merits and in view of other important issues in the field of nuclear disarmament.

We see this as an important opportunity lost.
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Mr. TOTH (Hungary): The First Committee is to take action on three draft

resolutions related to the issue of comprehensive nuclear test ban. Those draft

resolutions are A/C.1/45/L.30,  A/C;1/45/L.31 and AK.1145L.41. In the context of

those draft resolutions, I should like to outl$ne the position of Hungary on the

issue of the comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Hungary is firmly committed to the aim of a comprehensive and universal

nuclear test-ban treaty. Such a treaty would constitute an enormous step forward

in the global process of disarmament, as it would counteract the qualitative

improvement and development of nuclear weapons, curbing the nuclear arms race. A

comprehensive test ban would also strengthen the non-proliferation rigime, the

importance of which cannot be overestimated.

We welcome the decision of the Conference on Disarmament, which, after a lapse

of seven years, made it possible to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear

Test Ban. The consensus which emerged on a flexible mandate was a very positive

shift from some previous positions, and it is essential for this approach to be

further maintained in order to open up real chances for the work of the Ad Hoc

Committee to succeed.

For my delegation, the main lesson to be drawn from the failures and

achievements of the last decade is that the issue of a comprehensive test ban

cannot be solved by one single measure. All of the possible ways and means,

including bilateral and multilateral negotiations and also appropriate interim

measures, must be utilized to the greatest extent. The gradual approach, though it

might sometimes not live up to all expectations, given the urgency of the matter,

has proved its usefulness on several occasions.

We consider the forthcoming Amendment Conference of the partial test-ban

Treaty as another important event among our endeavours towards a comprehensive test

ban, Having in mind the present status of multilateral disarmament negotiatiom,
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participants in the Amendment Conference must be clearly aware that any failure

would raise serials questions about the role and future of multilateralism in the

field of disarmament. Therefore, in preparing for that Conference, no delegations

must evade the question what might be a realistic and sensible objective, neither

too modest to take advantage of the opportunities which exist, nor too ambitious,

leading to a general inflexibility of positions and preventing substantial progress.

In recent years, it has been stated on a number of occasions that the

comprehensive prohibition of nuclear tests can be achieved only by concluding an

adsquately verifiable treaty. It is our firm belief that in the present situation,

the development of wide-ranging verification measures offers the most obvious

possibility in seeking ways towards our final aim. Consequently, in our

interpretation, the outcome of the Amendment Conference would be positive if the

Conference made recommendations on the development of verification measures related

to a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

The question of the development of wide-ranging verification measures related

to a camprehensive test-ban treaty should be dealt with in the Conference on

Disarmsment from a clearly defined viewpoint, which would make it possible both to

establish the principles of operation for a complex system and to avoid protracting

disputes of a political nature.

As a first step in t&is longer-term process, the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic

Experts at the Conference on Disarmament could be given a mandate to widen its

sphere of activity and prepare a seismic verification system for actual operation.

Aaothsr  msasure might be to carry out technical research on those aspects of

verification - primarily, on the methods for analysing atmospheric radioactivity,

and on-site Snupections - which might serve as fdrther, significant elements in the

complex systsm. A8 the appropriate forum, the Conference on Disarmament could be
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requested to set up a separate technical group for that purpose. That expert group

could study the various verification methods as a complex, and negotiate a proposal

for a system which would be both reliable and cost-effective.

The present circumstances offer two courses of action: either we continue to

be realistic and bring our wishes into line with the possibilities that exist,

taking each small opportunity to move towards the final aim, or we demand outright

that a comprehensive test ban be concluded. Having in mind the present status of

multilateral disarmament negotiations, we are firmly convinced that the first

course of action is the only one to pursue.

Mr. COLLINS (Ireland): Ireland is pleased to be a sponsor of draft

resolution WC.114S1L.30,  on the cessation of all nuclear-test explosions, and of

draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.41r  on the urgent need for a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty. The Government of Ireland attaches the highest priority

to the early achievement of a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

As we indicated in our statement during the general debate in this Committee

on 24 October, we consider that the total prohibition of nuclear testing should be

seen as the first step towards disarmament, not as the final stage, to be

undertaken only after the other elements of disarmament have been agreed.

(AX.1/45/PV.15, D. 36)

We were encouraged by the recent re-establishment of the Ad Has Committee on a

Wuclear Test Ban at the Conference on Disarmament. However, we consider that, to

be effective, that Committee must be speedily empowered to undertake real

negotiations. All nuclear-weapon States should participate in these negotiations,

with a view to reaching an early and successful conclusion of a comprehensive

test-ban treaty.
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Bearing these considerations in mind, Ireland welcomes the intensive

consultations that took place between. the co-sponsors of the two draft resolutions

with a view to agreeing on a combined text which would command the widest possible

support in this Committee. We would like to commend the efforts of all the

delegations involved. We consider that the text that was produced represented a

good basis for pursuing negotiations towards the objective of a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty.

We regret that it has not been possible this year to submit the combined text

for consideration and adoption by this Committee. However, we hope that a more

positive outcome will be possible next year. We will endeavour to facilitate

this.

Mr. O'BRIEN (New Zealand): This morning the representative of Australia

introduced, on behalf of 29 sjonsors, the draft resolution contained in document

AX.1/45/L.41, entitled "Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty”.

I am speaking now as a co-sponsor of that draft resolution to reiterate New

Zealand's conviction that work on a nuclear-test-ban treaty must be carried forward

as a matter of urgency. In recent years we have, of course, seen real progress in

the field of nuclear disarmament. Nuclear arsenals are beginning at last to be

reduced significantly, but further reductions in the number of nuclear weapons

should not be a necessary pre-condition for a comprehensive test-ban treaty. We

are entirely at one with the representative of Ireland on that point.

It is our belief that such a ban has its own absolutely compelling,

independent rationale. A comprehensive test-ban would constitute a fundamental

restraint on nuclear weapons by limiting vertical and horizontal proliferation - a

crucial consideration at this time of change in the world order as the old cold-war

rigidities disappear.
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We know that this view is shared by the vast majority of States represented in

this Committee. Last year, 145 Members of the United Nations voted in favour of

the predecessor of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.41,  which is now before us. We

think that the strong support demonstrated then for that draft resolution

contributed to the re-establishment, after an interval of several years, of the

Conference on Disarmament's Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban.W e  l o o k

forward to the ti:ontinuation  of substantive work on this subject in the Conference

on Disarmament next year, since in our view the conclusion of a comprehensive ban

on nuclear testing remains an indispensable requirement if we are to capitalize on

the changes and opportunities that the end of the cold war now brings.

In addition to being one of the main sponsors of draft resolution

AX.1145fL.41, New Zealand will also be supporting draft resolution AK.11451L.30,

which was introduced this morning by the representative of Mexico.

As my Australian colleague has already noted, there have in recent weeks been

seriotas and intensive discussions between the main sponsors of both draft

resolutions in an attempt to reach a single text that would command the

overwhelming support of the international community. A single text would allow the

United Nations to speak with one voice on a subject of fundamental importance in

the field of nuclear disarmament, and the point about the desirability of the

United Hations speaking with one voice was well made this morning by more than one

representative in the explanations of vote on southern Africa.

A single text on a test ban would reflect the fact that indeed there is a

change in the direction of a new and more hopeful order of things in our world and

it would constitute, too, an important achievement in the rationsliaation of the

work of this Committee - an objective which, I think, we all share.
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In recent days it appeared that we might indeed have been able to bring

together a text before this Committee owing to the notably constructive and

flexible approach demonstrated by the two groups of sponsors. We endorse entirely

the remarks of the Mexican Ambassador in this connection this morning.

New Zealand, like Ireland and Australia, very much regrets the fact that the

balanced and realistic texts which the two sets of sponsors developed as the basis

for a merger have not in the time available met with the support of SP%~ other

States. We feel confident that the discussion of the issues involved in this text

over a longer time frame might have yielded a more positive response.

We hope that the progress achieved in the discussions will in the future be

followed up in an appropriate way. There is an onus on us all to approach the

matter in a constructive and forward-looking manner.

The CBAIRMAN : As no delegations have expressed the wish to explain their

vote before the voting, the Committee will now proceed to take action on draft

resolution AK.l/45/L.30r with the oral revision read out by the representative of

Mexico this morning.

The draft resolution, which is entitled "Cessation of all nuclear-test

explosions~~, was introduced by the representative of Mexico at the 30th meeting of

the First Committee on 16 November 1990.

I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of

sponsors.

Mt, (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.30 ares Afghanistan, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ghana,

Indonesia, Ireland, Mexico, Myanmar, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venesuela and

Yugoslavia.
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The CHAIRMAN: I POW put to the vote draft resolution A/C.l/45/L*30,  with

the oral amendment read out by Mexico. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan,
Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalzun, Burkina Faso, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon, Central African
Republic, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cdte d*Ivoire,
Cuba, Cyprus, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexicoc Mongolia, Mozambique,
Myanmar, Niamibia, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Pan-a, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda,
Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaoiland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Tbailand# Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Piet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Auainst: France, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America

Abstaininq: Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cxechoslovakia,  Gersany,
.Greece, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands,

Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Turkey

Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.30 as orally revised was adonted bv 107 votes
to 3, with 18 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: The Comittee will now proceed to take a vote on draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.31,  ent.tl&? '*Amendment of the Treaty Banring Nuclear Weapon

Tests in tkre Atmosphere, in Ga; r Space and under WateP. This draft resolution

was introduced by the representative of Mexico at the 35th meeting of the First

Committee, on 13 November 1940.

s now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out tba list of

co-sponsors*
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Mr. KRBRADI (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.31 are as follows: Afghanistan, Bahamas, Bangladesh,

Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Cape Verde, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador,

El Salvador, Fiji, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, the Islamic

Republic of Iran, Kenya, Lebanon, Liberia, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,

Malaysia, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua

New Guinea, Peru, the Philippines, Singapore, Sri Lanka, the Sudan, Suriname,

Swaailand, Thailand, Togo, Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania, Venezuela.

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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The CHAIRMAN:The Committee will now vote on draft resolution

AH!.1/45/L.31. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil,
Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chile,
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, C&e d'fvoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Moxambique.  Xyanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, Samoa,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Rmirates, United Republic
of Tanzania, Uruguay, Veneauela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Aoainst: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cxechoslovakia,
Dexnnark, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Spain, Sweden, Turkey

Draftreso*wia 1
28 abstentions.

CNAlRl4lbN: The Committee will now proceed to take a vote on draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.41 entitled "Urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban

treaty*'. The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of Australia

at the 30th meeting of the First Committee, on 16 November 1990.

I call upon ths Connnittee Secretary to read out the list of sponsors.

&$r. ~ (Secretary of the Committee): Draft resolution A/C11/45/L.41

has the following sponsorss Australia, Austria, Bahama& Barbadoa, Brunei

Darussafam, ~anwroon, Canada, Coloanbla, Costa Rica, C~~ehoalovakia,  Denma& Fiji,
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Finland, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway,

Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Surinam, Sweden,

Thailand, Vanuatu and Zaire.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now vote on draft resolution

A/C.l/45/L.41. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan,  Albania, Algeria, Angola, Australia. Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,
Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon, Canada. Central
African Republic, Chile, Colombia, COngO,  COSta Rica,
C&e d'Ivoire, Cuba. Cyprus, Cxechoslovakia,  Denmark, Djibouti,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji. Finland.
Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq,
Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Keaya, Kuwait, Lao
People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, MeXiCO, Mongolia,
Marocco, Mosambique. Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal. Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swasiland, Sweden. Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraiaian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tansania. Uruguay,
Veneauela,  Viet lam, Yemen, Yugoslavia. Zambia, Zimbabwe

Auainst: France, United States of America

Abstaininq: Argentina, Brazil, China, India, Israel, United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland

Qg r .aft esolgAIC.1/4S/L.41
.6 absteqfions .

-: I shall now call upon delegations wishing to make

statements in explanation of their vote.
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Ms. CONWAY (Ireland): I should like to explain why the delegation of

Ireland was obliged to abstain in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31,  which

has just been adopted by the Committee,

The clear and unequivocal support of the Government of Ireland for a

comprehensive test-ban treaty was outlined in our statement on draft resolutions

A/C.1/45/L.30 and L.41 a few minutes ago. As we indicated in that Stat8ment, we

consider that the Conference on Disarmament must be Speedily empowered to Undertake

real negotiations with a view to an early and successful conclusion of a

comprehensive test-ban treaty. All nuclear-weapon States should participate in

these negotiations.

Ireland recognizes the motives behind the convening of the forthcoming

negotiations on the amendment of the partial test-ban Treaty. We hop8 that the

Amendment Conference. in which we will participate constructively, will lead to a

commitment by all States - including, most importantly, the nuclear-weapon States -

to a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

We note with satisfaction the agreement on the organizational aspects of the

forthcoming Conference which was reached at the meeting held in New York last June.

However, my delegation has reservations about a number of the proposals

contained in draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31. We consider, for example, that it

would be more appropriate for the States parties to the partial test-ban Treaty to

reach consensus on how the forthcoming Amendment Conference should be followed-up.

This consensus would then be submitted for the approval of the General Assembly.

This worthwhile practice has been followed in the context of the various review

conferences of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
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As this draft resolutioddiverges  from this practice, my delegation was

constrained to abstain on it. However, we support the call in paragraph 3 for a

moratorium on nuclear-weapons tests, pending conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban

treaty.

Mr. WAGENMARRRS (Netherlands): During the forty-fourth session of the

General Assembly my delegation made a detailed explanation of vote on the issue of

nuclear testing, as well as on the subject of a special conference with the aim of

amending the partial test-ban Treaty.

The Netherlauds position has not changed since then. We can again confirm our

commitment to a comprehensive test ban as a long-term goal, framed in the

perspective of the broader context of the process of disarmament and nuclear

disarmament in particular. The issue of a comprehensive test ban cannot be seen in

isolation. Nuclear testing is an essential component of a policy whereby reliance

exists on nuclear weapons whose function is to prevent all wars, not just a nuclear

war.

The implication of this policy is therefore that, prior to nuclear testing

being reduced and eventually banned, a political situation must have come about in

which the risk of war is very drastically reduced.
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Europe has been working to that end. A comprehensive set of negotiations has

been set in motion; it has already had results and, it is to be hoped, will very

soon start yielding further substantial results. In the East-West context major

developments are under way. One of the consequences of those developments is, and

will increasingly be, a reduced reliance on nuclear weapons,

The alliance to which the Netherlands belongs is a defensive one. It will

never in any circumstance be the first to use force. Its goal remains enduring

peace in Europe. The Netherlands is not oblivious to the implications of the

changes in Europe. It has on various occasions warmly welcomed the prospects they

hold out. As a member of a defensive alliance it has also acknowledged that

following the political changes and the success in the negotiations on a broad

disarmament agenda, reliance on nuclear weapons can be reduced. This is a

reflection of a development whereby, as a consequence of the changed pattern of

relationships, a new defensive strategy will be adopted making nuclear weapons

truly weapons of last resort.

The various negotiations have been subject to increased momentum. Success on

some items on the broad disarmament agenda has already been achieved; on others it

is near. The issue of nuclear testing is a part of this broad process, I need not

go into detail, but the picture of arms control and disarmament in the East-West

context looks spectacular: INF, STABT, CFE, CSBMs, and in the future further

negotiations, such as SNF and, why not, START II and further conventional

reductions. And not only are our conventional forces being reduced, but the

transparency of military activities in Europe is being sharply enhanced.

Now that the negotiations on the verification protocols for the Threshold Test

Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty have ended successfully, it

is necessary to look ahead at further implementation of the process of limiting

nuclear tests, which was started in September 1987 between the United States and
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the USSR. The radical reductions of nuclear weapons which have already been

agreed, and are in the offing, should be incorporated into our approach towards the

negotiations on limiting nuclear tests.

We really do hope that the negotiations between the United States and the USSR

on further intermediate limitations of nuclear tests will resume as soon as

possible. Further restrictions on the level and number of te!;ts to a minimum

level, along the road to further reducing nuclear weapons and reliance on those

weapons in the strategy of deterrence , would signify meaningful progress on the way

to a comprehensive test ban at the appropriate moment.

This approach is our underlying consideration for our votes on the issues of

nuclear testing and the partial test-ban treaty amendment conference, Indeed,

draft resolutions AX!.1/45/L.30,  A/C.1/45/L.31 and A/C.1/45/L.41 are incompatible

with that policy and therefore we cannot give them our unqualified support, however

much we agree that the end result of our combined efforts should be the achievement

of a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

It is to that end also that the Netherlands considers further work on various

interrelated test-ban issues in the Conference on Disarmament to be necessary and

essential. There is still a lot of multilateral groundwork to be uddertaken if, at

the multilateral level, we are to be ready at all for a comprehensive test-ban

treaty when the time is ripe. There is therefore still a lot of substantial work

to be done in the Conference on Disarmament, for example on the issue of

verification and compliance, as well as on other elements concerning a nuclear-test

ban and we welcome the resumption of the work on nuclear testing in the Ad Hoq

Committee of the Conference on Disarmament. We hope that this work will continue

early in 1991 when the Conference on Disarmament resumes its work.
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while recognising that a comprehensive test ban remains fully valid as an

essential objective, my delegation is convinced that it must be addressed as part

of the disarmament process. A comprehensive test ban cannot be approached in

isolation. This is in essence the problem we have with draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.31, on the amendment conference, both in conceptual and organisational

terms. As I just stated, such a ban would require a considerable amount of prior

substantive work. The January amendment conference can therefore certainly not

serve as a short-cut towards a comprehensive test ban.

For the same reasons we cannot support the proposals contained in

paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 of A/C.1/45/L.31,  which envisage a perennialization of the

specific amendment efforts. Such a permanent process based on singling out the

test ban will in our view not bear fruit and therefore cannot be conducive to the

goal we all seek.

This having been said, my delegation will certainly not fail to grasp the good

opportunity offered by the January conference for an open and constructive exchange

of ideas on the subject.

Mr. DONDWAKI (Japan): With respect to Japan's vote on draft

resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30, L-31 and L.41, on which voting has just been conducted,

I should like to state the following position of Japan on nuclear-testing issues.

Japan has consistently attached great importance to the early realisation of a

verifiable comprehensive nuclear-test ban, and has always been actively involved in

efforts to achieve this goal at the Conference on Disarmament and other

international forums. At the same time, such a test ban would have to be realised

without jeopardising the security of States. Therefore, it would not be realistic,

in our view, to try to achieve a comprehensive test ban at once simply by

concluding an agreement or smending an existing treaty. Japan believes that a



JSWcog A/C.1/45/PV.39
24-25

(Mr, Donowaki, Janan)

step-by-step approach is the soundest way, and in the final analysis the fastest

way, to achieve a comprehensive test ban.

Japan is convinced that the Conference on Disarmament provides the best avenue

for reaching our shared goal of a comprehensive test ban. Japan therefore highly

appreciates the re-establishment this year of the Nuclear Test Ban Ad Hoc: Committee

in the Conference on Disarmament and strongly hopes that the Ad Hoc Committee will

be re-established at the beginning of the 1991 session of the Conference on

Disarmament under the same mandate as this year in order to pursue substantive work

on all aspects of a comprehensive test ban on the basis of an objective assessment

of the real situation, including the important progress in the bilateral United

States-Soviet Union talks on nuclear testing.

As draft resolution L-30 does not seem to reflect such a realistic approach,

Japan bad to abstain in the vote on it, even though Japan has the same goal as the

countries that sponsored it.
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As for draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31,  Japan regards the partial test-ban

Treaty Amendment Conference as providing another opportunity to discuss various

ways to achieve a comprehensive test ban, and hopes that the discussion at the

Conference will turn out to be as constructive as possible by way of co-operation

and mutual nnderstanding between nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon

States* From this viewpoint, Japan will participate in the Conference. At the

sagle time, however, Japan takes the view that the recommeqdations made in operative

paragraphs 4 and 5 of the draft resolution will bring about unnecessary duplication

of the work of the Conference on Disarmament.

Mr&& (United States of America): The United States has asked for

the floor to explain its vote on draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30,  entitled

"Cessation of all nuclear-test explosions*', L.31, entitled "Amendment of the Treaty

Uaning nuclear weapons tests", and L.41, entitled "Urgent need for a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban  treaty*',

The United States continues to believe that negotiations on and achievement of

deep, stabilizing and effectiively verifiable reductions in existing nuclear

arsenals are the best way to address the threat posed by nuclear weapons and to

fufthur the aims of nuclear weapons arms control. A comprehensive nuclear-test ban

wmald lrot result in any reductions in nuclear weapons, nor deal with the threat

posed by such weapons.

United Statea policy regarding limits on nuclear testing is based on a

step-by-step approach. Following the signing by Presidents Bush and Gorbachev of

two important verification Protocals to the Threshold Test-Ban Treaty and the

Peaceful lrluclear Explosions Treaty , on 1 June 1990, the appropriate legislative

bodies of both sfdea gave their consent tu the ratification of those Treaties, We

apptsciate the recognitioa of the mmcrssful conclusion of the two Protocols

mtpruaaud in dsaft te85lution L.41. These Protocolr involve new and complex
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techniques necessary'to provide effective verification of the two Treaties,

including direct on-site measuremenL of explosion yields. The unprecedented nature

and complexity of these verification provisions require that we gain some

experience with them as a guide to the most appropriate steps on further

limitations on nuclear testing. This approach is based on the simple proposition

that we should learn how well the just-agreed verification rdgime works as a

necessary foundation for making or accepting proposals wh+rlh build on it.

As we put into practice the new verification Protocols, the United States will

be ready to propose negotiations on possible further nuclear testing limitations

that make sense from a national security standpoint, contribute to stability and

still Permit the certainty of a reliable, safe and effective deterrent.

We are convinced, however, that 80 long as the United States must rely on

nuclear weapons for deterrence, we must have a sensible testing programe that

ensures the credibility and safety of our forces. In this context, the United

States has not identified any further limitations on nuclear testing beyond those

now contained in the Threshold Test-Ban Treaty that would be in the national

security interest of my country.

A comprehensive nuclear-test ban remains a long-term objective of the United

states. We believe that such a ban must be viewed in the context of a tim when we

do not need to depend on nuclear deterrence to ensure internatfonal security and

stability, and when we have broad, deep and effectively verifiable arms reductions,

substantially improved verification capabilities , expanded confidence-building

measures and greater balance in conventional forces.

Draft resolution L.30, entitled "Cessation of all nuclear test explosions",

contains numerous provisions with which the United States cannot agree, including

the assertion that the prohibition of all nuclear tests is a matter of the highest

ptiutity and a call for nsgotiationa 011 the complete couuation of such teata,
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Draft resolution L-31, dealing with the forthcoming Amendr~snt Conference Of

the parties to the limited test-ban Treaty, also contains a number of provisions

with which we cannot agree. It improperly seeks, we believe, to intrude into

matters that are within the competence solely of that Conference. The United

States regards the limited test-ban Treaty as a highly valuable arms-control

instrument whose integrity must not be placed at risk. For these and other reasons

my delegation voted against draft resolution L.31.

As a party to the limited test-ban Treaty, the United States does not support

the Amendment Conference and will oppose the proposed amendment to convert the

Treaty into a comprehensive test ban. However, as a depositary of the Treaty, the

United States has abided faithfully by its obligations and, together with the other

two depositaries, has arrranged for the Conference to be held in New York from 7 to

18 January 1991.

As to draft resolution L.41, entitled "Urgent need for a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty", most of its provisions reflect the basic premise embodied

in its title. As I indicated earlier, the United States does not accept that

premise and views a comprehensive test ban as a long-term objective. The United

States regrets that it was therefore compelled again to vote against this draft

resolution,

While opposing negotiations on a comprehensive test ban, the United States has

been willing to join consensus to establish an ad hog committee in the Conference

on Disarmament with a non-negotiating mandate that would permit substantive

examination of specific issues relating to a nuclear-test ban, including structure,

scop8, verification and compliance. An N hoc: committee on this basis was

established last July!. The United States is pleased that this u committee was

established, an& fully participated in its work, We believe the mandats agreed

last July is sufficient to allow for useful discussions. Barring unforeseen
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events, the United States would likely once again join in a consensus to

re-establish the Pd hoc committee in 1991.

Mr. HOULLEZ (Belgium) (interpretation from French): I should like to

explain my delegation's vote on draft resolutions L.30, L.31 and L.41, in

cluster 11.

For my country, the question of halting nuclear tests is of major importance

because this is an issue fundamental to international security and stability. The

objective is the total, definitive and verifiable halting of tests. However,

Belgium continues to support a realistic approach to this question in the broader

conts=t of disarmament. We therefore feel that the halting of experimental nuclear

tests can only be brought about at the end of a gradual process.

My country would like to see, in the agreements already concluded, the

premises for this process, and we hope, too, that in the near future we will have

new evidence of mutual good faith among those possessing nuclear weapons. It will

be utc+pian to clamour for an immediate halt to all tests. The States concerned

have already expressed their will to go in the right direction by reducing the

number of their tests, limiting.the conditions in which they can take place and

r&lacing their power.

For these reasons# my delegation, while it regrets the lack of a balanced

realistic combination, a generally acceptable fusion of draft resolutions L.30 and

L-41, prefers the latter, which focuses on the work of the Ad Hot: Committee - which

was able to resume its activities at the last session thanks to the untiring

efforts of Ambassador Yamada  and Ambassador Donowaki - and on the work of the

u Group of Scientific Experts.
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We also feel that it is not timely or appropriate now to try to influence

through a resolution an Amendment Conference governed by provisions contained in a

/ sovereign text.

In this regard I should like to confirm that my country will participate

actively and in good faith in the Conference, although we.doubt the real ability of

the Conference to resolve the problem of concern to us all.

Draft resolution WC.1/45/L.31 lists several approaches which are not in

accordance with our position. We advocate realistic, specific efforts. It also

seeks to prolong the Conference beyond the period 7 to 18 January 1991 mentioned in

operative paragraph 1. Under operative paragraphs 4 and 5 it would almost be

transformed into a permanent body.

Mr. CHADWA (India): 1 should like to speak on two resolutions on the

subject of the nuclear-test ban, namely A/C.1/45/L.30 and A/C.1/45/L.41.

The question of a ban on the testing of nuclear weapons has been a priority

issue on the multilateral disarmament agenda for almost 36 years. The objective

was clearly reiterated in the preamble of the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon

Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water, as follows:

"Seeking to achieve the discottinuance of all test explosions of nuclear

weapons for all time". (Uni et.i n Trea 64)

My delegation voted in favour of the draft resolution contained in document

WC.1/45/L.30. Bowever, we note that the scope of the Treaty as illustrated in

draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.30 is at variance with the generally accepted scope of

such a Treaty. In our view, the scope of our work is clearly established by the

declaration in the preamble of the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty to which I have

just referred. Therefore, our vote in favour of this draft resolution is without

prejudice to our position on the scope of a comprehensive test-ban treaty to be
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negotiated in the Conference on Disarmament as envisioned in the preamble of the

partial test-ban Treaty.

My delegation has been unable to support the draft resolution contained in

document AfC.lf45fL.41. We regard the recommendations of the General Assembly as

critical inputs in the process of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament.

In our view, the General Assembly can certainly recommend the issue with greater

urgency for action than the one prescribed in draft resolution AfC.lf45fL.41.  The

objective of negotiating a comprehensive test-ban treaty should be spelt out in

clear terms in the recommendations of the General Assembly. We are aware of the

bilateral talks on the subject of nuclear testing between the United States and the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. However, as stated by the leaders of the Six

Nations Initiative in the Stockholm Declaration of January 1988:

"Any agreement that leaves room for continued testing would not be

acceptable." (W43f125.  annex)

My delegation would also like to urge that, pending the conclusion of a

comprehensive test-ban treaty, all nuclear-weapon States suspend testing so as to

facilitate the negotiation of such a treaty.

Mr. DA COSTA e SILVA (Brazil): Regrettably, my delegation was unable to

vote in favour of draft resolution AfC.lf45fL.41. We had hoped that this year the

First Consrittee would have adopted one draft resolution only on the question of the

cessation of all nuclear tests in all environments for all time. While this one

draft resolution would probably not have been adopted by consensus, in view of the

position of certain States, it weuld have sent a clear and unequivocal political

message of the overwhelming support of the international community for a

nuclear-teut ban. We would also have given an additional impetus to the efforts

towards this end in the Conference on Disarmament and in other forums. Bearing in

mind the sstablishment,in the Conference on Disarmament this year of the $&&g
‘,

’ I
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Committee to consider this issue, my delegation found it difficult to understand

why an agreement could not be maintained in which an appropriate mandate would be

attributed once again to the Ad Hoc Committee in order to pursue the objective of

negotiations for which the Conference on Disarmament was created.

As our positive votes for draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30 and AX.11451L.31

clearly indicate, Brazil will continue actively to pursue in the Conference on

Disarmament and other ‘forums the objective of the cessation of all nuclear tests by

all States in all environments for all time.

Ms. COTJRTNEY (Australia): It is with regret that Australia has abstained

on draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31,  on the partial test-ban treaty Amendment

Conference. As delegations are aware, Australia attaches the greatest importance

to the urgent achievement of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. We have just voted

OP a draft resolution sponsored by Australia, among others, on this question, and

we are pleased with the broad support which that resolution commanded. However, we

were obliged to abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31 for a number of reason.

First, Australia continues to believe that the Conference on Disarmament, as the

single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum, is the appropriate forum in

which to negotiate a comprehensive test ban. Secondly, operative paragraphs 4 and

5 of the resolution tend to prejudge the outcome of decisions which correctly will

be made by the States Parties to the Treaty at the Conference in January. It is

not for the First Committee to take on such a responsibility.

Nevertheless,  Australia has been and will continue to be a constructive player

in the process that has been initiated by a large number of States. We will make

an effort to ensure that as much as possible is achieved in relation to a

comprehensive test ban at that Conference, particularly on the important issue of

verification,
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Mr. ADANK (New Zealand): I should like to explain New Zealand's vote on

draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31,  entitled "Amendment of the Treaty Banning Nuclear

Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water".

As delegations in this Committee will be well aware, New Zealand is strongly

committed to the conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty which would ban

nuclear testing in all environments for all time. Accordingly, we welcome the

forthcoming partial-test-ban Treaty Amendment Conference since we think it should

provide an opportunity for a broad ranging discussion of test-ban issues, a

discussion in which all partial-test-ban Treaty States parties will be able to

participate on an equal footing.

We are pleased to note that at the organizational meeting for the Conference

earlier this year a constructive atmosphere prevailed ensuring that the procedural

difficulties associated with the convening of the Conference were overcome. It is

our hope that a similar constructive atmosphere will prevail at the January

Conference.

New Zealand would therefore have liked to have supported the draft resolution

on the January Conference but the wording included in draft resolution

A/C,1/45/L.31 has presented us with certain difficulties.

,,- ,.~, . . ;. _. , .- ., ! ,,j I -.;,i .;.,.
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In particular we have reservations about operative paragraphs 4 and 5 since they

tend to prejudge procedural decisions that only the parties to the partial test-ban

Treaty can take at the forthcoming Conference. We wish to reiterate, however, that

New Zealand will be participating actively and constructively at the January

Conference in the hope that it can contribute to the future attainment of a

comprehensive test ban. We would encourage all other States parties to the

partial-test-ban Treaty to do likewise.

Mr. MANZHOSQV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation wishes to explain its vote on the draft

resolutions just adopted: A/C.1/45/L.30,  A/C.1/45/L.31 and A/C.1/45PL.41 on the

question of a nuclear-test ban. The Soviet Union is a convinced supporter of a

nuclear-test ba.& and the creation of the necessary conditions for the immediate

r&solution of this question will, as we see it, facilitate the combination of

bilateral and multilateral efforts. The parallelism of action here is not only

justified but necessary. Therefore we are prepared to work.towards achieving this

end through bilateral negotiations with the United States, in the Conference on

Disarmament in Geneva, and in the forthcoming Amendment Conference of the States

Parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer

Space and under Water to be held in January. We believe that a weighty

contribution to this will be made by the parliaments and public opinion of various

countries.

In this connection I wish to recall the recent proposal made by the Supreme

Soviet of the Soviet Union regarding the hclding of a world parliamentary

referendum on this question.

We supported the draft resolution presented by Australia and Mexico regarding

the urgent need for a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty and the cessation of
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all nuclear-test explosions. We wish to express our deep regret that attempts to

combine these rather similar drafts because of their end purpose were not crowned

with success this year. It is our hope that at the forthcoming session on this

question a single draft resolution can be adopted.

Regarding draft resolution AX.11451L.31, entitled **Amendment of the Treaty

Bannfng Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water",

the Soviet Union is a Depositary Government of that Treaty and from the very outset

has supported the idea of holding an amendment conference in order to make this

Treaty applicable also to underground explosions. We believe that this Conference

will take place in a non-confrontational way and will take concrete steps leading

to a general and complete ban on nuclear-weapon tests. It is along these lines

that the Soviet delegation will work at the forthcoming Conference to be held in

January.

The Soviet delegation voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.31. At

the same time, as we see it, some of the operative paragraphs in the draft

resolution to a certain extent prejudge the decisions to be taken by the

forthcoming Conference. It is our belief that the recommendations regarding

further steps will be elaborated and adopted at the Conference itself.

Mr. JANDL (Austria): With regard to draft resolution AX.lJ451L.31,

entitled "Amendment of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere,

in Outer Space and under Water”, the Austrian delegation wishes to stress the

following facts. Austria has always very strongly advocated a comprehens!+~~ test

ban because only such a measure would constitute a guarantee against the

production, manufacture or further refinement of nuclear weapons. An effective

test ban would be a most valuable instrumsnt  in the achievement of genuine nuclear

disarmament. I recall that my Government made a public appeal to the Soviet Union
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and the United States in which it requested an immediate stop to nuclear testing

and called for an early start in negotiations with a view to a comprehensive test

ban. Various attempts have been made to achieve a comprehensive test ban. The

re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee within the Conference on Disarmament in

July this year was an encouraging sign. We hope that agreement on a negotiating

mandate for this body will be reached very soon because we are of the opinion that

the Conference on Disarmament is the most appropriate forum in which to negotiate a

comprehensive test ban. As such a comprehensive test ban is an urgent necessity we

hope that the States concerned will participate in these endeavours in a flexible

and constructive manner.

In the light of this conviction my delegation is glad to be one of the

sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.41,  entitled "Urgent need for a

comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty". In this context we would like to commend

those delegations that have tried to merge draft resolutions A/C.1/45/L.30 and

WC.1/45/L.41  since a single text on this subject would have been an extremely

important achievement. Unfortunately, and much to my delegation's regret, the

efforts failed. Nevertheless we sincerely hope that the relevant texts earl be

merged next year.

The Amendment Conference on the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty, the intention of

which is also the possible achievement of a comprehensive test ban, will take place

in January next year- Because of its long-standing commitment to a universal test

ban, Austria will participate in an open, co-operative and active way. The

discussions expected will certainly make the various opinions clearer. Mutual

understanding will in this way be increased. Although the Conference can thus

function as a confidence- and security-building measure in i,:self and as a

clearing-house for various ideas on a comprehensive test ban it is unlikely that
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such a test ban could be achieved through it. Because of the formulation of draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.31 we were unfortunately not in a position to Support it.

Had there been a separate vote on operative paragraph 3 we would gladly have voted

in favour of this provision, which calls upon the nuclear-weapon States to observe

an agreed moratorium or unilateral moratoria.

Mr. ELM (Sweden): My delegation wishes to explain its vote on draft

resolution A/C,1/451L.31, just adopted by the Committee. Sweden will participate

in the Amendment Conference with the aim of making a constructive contribution to

its work. A successful outcome of the Conference will necessitate a contribution

by all States parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere,

in Outer Space and under Water. The preparatory process had been characterized by

a spirit of compromise in finding practical solutions to outstanding pertinent

issues, It is to be hoped that this approach will also mark the proceedings during

the Amendment Conference itself. The draft resolution contains recommendations

that address details of the organisation of the substantive work of the Amendment

Conference. It is the position of Sweden that these issues should be dealt with at

the Conference and agreed by the parties to the Treaty. For these reasons my

delegation abstained on draft resolution A/C,1/45/L.31.

Mr. AMIGDES (France) (interpretation from French): Once again France was

led to cast a negative vote on the draft resolutions dealing with nuclear-test

bans, in this particular case draft resolutions AK.11451L.30 and A/C.1/45/L.41,

for reasons which we have frequently recalled in the past. My country considers

that banning nuclear tests can only be part of the effective nuclear disarmament

process in accordance with paragraph 51 of the Final Document of the first special

session devoted to disarmament, of 1978.
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Such a ban should be made possible by sufficient progress in nuclear disarmament,

so that the foundations of international security are not in any way jeopardized.

It cannot therefore be considered a precondition for, or even have priority over, a

substantial reduction in the nuclear arsenals of the two nuclear Powers with the

most weapons.

France made the choice of having an independent defence based on a deterrent

force which is kept to a minimum. To ensure the credibility of that force, France

must continue tests , which are necessary for technological reasons. We have

reduced the annual number of these tests from eight to six. In this connection

France has a policy of transparency that has led it, first, to notify other States

of each test and to inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations about them

each year: and, secondly, to open its test centre to international missions of

independent scientists, who have attested that the French tests are harmless to the

population and the environment.

The French delegation also wishes to state for the record that France did not

participate in the vote on draft resolution AX.11451L.31.

Mr. GARCIA MORITAN (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): We voted

in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.30  and abstained in the voting on draft

resolution A/C.1/4S/L.42,  as the former satisfactorily reflects the high urgency

and priority Argentina attaches to the matter of concluding a treaty prohibiting

nuclear-test explosions by all States for all time. In cur opinion there is no

argument to justify putting off negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament.

Nevertheless, we supported, in a broad-minded and constructive spirit, those

efforts aimed at merging the opinions of the differing schools of thought on this

issue in a common text, and we express our gratitude to the sponsor8 of both draft

Y



EF/ll AX.11451PV.39
42

resolutions, particularly the delegations of Australia and Mexico, whose efforts in

support of a unified, compromise text we were prepared to support though our

aspirations are more alon? the lines of draft resolution L.30, for which we voted.

We regret that some delegations did not demonstrate the same willingness to

compromise on a matter which, because of its urgency, can wait no longer. We

continue to hope that those delegation:. will give further thought to this so that

we can make progress on the substantive aspects of these various issues.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on a

draft resolution in cluster 10, namely, draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.12/Rev.lr

entitled "Review of the implementation of the recommendations asd decisions adopted

by the General Assembly at its tenth special session: report of the Disarmament

Commission". This draft resolution was introduced by the representative of

Indonesia at the Comnittee's 38th meeting, on 16 November 1990.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of sponsors.

Mr. RRRRADI (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft

resolution ~/C.I/45/L.I2/Rev.l are: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Cameroon,

china, Denmark, Ecuador, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Nigeria, Sweden,

Two, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the United Kingdom of Great Britain

and Northern Ireland, the United Republic of Tanxania aud Yugoslavia.

The CRAIRMAN: The sponsors ci this draft resolution hava expreaaed the

wish that draft resolution A/C,1/45/L.l2/Rev 1 be adopted by the Comittee without

a vote. Way I take it that the Committee wishes to do so?

Draft resolution A/C.J.j45/~/Rev.l was adostea .

-2 I shall now call on those delegations wishing to explain

their positions after the decision the Committee has just taken,
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Mr. AMIGUES (France) (interpretation from French): The French delegation

is pleased to have been able to associate itself with the consensus on draft

resolution L.12/Rev.l. Nevertheless, in connection with paragraph 4 of this draft,

we think it important to recall that the report of the Chairman of the Disarmament

Commission on item 7 of the agenda, regarding naval armaments and disarmament, was

not formally adopted by the Commission, and that the conclusions and

recommendations of the.consultation group are to be found in a working document

prepared by the Chairman, which was simply annexed to the Commission's report.
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The:The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on the

following draft resolutions , which are listed in cluster 13: AK.11451L.10,

A/C.1/45/L.49 and AK.l/45/L.53/Rev.l.

I shall now call on those delegations wishing to make a statement other than

in explanation of their positions on draft resolutions in cluster 13.

Mr. JAYASINGRR (Sri Lanka): When my delegation, on behalf of the

non-aligned States members of this Committee, introduced the draft resolution on

agenda item 61, "Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of

Peace-, it had the opportunity to state that there exists a genuine desire on the

part of the international community to work towards an international system which

will increasingly rely less on military capabilities and related activities. There

is also an understanding which is gaining wide acceptance that these issues should

be addressed at the global and regional levels. In this regard, militarily

pawerful countries, in particular the Super-Powers, have taken some encouraging

steps, although these measures remain far short of the desired goals. We also

believe that in our endeavours to achieve lasting international peace and security

collective measures should play an important role. In this context global and

regional efforts should complement each other. This being our common objective,

the proposal to establish a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean cannot escape our

serious attention.

Tire recent developments in the Indian Ocean region and in the adjacent areas

also call for a closer examination of this proposal with a view to ascertaining how

the establishment of a zone of peace could be of benefit in bringing stability to

the area. The proposal to establish a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean region

should necessarily be a time-consuming and a long, drawn-out process in which the

rp?ncouragement  and the endorsement of those concerned are vital. It should grow

around international conaenmm. Until such a conducive enviroment is created the
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international community has to continue to work on this important proposal both

within the framework of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean and outside it.

Some States Members are of the view that the Ad Hoc Committee has failed to

achieve the expected results and therefore it should be dismantled or its

activities should be curtailed. The inability of the Committee to complete its

, work is by no means a bad reflection on the work of the Committee, but it is a

clear demonstration of the complexity of the issues involved. These issues to a
t

large extent embrace many concerns of States Members that are in the region as well

as those outside it.

Attempts have been made over past years to harmonise differing views of the
I
t States Members, and considerable progress has been made in this respect. In the

I
1 procedural aspect of the preparatory work for the Conference the Ad Hoc Committee

/
has been able to finalize the agenda of the Colombo Conference. The Ad Hoc

I Committee also made considerable progress in the reading of the draft rules of

I procedure during the spring session this year. In the substantive aspect of the

preparatory work the Ad Hoc Committee has before it a document containing elements,

in a somewhat elaborated form, which may be taken into account in the preparation

of the Final Document of the Colombo Conference. However, it was the view of the

Ad HOC Committee that completion of the remaining preparatory work would be

necessary before we hold the long-awaited Conference.

In view of this understanding, the Chairman of the Committee was requested to

consvzlt the host Government and ascertain whether it is prepared to host the

Conference in 1992 instead of 1991. As the Committee is aware, the Government of

Sri Lanka acceded to this request, Accordingly, the holding of the Colombo

Conference has now been sch%duled for 1992, as may be observed from paragraph 7 of

the draft resolution before the Committee,
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It is the earnest hope of my delegation that the States Members who left the

Ad Hoc Committee will be in a position to rejoin it. My delegation would also like

to invite those delegations that decided not to participate in the work of the

Ad Hoc Committee this year to reconsider their decision. This appeal is made

particularly in view of the co-operative atmosphere prevailing in the conduct of

international relations. We recognize that there exist serious differences in the

interpretation of the Declaration of 1971 and its applicability. However, such

differences could be narrowed only through dialogue with the objective of seeking

common grounds in the implementation of the Declaration.

The relevance of the proposal to establish a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean

region and the support it receives from the international community was clearly

demonstrated last year by 137 States Members voting in favour of

resolution 44/120. Since the adoption of that resolution the developments that

have taken place on the international scene have made the establishment of a zone

of peace in the Indian Ocean region more relevant. It is therefore the

responsibility of all States Members to adopt a constructive approach to the

implementation process of the Declaration and vote in favour of the draft

resolution contained in document A/C.l/45/L.10.

Mr, CHOWDHDBY (Dangladesh): With regard to draft resolution

WC.1/45/L.10,  Bangladesh reaffirms its full support for the achievement of the

objectives of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. We are

committed to co-operating with all concerned to that end. We commend Sri Lanka for

the significant contribution it has been making in this respect.

Long years of seemingly futile efforts on the matter at hand may have bred a

modicum of impatience, but impatience is often a bad advisor, and fatigue is always

a poor guide. We have no option but to continue our effort8 towards our goal, The

total membership of the && BOG Committee, all working together, must resolutely
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address itself to this purpose. Striving for peace must be a joint undertaking.

The global reaction to the recent sad events in the Gulf has amply attested to this

simple but incontrovertible fact. Success in attaining our goals will mean much

for our people, as it will for others similiarly placed among the littorals.

We are engaged in a relentless struggle to achieve for our peoples an

acceptable quality of life. Our aim is sustainable development. There is little

we can hope to achieve unless we are able to work in an environment of peace and

stability. Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.lO may not achieve it for us completely,

but we believe it will surely help.

We have heard it said that the Indian Ocean has never been an idyllic lake of

peace. There may indeed be truth in this assertion. However, patterns of history

cau and do change with human effort, and human effort must now focus sharply on

positively altering the current ambience of what have been called the multifaceted,

problem-ridden and colourful realities of a region where one third of humanity

lives.

Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.10,  to our mind, forms part of that effort. We

feel confident that this Committee will accord it overwhelming support.

Mrs. MULAMULA (United Republic of Tanzania): My delegation wishes to

associate itself with the statement made by the representative of Sri Lanka on

draft resolution A/C.l/QS/L.lO on behalf of the non-aligned countries sponsoring

this draft resolution.

In addition, my delegation wishes to reiterate its conviction that the

situation in the Gulf has made it even more imperative for a co-operative and joint

endeavour towards the realization of the objectives contained in the Declaration on

the establishment of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. It is with this view in

mind that we expect a constructive 8ttituUe and co-operation in adopting draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.10.
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Mr. GAJDA (Hungary): The tenth anniversary of the United Nations

Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) is a fitting occasion for all Member

States to congratulate UNIDIR on its first decade of outstanding activity and

praiseworthy'results.

In the course of these years the Institute has not only established its

reputation - which is already comparable to that of many, more senior

institutions - but it has also become a workshop whose products are much in demand

and well appreciated.

From the reports of the Director of the Institute, we have a fairly accurate

and objective picture of the completed projects and the numerous publications. as

well as of the ongoing activities and the work programmes for the forthcoming

periods. Instead of recalling facts that are already well known, allow me to

mention, very briefly, only a few fresh examples from our own experience of

co-operation with UUIDSR.

At the end of last September, following the period covered by the last report,

an expert meeting was held in Budapest to examine issues related to non-military

aspects of security. Plans have already been prepared to organize next spring -

again in our capital - another meeting of UNIDIR, this time on European regional

security questions. The main purpose of the Conference is to undertake a thorough

analysis and evaluation of the results and experiences gained so far in East

Central Europe, and then to draw general, conceptual lessons of a global character,

which may be applicable, under different conditions, in other regions. It is also

envisaged, as a probable new field of research, that a group of experts might

define and analyse the new challenges which the countries of our subregion must

face in the fields of military and security policy as a consequence of a situation

in which the Warsaw Treaty is becoming ge_fscto incapable of functioning. Finally,
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the recapitulation of this research programme is envisaged for a UNIDIR conference

to be held in 1992 in Budapest.

I believe these examples can give a glimpse of the many-faceted activities of

the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, and testify to its ability

to respond quickly to the rapid changes and new challenges that we all have to face.

In conclusion, the Hungarian delegation would like to express its best wishes

and continued support to UNIDIR in its important and useful work.

The CHAIRMAN: I now call upon those delegations wishing to make

statements in explanation of their vote before the voting on draft resolutions in

cluster 13.

Mr. AGAYEX (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation wishes to express its support for draft resolution

A/C.l/45/L.10, "Implementation of the Declaration of the Xndian Ocean as a Zone of

Peace".

In our view, the present situation in the region obliges the members of the

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, in their turn, to state, once again, as is

done in this body, that the preparatory work for the Conference in Colombo has been

completed. It is high time the Committee got down to work on the substance of the

problem, the preparation of a final document or agreement which would crystallize,

in legal terms, the objectives of the 1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a

Zone of Peace, taking into account the obligations of both the littoral States and

the main users of the Indian Ocean, including the five permanent 'members of the

Security Council,

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Schevardnadse,

referred to this recently in Vladivostok. We hope the Ad Roq Committee will take

specific steps in this direction in the coming year.
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The C!RAIR+N: The Committee will now proceed to take action on draft

resolutions in cluster 13, beginning with draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.101  entitled

*@Implementation  of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone Of Peace". The

draft resolution was introduced by the representative of Sri Lanka on behalf of the

States Members of the United Nations which are members of the Movement  Of

Non-Aligned Countries at the 26th meeting of the First Committee, On

5 November 1990. The draft resolution has programme budget implications, which are

given in document A/C.1/45/L.55

I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of sponsors.

Mr. KRKRADI (Secretary of the Committee): Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.10

was submitted by Yugoslavia on behalf of the States Members of the United Nations

which are members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to vote on draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.10. A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, C&e d'lvoire, Cuba,
Cyprus, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jsmahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique. Myanmar,
Eamibia, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwandap Samoa, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay, Venesuela, Vist Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zambia, Zimbabwe
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. .
Absta1n1nq t Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Germany, Greece,

Iceland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Spain, Turkey

mft resolution A/C.1/45/L.10 was adopted bv 107 votes to 4, with
17 abst. ciong.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to take a vote on draft

resolution AIC.1/45/L.49. entitled "General and complete disarmament: Charting

potential uses of resources allocated to military activities for civilian

endeavours to protect the environment'*. The draft resolution was introduced by the

representative of Sweden at the 30th meeting of the First Committee, on

7 November 1990. The draft resolution has programme budget implications, which are

given in document A/C.1/4S/L.60.

I call on the Connnittee Secretary to read out the list of sponsors.

:.
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Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft

resolution A/C.l/45/L,49 are: Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet

Socialist Republic, Costa Rica, India, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran,

Mexico, Suriname, Sweden, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela and Yugoslavia.

The CHAIRMAN: I now put to the vote draft resolution A1C.WQWL.49. A

recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhu;an,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,  Bulgaria, Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, C&e d'Ivoire, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India. Indonesia. Iran
(Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar,  Namibia, Nepal, New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Qatar Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland. Sweden, Syrran Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: France, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America

Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Luxemboutg,
Netherlands, Pakistan, Portugal, Spain, Turkey

Draft resolution A/C+1/45/L.49 was adopted bv 113 votes to 3. with
12 abstentions.

me CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on draft resolution

A/C,1/45/L.53/Rev.l,  entitled “Review of the implementation of the recommendations

and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session; tenth

anniversary of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research”.
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The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of France at the

32nd meeting of the First Committee, on 8 November 1990. It has programme budget

implications. which are contained in document A/C.1/45/L.62.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of sponsors.

Mr. RRRRADI (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft
.i

resolution A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l  are the following: Algeria, Argentina, Austria,

Bolivia, Brasil, Cameroon, China, Egypt, Ecuador, France, Greece, India, Indonesia,

the Islamic Republic of Iran, Italy, Hungary, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, the

Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka,

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia.

The CHAfRMAN: The sponsors of the draft resolution have expressed the

wish that draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l be adopted by the Committee without

a vote. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee wishes to act

accordingly.

.Draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l was adoPted.

The: I now call on those representatives who wish to explain

their position on the draft resolutions just adopted.

Mr. GRVRBS (Netherlands): The Netherlands has taken careful note of

draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.49,  entitled, "Charting potential uses of resources

allocated to military activities for civilian endeavours to protect the

environment** , which was introduced by the representative of Sweden. Indeed, we

fully subscribe to the idea that protection of the environment should be a priority

for all States.

The commitment of the Netherlands to protection of the environment is clear,

not only from its own national efforts but also from its political endeavours to

focus international attention on the aubjeet. Z refer to The Hague Summit
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Meeting on the Protection of the Global Atmosphere , of March 1989, a-id the

Ministerial Conference on Atmospheric Pollution and Climatic Change, held at

Noordwijk in November of the same year.

The Netherlands has initiated practical steps leading to international

co-operation on this important matter, and in fact continues to organize

international expert meetings as part of the preparatory process for the United

Nations Conference on Rnvironment and Development to be held in Brazil in 1992. I

might mention in particular a meeting of experts on environment and human

settlements, organined together with the United Nations Centre for Human

Settlements, which was held in The Hague last week. I might mention also an

international meeting on agriculture and environmental strategier organized

together with the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, which

will be held in 's Hertogenbosch in April 1991.

Despite the high priority which we attach to the protection of the

environment, we cannot lend unqualified support to draft resolution A/C.l/45/L.49.

In the first place, a variety of other subjects springs easily to mind as possible

beneficiaries of the resources that could Potentially become available in the

future as a result of.disarmament measures. Moreover, we have been engaged in

other efforts, for example the proposal for the submission to the Secretary-General

of the views of Member States on various aspects of the process of conversion of

military resources to civilian purposes.

More broadly, I might add that for the time being the actual implementation of

disarmament agreements is expensivet it takes money.

Another thing that is lacking in draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.49 is that it

does not address the important aspect of security.

In questioning the need for the undertaking of this particular study, I would

refer to draft resolution A/C,1/45/t,53/Rev,l,  in which ws request the Unitrd
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Nations Institute for Disarmament Research to prepare a research report on the

economic aspects of disarmament, which has just been adopted by consensus.

In the past we have expressed some reservations on the appropriateness of

dealing with conversion issues in the framework of the First Committee. We believe

that the same applies to the study proposed by the sponsors of draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.49+ which also links its study with the United Nations Conference on

Environment and Development. Now that real disarmament is gaining momentum, the

question of what can be done with available resources should of course be looked at

carefully, but in the appropriate forum.

At the same time, however, we should not lose sight of our own primary

responsibility in the First Committee, which is to promote arms control and

disarmament itself.
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Mr. BRECKON (United States of America): The United States has asked to

speak in order to explain its vote against draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.49,  entitled

"Charting potential uses of resources allocated to military activities for civilian

endeavours to protect the environment*', and its note on draft resolution

WC.1/45/L.53/Rev.l.  entitled "Tenth Anniversary of the United Nations Institute

for Disarmament Research'*.

With regard to the first draft resolution, the United States strongly endorses

cost effective and meaningful efforts to improve the environment. In fact, we

joined in the adoption of resolution 441228, by which the General Assembly convenes

a United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Braxil in 1992.

However, that resolution was submitted in the Second Committee which is tasked with

dealing with such matters. We do not believe that the First Comittee is the

appropriate forum to call for a study of the potential uses of military resources

for civilian endeavours to protect the environment. Additionally, we have a number

of questions about the potential for using military know-how, technology,

infrastructure and production for environmental purposes, for we believe such

activity is a matter for the disposition of individual States or parties to

military reduction agreements. Accordingly, the United States had to vote against

the draft resolution.

With regard to draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l , while the United States

joined in the consensus, we would like to restate our long-standing opposition to

the use of regular United Nations budget funds to support the operations of the

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR). The Institute was

founded on the understanding that it would operate on the basis of voluntary

contributions. We would still prefer that it do so.
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P-S (France) (interpretation from French):M y  d e l e g a t i o n  w i s h e s

to give its reasons for opposing draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.49,  entitled "Charting

potential uses of resources allocated to military activities for civilian

endeavours to protect the environment".

Disarmament and the protection of the environmental are two of the main

challenges of our time. . My country attaches great importance to these two

questions, which are difficult and complex, but different in nature. So it seems

to us to be dangerous to establish too close a link between them, as does draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.49.

In the third preambular paragraph three distinct concepts are amalgamated:

disarmament, development and protection of the environment. Is it necessary to

recaII that the link is not between disarmament and development only but between

disarmament, development and security, as was recognised in the Final Document of

the 1981 Conference. Similarly, in both the fourth preambular paragraph and

operative paragraph 4, there is reference to the United Nations Conference on

Environment and Development to be .held in 1992 and the implication that disarmament

questions will be raised during that meeting.

He believe that the 1992 Conference should not be diverted from its essential

objective, which is to deal at a high level with protection of the environment.

Finally, draft resolution AK.1451L.49 raises, in summary form the highly

complcn questions of the conversion of military resources and the consequences for

intetaational security of progress in research and technology.

We want to ba clearly understood. We do not oppose the us8 of resources, such

as the human and technical competence of ths armed forces of different countries,

for davelopment and humanitarian purposes+ We even made a proposal to this effect

at the 1987 Coaferencs  on ths Relationship between Pinarmament and Development.
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However, and this is reflected in paragraph 35(c)(v)(c) of its Final Document, we

cannot accept a draft resolution which appears to give credence to the thesis that

disarmament is a prereguisite for protection of the environment, which would mean

running the risk of diverting the 1992 Conference from its objective.

Mr. GREEN (United Kingdom): I should like to explain why the United

Kingdom voted against draft resolution AX.11451L.49,  entitled "Charting the

potential uses of resources allocated to military activities for civilian

endeavours to protect the environment".

At the outset I would like to make it clear that the protection of the

environment is a matter of very high priority as far as the United Kingdom is

concerned. This is why we are giving full support to the United Nations Conference

on Environment and Development , which is due to be held in 1992 and is referred to

in the fourth preambular paragraph of draft resolution AX.1/45/L.49.

The secretariat for the United Nations Conference on Environment and

Development has been mandated to produce a number of studies for the next meeting

of the Preparatory Connnittee  of the Conference. These studies relate to questions

such as the availability of resources for environmental protection, technology

transfer, aad the relationship between economic and environmental palicy. I fear

that the study proposed in draft resolution A/C.l/45/L.49 would duplicate this work

and might even dissipate effort in this important area of United Nations activities.

The United Kingdom also has reservations about making too direct a link

between disarmament and the environment. Security will always be the primary

influence on our disarmament policies and wo cannot make commiMtent8 of our

military resource8  without always first ssrressing our security needs, which may

vary, We are also aware that resources freed by reduction of our military budgets

could be allocated to equally needy cauaee in the field of developmeat.
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I should like to explain our vote also on draft resolution

AK.l/45/L.53/Rev.l,  relating to the United Nations Institute for Disarmament and

Research (UNIDIR). My delegation was grateful to the sponsors of draft

. resolution WC.1/45/L.53 for introducing a revised text which allowed us to join in

the coasensus. This incorporated changes which reduced the financial implications

for the United Nations budget of the research report which UNIDIR is being asked to

undertake. Our support for this draft resolution, however, is without prejudice to

our long-standing position that such work should be funded entirely from voluntary

contributions.

Mr. WATANABE (Japan): I should like to explain my delegation's vote on

draft resolution A/C.l/4S/L,lO,  entitled "Implementation of the Declaration of the

Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace".

The Government of Japan supports in principle the convening of the Conference

onthe IudiasOcean. It firmly believes that there should be a prior hamnonisation

of views among the countries concerned, particularly on the basic substantive

issues.
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Japan deeply regrets that the Committee has made no serious attempt to attain

this goal. Nor does the draft resolution which has just been adopted demonstrate

arry attempt to bridge the differences of views. On the contrary, this is a draft

resolution that once again aims at convening a conference without any prospect of

attaining a harmonixation of views. Japan therefore had no choice but to vote

again draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.10.

Mr. DUDUISSON (Belgium) (interpretation from French): I should like to

explain my delegation's vote on draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.49 entitled "Charting

potential uses of resources allocated to military activities for civilian

endeavours to protect the environment".

Like those that sponsored the draft resolution which has just been voted upon,

my country feels both satisfaction at the progress achieved in the field of

disarmament and also concern about the growing deterioration of the environment.

D&h those aspects are essentially subjects of universal interest, and it is up to

every State to ensure favourable developments in regard to them.

Nevertheless, if there were a link between the desired reduction of defence

spending and the allocation of resources thus made available to other activities,

whatever they might be, it would meet a whole set of considerations which are very

complex and which would take too long to set forth in detail. In any case, it

would depend on the sovereignty of each State freely to choose how it would

allocate th8 resources made available by disarmament, which itself would be defined

by national security criteria,

My delegation also notes that there is some confusion here between use of

military expenditure for civilian purposes and the concept of ~onvsrsion~

Conversion is a matter which does not affect many countries, such as our@, whose

level of military expenditure does not go beyond their sscurity requirements.
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Because of the rather vague and somewhat hasty presentation of this draft

resolution, and also because of the tendency to deal with the environment in a

number of different international forums, my delegation had to abstain on this

text. But we emphasise the real efforts being made by Belgium to ensure a better

standard of living for its population and for its neighbours.

Ms. COURTNEY (Australia): Australia voted in favour of draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.10,  on the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian

Ocean as a Zone of Peace, because we continue to be strongly supportive of the

establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. As States are aware,

Australia continues to play a constructive and active role in the Ad Hoc Committee

on the Indian Ocean, to which this draft resolution refers. Nevertheless, we felt

obliged to explain our affirmative vote on the draft resolution in the light of

developments in the Ad Hog Committee over the past year.

This draft resolution, with requisite updating, is almost identical to that of

General Assembly resolution 441120. However, the situation in which we find

ourselves in the Ad Hoc Committee is far from identical to the one last year.A

number of countries have declined to participate during the 1990 sessions, while

three States have chosen to withdraw completely from the Committee itself.

Australia does not condone such action. On the contrary, we decline to behave in a

similar mariner. The fact is, however, that the Ad Hoc Committee was as a result

faced with an entirely new situation this year, and its work would appear to have

failed to reflect this reality.

Australia is acutely aware of the vigorous attempts which all States

participating in the Ad HOG Committee made to seek to find new approaches and new

avenues to reinvigorate and bolster up the AB Committee process.

Unfortunately, all these attempts failed. This was clearly as a result of

.
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differing perceptions between the remaining Ad Hoq Committee members as to the

direction which the future work might take. It became obvious that unless the

Committee members could agree on such new directions the Committee's work would be

effectively stalemated and would run the risk of exhausting its usefulness.

Australia therefore hopes that if the Committee cannot find a new approach to

the now 20-year-long preparatory committee process in which we have been engaged,

it will find the means to finalize the remaining procedural issues during 1991 and

in accordance with the draft resolution for which we have just voted, will go ahead

and convene its conference in 1992 or at the earliest possible date.

Mr. EUSSAIN (Pakistau): I should like to explain my delegation's vote on

draft resolution AK.1/45/L.49,  entitled "Charting potential uses of resources

allocated to military activities for civilian endeavours to protect the

environment".

The relationship between disarmament and development has been the subject of

intense study over the past few years. In fact, a major conference on the subject

took place a few years ago. Discussions on this issue have clearly underlined the

need to divert resourcesr funds and technologies released through disarmament to

social and economic development, including environmental protection, particularly

in the developing countries.

Draft resolution WC.11451L.49 unfortunately focuses on the environmental

aspects and &es not pay adequate attention to economic and social development.

Regrettably, our efforts to have the sponsors amend the draft resolution in order

to include these vital aspects did not bear fruit. We were therefore constrained

to abstain on this draft resolution.
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Mr. ESENLI (Turkey): My delegation abstained on draft resolution

AK.l/45/L,lO,  entitled "Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a

Zone of Peace", which the First Committee has just adopted. We regret that this

yearn as in the case of similar draft resolutions in the past, we were unable to

vote in favour, although we agree with the draft resolution's broader objective and

traditionally joined the consensus which had established itself around such texts

prior to 1989.

He abstained because the original members of the Ad Hoc Committee on the

Indian Ocean, which are the parties directly concerned, are still not in

agreement. This is reflected in the fact that the draft resolution before us could

not be adopted by consensus. We hope that the existing differences will be

overcome in the future so that we may return to the practice of adopting such draft

resolutions by consensus.

Mr. ELM (Sweden): Sweden joined the consensus on draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l, entitled "Tenth anniversary of the United Nations Institute

for Disarmament Research" , which was introduced by the representative of France.

Sweden supports the United Rations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

and over the years has been a voluntary contributor to the research activities of

the Institute. We are however doubtful about the allocation of regular budget

resources for research activities undertaken outside the framework of the

Department of Disarmament Affairs.
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Hr. PAT- (Finland): My delegation joined in the consensus on draft

resolution A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.l, entitled "Tenth anniversary of the United Nations

Institute for Disarmament Research". We did 80 because w8 support the United

Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) as a research institution

conducting independent research on problems r8lating to disarmament. We recognize

the importance and high quality of the work of UNIDIB in execution of its mandate.

We have made financial contribution8 to the Institute and support its activities in

other ways. Our contribution for 1991 will be more than SOS 20,000.

We also consider that economic aspect8 of dfearmemeat require independent and

in-depth research and that UNIDIR is well 8uit8d to that kind of research. We are,

however, troubled by the implication8 of this draft resolution for the role of

UNIDIR, In the draft resolution, the General Assembly reiterate8 the necessity for

independent research by DBTIDIR, while at the 8m tima requ88ting it to prepare a

re2earch report. My delegation i8 rromewhat  at pain8 to reconcile these two

desiderata.

i#ile recognising that the Statute of the Ilutitute allows such requests and

that there are precedents in this regard from tha early 19808, it would seem to us

that an independent  research institution 8hould decidm  on it8 r888arCh project

independently without the direct involvement of a political body such as the

General &smmbly. Any advice required ia thi8 rmgard can be given by thu Advisory

Board on Disaz'2mmmnt blstt8r8 which, a8 thrr draft rrrolution not88, also 8ct8 as the

Board of Tru2tee8 for UNIDIR, Moreovar, enking URIDIR to prepars a irtudy, uven if

ft is called a research r@pOrb for the coaridmratioa  of tb8 General A888mbly  tend8

to blur the important di8tfnction hmtw88n  United Nation8 rtudialr, which are

essentially politic81 in charrctcrr , md truly acad#nic 8tudieu that URIDIR, ia our

view, wa8 88tabli8h8d to undertake.
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Hr. DJIENA WEKBOU (Cameroon) (interpretation from French): At the 8nd of

this process of adopting draft resolutions in the Committee, my delegation wishes 1

to make a few brief comments on some problem8 we find to be of paramount importance. '

First of all, howevmr, we wish to thank you, Sir, for the remarkable skill

with which you have been directing our work and particularly your great patience

and refusal to apply rule 128 of the rules of procedure during explanations of

vote, before or after the vote. Intense explanations, while no doubt very useful

ana necessary, are sometimes rather lengthy and detailed.

Having made that point, my country, which was the initiator of General

Assembly resolution 42142 N, on the rationaliSation of the work of the First

Committee, adopted at the forty-second session of the General Assembly, would like

to coSaS8nd the efforts made along these lines that resulted in a COnSiderablO

reduction in the number of draft resolutions on disarmament and the merging of a

number of important drafts on allied or similar subjects. We hope these efforts

will be continued. Through the rationalixation of the work of the First Committee

we can improve the Organization's ability to deal effectively with disarmaxtent

matters, which can only Strengthen the role of the Organisation as a whole and

enable us to make a unique statement on matter8.a8 crucial a8 the c8saation of

nuclear tests through the many draft resolutions put forward on the 8mme  subject.

My delegation wishes to stress that the rationalisation of the Committea*S work is

not a question of papering over legitimate diffOrOnCe8  of view2 it ia, rather, a

qusstion of differences of evaluation and differeacma  in the political and

geographical situation8 of certain countries.

We also wish to refer to the significance and urgency of two problem8 w8

believe to be important in the multilateral diaarmSan@nt  process: the CesSatfOn of

nrtcl#&r t8StS and non-PrOlifOratiOn.
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First, as to the cessation of nuclear tests. First, in dealing with the

cessation of nuclear tests, my delegation has had an opportunity to say that it

would like to encourage the bilateral efforts being made by the two major Powers at

the end of the twentieth century in this regard. We wish now to say that care

should be taken to avoid qualitative improvements offsetting any quantitative

reductions that might take place. We should increase our efforts in the light of

the situation now prevailing in international relations, where there have been

considerable improvements; we should redouble our efforts precisely because of the

present international climate and seriously consider the question of halting

nuclear tests.

Secondly, as regards non-proliferation, we are pleased that, through draft

resolution WC.1/45/L.39.  the Committee has accepted co-operation between the

Organization of African Unity and the General Assembly to enable Africa to draw up

a treaty on non-proliferation. Africa was the first region to demonstrate its

support for non-proliferation. The efforts of the Organization of African Unity,

which have always led to the adoption of draft resolutions by this Committee on

this matter, have been sustained, and it is our hope that the meetings of experts

will enable Africa to have its own instrument, as does Latin America, so that it

can make its modest contribution to the elimination of nuclear weapons throughout

the world.

Finally we wish to stress the importance of studies the General Assembly

requests of the Department for Disarmament Affairs or the United Nations Institute

for Disarmament Research. We find it somewhat curious that some delegations have

criticised such studies, even calling them obsolete, useless or pointless, while

I
I

the same delegations claim studies should be carried out on questions of particular

i interest to them.
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Finally, I wish to say that the adoption of the draft resolution on the

Disarmament Commission's report is very much appreciated by my delegation. With

regard to the matters that have been agreed upon by the Commission, we hope that at

its next session the Assembly will be able to make the necessary practical

arrangements to give concrete effect to the Commission's recommendations.
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STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now concluded its consideration of, and

action on, draft resolutions under all disarmament agenda items, namely, items

45 to 66 and 155.

I should like to make some brief observations on the successful conclusion of

t&s.- phase of our work. We began our deliberation on disarmament items one month

ago, on 15 October, with the shared hope that the changing international climate

would facilitate the process of arms limitation and disarmament. Representatives

also seemed to be interested in rationalising and streamlining the work of the

Cosm&ttee, to reflect the new changes. Although I cannot claim that we have been

able to accomplish all of this in this session, I can confidently affirm that the

Committee has taken a number of steps in that direction: the Committee has made

significant headway in narrowing important differences, both broadening the areas

of consensus and taking practical steps in the areas of disarmament and the further

rationalisation of the work of the Committee. I was most impressed by the greater

sense of purpose and the spirit of co-operation displayed by all delegations during

this phase of our work.

This year once again, the Committee was able to adopt more draft resolutions

without a vote than it had the year before. Three years ago, 79 proposals were

submitted; two years ago, 74: and last year, 64 draft resolutions. This year, a

total of only 54 draft resolutions and decisions were submitted by Member States,

25 fewer than only three years ago. Of these 54 draft resolutions and decisions,

the Committee was able to adopt 25 without a vote, almost 50 per cent of the total.

On those issues on which agreement could not be reached, the Committee can

look forward next year to the prospect that renewed efforts will be made to define

and reach commonly held objectives , objectives that would serve to strengthen the

cause of disarmament and international peace and security.
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In recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the question of the

rationalization of the work of the First Committee. Various views have been

expressed and proposals made by delegations on how to refine and streamline the

work and the proceedings of the Committee. The former Chairmen of the First

Committee have undertaken consultations and underlined the need for a more rational

and focused discussion of, and action on, the issues, including rearrangement of

the Committee's agenda. Consequently, the Committee has, over the years, devoted

some of its efforts to this matter and adopted certain specific recommendations in

this regard, such as those contained in resolution 42142 N. Several former

Chairmen of the First Committee have also presented their papers to the Committee,

containing various suggestions on the issue, for example, documents A/C.113919 and

A/C.1/43/9.

As part of the continuing process of rationalization of the work of the First

Committee, as you all know I also initiated extensive consultations among

delegations on the issue, and held several informal, open-ended meetings of the

Friends of the Chairman during the current session. Taking into account the

various views expressed and the proposals made in the course of those

consultations, I am of the opinion that further intensive consultations on the

subject will be necessary, as part of a coatinuing process. Accordingly, it will

be my intention, with the assistance and co-operation of the Secretariat, to

undertake the necessary consultation.& during the period that lies ahead, and to

make an informal report on the results of those consultations to the Chairman of

the First Committee at the forty-sixth session of the General Assembly. I shall

! endeavour, to the extent possible, to conduct those consultations both in New York

and in Geneva.
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I would also like to take this opportunity to not8 that th8 Committee has Once

again charged the Department for Disarmament Affairs with a number of important

tasks and responsibilities. These additional tasks entrusted to th8 Department are

8VidenC8 of the conf'dence that the membership places in the Secretariat and the

Department. In this connection, I would like to 8Xpr8SS my gratitude t0 th8

Secretariat for the usual efficient mann8r in which it has facilitated the work of

the First Committee at this forty-fifth session. The Under-Secretary-Gieneral for

Disarmament Affairs, Mr. Yasushi Akashi, the Secretary of the First Committee,

Mr. Sohrab Khenadi. and his assistants Mr. Sattar, Mr. Lin, Mr. Ishiguri,

Mr. Gerardi-Siebert,  Ms. Patil and Ms. Marcaillou, along with the entire staff of

tb8 Secretariat and th8 other Committee officers, are crucial to the smooth way in

which our work has progressed.

Before I conclude, I would like to say that it is my hope that the trends w8

hav8 witnessed to date. and of which I spoke earlier - that is, the narrowing of

our differences, th8 broadening of our areas of concern, and the striving towards

practical steps in the field of disarmament - will continue, and be Strength8n8de

not only in the next stage our our work, which begins on Monday, but also in the

coming y8ars. I am optimistic that this Committee will indeed continue to approach

its work and the important issues before it in a positive and purposeful manner.

I understand that several ambassadors and representatives who have come from

Geneva and their various capitals will be returning to their posts after the

m88ting today. While wishing them bon vovau8, I would like to offer them my

sincere thanks for their valuable CO-Operation and contributions. For those of us

who are staying on, I would like to express optimism that the next stage of our

work will proceed as productively as this one.
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Before adjourning the meeting, I would like to remind members of the Committee

that, in accordance with the Committee's programme of work and timetable, on

Monday, 19 Nov8mber, the Committee will begin its general debate, consideration of

and action on agenda item 67, "Question of Antarctica**.

I would therefore urge delegations to kindly inscribe their names on the list

Of speakers as soon as possible in order t0 8nabl8 the Committee t0 make full use

of the conference facilities available to it.

I would alS0 like to remind delegations that the deadline for the submission

of draft resolutions on agenda item 67 is Monday, 19 November, at 12 noon.

The meetina rose at 6 p.m.


