UNITED NATIONS

General g@‘*Assembly

FORTY-SEVENTH SESSION
Oﬁic:al Records

FIRST COMMITTEE .
33rd mgei:axge

'T: ‘*‘\!

Fr:.day, 13 ﬁcvember 1993

R at 10 a.m.
. -New, Eor,k

VERBATIM RECORD OF THE 33rd MEETING - .

Chairmans » Mr. ELARABY
later: Mr. PATOXALLIO
) ' : o {Vice-Chairman)
CONTENTS

(B‘:.nland)

n

.- Act:.on on draft resolutiouns under all dlsarmament 1tems (contlnued)

- . e Baa i

B

' This record is subject to correction, ) '
Corrections should be sent under the signature of a member of the delegation concemed

within one week of the date of publication to the Chief of the Official Records Editing Section, Mom pC2: 750. :

2 United Netions Plaza, and incorporated ina copy ofthc mccrd

Corrections will be issued after the end of the sessidn, ina separate comgendum for cach Cenmume

92-61846 2765V (E)

H

‘Distr. GENERAL -
 A/C.1/47/PV.33

29 December. 1992 ;

’ ENGLISH




A/C,1/47/PV.33
2-5

The meeting was calied to order at 10.45 a.m.
AGENDA ITEMS 49 to 65, 68 and 142 (continued)

ACTION ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS UNDER ALL DISARMAMENT ITEMS

The CHAIRMAN: This morning the Committee will proceed to take
decisions on draft resolutions contained in qluster 4, namely, draft
resolutions As/C.1/47/L.12, L.17, L.33, L.36, L.37 and L.41. Action on the
otﬁer draft resolutions in this cluster - either because of consultations or
for other reasons - has been postponed until next Monday.

Before the Committee proceeds to take decisions on these drait
resolutions in cluster 4, i shall first call on those delegations wishing to
make statements or to introduce draft resclutions.

Mr. MARIN BOSCH (Mexico)(interpretation from Spanish): I Qish to
speak on draft(resolution A/C.1/47/L.37, under agenda item 54, and entitled
"Comprehensive nuclggr-test—ban treaty". The draft resolution is sponsored by
91 countries, the 66 which are already listed in draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.37 and the following: Antigua and Barbuda, Bulgaria, Cuba, Egypt.,
Germany, Guyana, Italy, Kazakhstan, Lesotho, Liberia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, the Netherlands, Paraguay, Portugal, the Russian Federation, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, Slovenia, Spain, Surin;me, the United Republic of

Tanzania, Viet Nam, Zaire and Zambia.
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{(Mz. Marin Bosch. Mexico)

The sponsors of the draft resolution would like to introduce the
following oral amendment. In the eleventh preambular parag#aph,‘whicbnbégins
"Noting the concerns expressed”, we would delete the words from “and, in.this
context," to "26 October 1991", that is to say, the words "and in this
context, welcoming the statememt of the Russian Federation when amnouncing its:
nuclear-testing moratorium decision om 26 October 1991", and then continue
"which noted, inter aliz the envirommental benefits andveconamic'savihgs-to
be derived" and add the words "from a camprehensive test ban;cn.nuclear’
testing".

Mr. EAMA; (Pakistan): It gives me great pleasure to introduce draft "
resolution A/C.1/47/L.17. entitled "Conelusion of effective iﬁterngti@nal.
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against'tﬁe use. or threat of
use of nuclear weapons”. The draft resclution is sponsered by Bangladesh, the
Islamic Republic of Iran, Madagascar, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka.

Over the years we have expressed deep concern at the threat céused to
non—ﬁuclearnweapon States by the nuclear arsehals,of nuclear-weapoxn Stateé.
Obviously, the most eéffective assurance against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapous wor'd lie in their complete eliminatio=n. . However, until this
objective is rec.ized, the non-nuclear-weapon séatesrmust bé provided‘with a’
legally binding assurance against the use.orvthreat'of use’of“nuéiear—weapbns N
in order to address their security concerns. ‘

In our view, security assurances to ndn-nuclear;weagoh StaﬁéSrshOu1d£bé»«
without qualification, not subjectfﬁo<éivergent'interprétation}réndvunlimited;
in scope, application and duration. ’In,the‘propitiouslclimaﬁe t&atfpreQQiISA.
today with the end of the cold wat,-there'canabeino*réasoh vhy éuchsassgrances’fb
cannot be extended tozthe;nonsnuclearrweapon-States;unconditionaliy’andfin.ai1s

legally binding manner. This is an idea whose time has now come.
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(Mr. Kamal, Pakistan)
Draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.17 was prepared along the same lines as
General Assembly resclution 46/32; which was adopted by an ove;whelming
majority in favour with only two abstentions.

The draft resclution reaffirms the urgent need for reaching an agresment
on 2ffective intermational arrangements to assure non-nuclcar-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. It appeals to all States
to work actively towards an early agreement on a common approach and, -in
particular, on a common formula that could be included in an internatisnal
instrument of a legally binding character to emnsure the security of
non-nuclear-weapon States.

We hope that it will enjoy the widest support of the Committee.

‘Mr. CHANDRA (India): I wish to iatroduce draft resolutiqn
A/C.1747/L.33, entitled "Convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons”.

The draft resolution is presented on behalf of the spomsors, bearing in
mind thekdemand of a vast majority of the interrational community that; in the
improved international climate, all efforts should be exerted towards the goal
of a nuclear-weapon-free world and complete nuclear disarmament. As a stef‘
towards the attainment of this goal, it calls upon the Conference on:
Disarmament to commence negotiations to conclude an international coavention
prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapoans under:any
circumstances.

-The considerations behind the draft resolution were spelled-out by my
delegaﬁion when introducing it earlier at the current session. A legal
agreement prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons would he1p~brihg about a
qualitative chanée in security doctrines and policies based on nuclear weapons

and lead to the complete eliminatioa of nuclear weapons.
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Such a draft resolution enjoyed wide support at previdts sessions ‘6Ethe’ .
General Assembly, and it is our hope that it will cohtidie to at€radtwidd™

support, So as to express the Sentiment that the complete elimifiatdénTee™

-auclear weapens remains a priority goal of the internatic£31 c6ﬁﬁ¢§ft§’

' The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on thoSevrepreéeﬁEStivg§*¥§Sﬁfﬁg?ﬁb
explain their votes before the votina. | fﬁﬁi' “%ﬁiﬁ 
Mr,‘ERRER (France) (interpretation from French) T shoulﬁ lfke tb

explain the position of”the~French'delegatiOn;an~&taft“résolut:6n3?”?"’

A/C.47/L.37, L.32 and L.17. - S f’?,;\f',‘ ~é .

My delegation will abstain in the vote ‘on draft resolutidn Aft*llé?lbf??

entitled "Comprehenszve nuclear-test-ban treaty", for the follow:ng reasons. f:'kg

Because France is a° nuclear-weapon State, which opted fcr a strétef'

deterrence based on the possessxon of 1ndependent nuclear fcrces maintained at
a strict level of suff;clency, it has" always been - gu:ded by two 1mperat1ves-

on the one hand, the need to contrabute to the struggle aga;nst the spreaﬁ ef

~nucleéar weapons and to support ‘the efforts of the 1nternatzona1 cdmmunzty
towards dxsarmament:rand.’on-the ether; the ohlxgatzon'to<ensure‘1ts‘3ébﬁf1ty,:”

" and thus the continuity of its policy of déterrénce;fWith:ﬁhé?cdhstraﬁﬁééﬂfhét

this implies, including as regards testing., =~ e UmED
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(Mr. Errera, France)

It is this twofold imperative that led the French Government to take,
this year, the following initiatives regarding the issue of nuclear testing.
On 8 April France announced its decision to suspend its nuclear testing until
the end of 1992. At the same time, we indicated that France would participate
in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban of the Conference on
Disarmament. On 23 September, in the General Assembly, the French Minister of
State for Foreign Affairs expressed the hope that we would act

"so as progressively to reduce the number and power such experiments.”
(A/47/PV.8, p. 31)".

Finally, on 3 November, our Foreign Mianister proposed that the representatives
of the five nuclear-weapon States at the Geneva Conference on Disarmament
initiate a process of common reflection on the issue of nuclear testing.

Those various initiatives illustrate a twofold will on our part. The
first is a will of restraint, which France has always demonstrated in carrying
out its deterrence policy and which, even recently, it.manifested by reducing
some of its nuclear-weapon programmes. We note with satisfaction that our
initiatives regarding nuclear testing have fostered a dynamic process. This
finds its expression today in unilateral measures of restraint adopted by most
nuclear-weapon States, which thereby show their willingness to take into
account the changing international situation. Secondly, there is our will to
engage in dialogue with the non-nuclear-weapen States as well as with the
nuclear Powers. Indeed if this issue is to be dealt with, an effort by the
whole international community is required. It is alse a fact that the five
nuclear—weépon States have a particular role to play in this area.

That is why, in our view, the time has come to initiate a process of

common reflection on the issue of nuclear testing by the representatives of
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‘;(Mrg Egrgra, F;gggg)
the five nuclear-weapon States at the Geeeva,Conference on;Disermamenﬁg They
are in the best position to do that. This will;not;be;negptiationfvitewill be:
a process of consultation that takes into account the situa:ieﬁ::eeglgiqg_fgamﬁ:
recent unilateral initietivee, ‘

These‘consulta;ions will beﬁga:;iedvggg wi;héuﬁ-prejudiée to th?;ﬁ9?¥,§ff;
the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban of the Cbnference en;Diear@ament,»i}
France expresses the hepe thet this_we:k, to ghicp‘weVettach‘gfea;;ihéortagee,
will be reeqmedvat thevbeginnigg.ofinegt yea;‘enaﬂ#illibeggfie‘fqurthe“~’;yq 
convergence of the unilate;al ini;ietives ofvseve;elenue;ee?';e;ere.@ ipdeed,;;>
we believe'that‘the.diélogue'bgtwgquthe_qugléar‘quers_aHQ3thevdiaing? with4f,{;'7
the non—nuelear—weepqp States are not_mutually 9?¢1951V3Ab@txsb§#id.?eipf9§¢¢%¥:-”V
each other. It is in this spirit_that F;aéee'hes_ggg fp;yg;ﬁ?;ts ggeéeseg;ei; i

Those are the comsiderations that led my deiegetion,tp;ghangekite.vdte}7'e

this year on this draft resolution. Our attitude will continue to be inspired -

by a sense of responsibili;y towards the intergational-eo@mqpit&,epateieu}eg;ye;
bearing in mind ehe,impoxtantleBS.deadline regardipg theeezteyeiqn.pﬁﬁEhe ; ;:
Treaty on the Non—Proliferation of Nuclear Wéapans;,hy eAsense»pf»(#--
respon51b111ty for our owan national securzty. thch prevents us fromylgnormng
existing 1nstab111t1es and nuclear capabllltles 1n Europe- and by 2 sense of
responsibility in the eearcn for acceptable solqt;anethat ;;@ultageons;ngrfjg;_ee
exclude the temptation to immebility‘and takejaecgunt’of eheieomplexitgjofeeheﬁ
issue of nuclear testing;r v4 - | . ; ‘ ‘ ‘  ”ﬁ.1:‘ >"’f,“.;; l’il ",

I should l;ke now to explaxn my delegateon sbpoemtxoh on draft reseiutxonbj
A/C, 1/47/L 12; "Prohibition of the productxon of fxssmonable materxal foe
weapons purposes". | | _ E ' *n k"'! 1; ".L' _,fl;

This year France‘decided, fof eeVerel reesoes,'to eﬁeteinrie"fhefvbtefbn'

the- text submitted to the First Committee.,
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{Mr., Errera. France)

First, by changing its vote, France wished to underscore that it shares
the interrational community's concern about the future of the fissionable
material released by the implementation of the disarmament agreemeats
concluded by the two main nuclear-weapon Powers, as well as about the-risks of
the dissemination of such material that the break-up of the Soviet Union could
entail.

The change in our position should also be interpreted in the light of the
recent initiatives taken by France in the areas of nuclear disarmament and
non-proliferation, in the framework of its arms-control and disarmament plan
of 3 June 1991: the accession to the non-proliferation Treaty; the adoption of
full-scope safequards as a condition for peaceful nuclear exports; the
ratification of Additiomal Protocol No. 1 to the Treaty of Tlatelolco; the
discontinuance or slowing down of some nuclear-wespon programmes; and the
suspension of nuclear testing for 1992 and the proposal for common reflection
by the representatives of the five nuclear-weapon States at the Geneva
Conference on Disarmament on the issue of nuclear testing.

All these initiatives are inspired by France's same policy of restraint,
and they demonstrate in a concrete way an attitudé of openness and a readiness
for international dialogue on all measures likely to contribute effectively to
disarmament and non-proliferation.

Consequently, France would not object to the initiation of discussions at
the Conference on Disarmament on the issue of the prohibition of the
production of fissionable material for weapons purposes. However, owing to
the current state of international security, the adoption of concrete measures

of a global character does not seems feasible at this stage.
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(Mr. Errera, Frangg)

Furthérmore, France notes thzt at the regiormal level the prohibition of
the prodﬁction and importing of fissionahle material for the manufacture of
nuclear explosive devicer kas been p;gposed'as;anpqssible;measure of
non—proliﬁera;ion, particularly in the Middle East. By ghanging.its.ypte,
France wishes to encourage 6iscussiog af;suqhkmeasuggs,by the parties
concerned and demonstrates jts recognitiom of ghe contzibution.that tho;e','
parties could make.to.regiona;_disarmamento. .

Lastly, I should like to gxplain my deleggtiqnf§iposit;on Qn.drait
resolution A/C.1/47/L.17, “Conclusion of effective internatigpal1a:rangemegts;
to assuras non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or -threat of usegoﬁ;.,b
nuclear weapons®.

Last year, at the fo:tg-sixth,session of the General Assembly, my .
delegatioa explained why it had changed f;om,abstention to an affirmative
positive vote on Pakistaa's draft resoluticn rega;ﬂing»negative‘security »
assurances. On the one hand, the texzt of the draft re;olutiqguhad been .
improved following our proposed amendment; on the other hand, France wanted
its gffirmative vote to be interpreted both as encouragement ;c,prdgress in,r
the ongoing negotia;ions at the anference,bn_Di;a;mament on negative security .
assurances and as confirmation of its commitment to tke nom-proliferation of .

nuclear weapons.
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(Mr. Errera, France)

This year, for the same reasons, France reiterates its support for the
draft resolution introduced by Pakistan. In addition, since last year France
and China have acceded to the nom-proliferation Treaty (NPT). As many
delegations stressed in the general debate, the fact that the five
auclear-weapon States are parties to the NPT creates a new situation which
could foster progress on, inter alia, the issue of security assurances for
non-nuclear-weapon States. Moreover, the fact that this question no loanger
arises in the same terms as during the cold war would justify its reappraisal
in the light of the new international situation.

Like the other nuclear-weapon States, France has already undertaken
solemn commitments regarding the non-use or non—threaﬁ of use of its nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. But it also attaches importance to
a multilateral solution of this problem which would be both equitable and
effective. That is why it contributed to the work of’the Cenference on
Disarmament by supporting an approach based on the following elements.

First, until nuclear disarmament is universal, it is legitimate for thé
States which have renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons to obtain from
nuclear—weapén States assurances against the use or- threat of use of such
weapons against them.

Secondly, with regard to the form of such an assurance, it is also
legitimate that the States which renounce the possession of nuclear weapons by
implementing a legally binding and verifiable instrument should expect, in
return, legally binding assurances from nuclear-weapon States, It is this
concept of mutual legal commitments by nuclear_and non-nuclear States that is .

already a: the basis of regional denuclearizatiorn agreements such as the

Treaty of Tlatelolco.
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(.L__E_Menm)

Thxrdly, a 1ega11y binding commitment to non-acquxs1t;on ‘of nuclear

SE oo

weapons can take several forms. The main one is the ncn;prolzferatlon Treaty.
which provxdes for the 1mplementatxon of full-scope Internat:onal Atomrcxﬁﬂu
Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards. It could also be a reg;onal denuclearlzatzon
agreement, such as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, provxdxng for e;ther a reglon;lu;
verlflcat1on reg;me orvIAEA safeguards. It could also be a safeguards B
agreement concluded dxrectly with IAEA, prov1d1ng for acceptance of
non-nuclear-weapon status and the applzcatlon of full—scope safeguards.
As international experience has shown, it is not enough for a State'to be

a party to a treaty, 1t must also scrupulously ab1de by 1ts comm1tments under

RS

the treaty - hence the 1mportance of adequate ver;f;catxon reglmes and of
strengthenxng then as necessary. In any event, in regard to the beneflt of‘
legally bxndxng negatzve securxty assurances, 1t would not be normal co put on
an equal . footlng the overwhelmxng majorxty of States whxch accept and comply
with. non-prollferatxon commitments and the States that refuse to comply thh
them or violate them. | .

When it acceded to nhe‘ﬁPT,‘France indicated that'itvincended toxi
participaée;acciyely in che éreparations.for the71995 éonference;lunlcn‘will
be crucial for the future of the nonaproleeratlon regxme, -we cons;der that.
progress on the issue of negatlve securzty assurances in the dxrectxon I have'
1nd1cated would be an 1mportant element for the success of that Conference._ii
That is why France w111 spare no effort. in partzcular at the Conference on.?‘

D1sarmament, co contrlbute to such progress." ’
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Sir Michael WESTON (United Kingdom): The United Kingdom has decided
to abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.17, on the conclusion of effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons, as it did in the past on the relevant
draft resolution. We do this because the text doesvnot refer clearly to the
necessary relationship between a security assurance given by a nuclear-weapon
State and the necessity for a binding commitment fromkrecipient States on
nuclear non—prcliferation} preferably through adherence to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), |

This relationship is spelt out in our unilatera; dgclaration on security
assurances, which is referred go in the draft resolution, ThevUnited Kingdom
has, héwever, repeatedly stressed its willingness to éontin@e to consider ways
and means to achieve effective international arrangements. We shall coniinue
to negotiate in good faith om this issue at éhe Coﬁférence on Disarmament.

Th HAIRMAQ:.'The Committee will vote first on draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.12. A recorded Qote has been requésted. |

I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): Draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.12, "Pr hibition of tﬁe prodqction of fissionéble materialifor
weapons pufposés", was introduced by the reé&esentative of.Canada at the
24th meeting, on 3 November 1992, and it is spoﬁéo:ed by the‘folloving
countries: Australia, Agst¥ia, Bahgmas, Banéladesh, Belafus,FCamérQOg,
Canada, Demmark, Finland, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, thg Ne;ﬁerlands,

New Zealand, Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Roménia; tﬁevRussiaanederation,

Samoa, Sweden and Uruguay.

A recorded vote was taken,
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In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Atgentiné; hrméhié}ﬁ
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas,.Bahrain, . : .in & g%

Bangladesh, Belarus, Bslgium, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burundi, Camexoon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Chile., Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cote
d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratiec People's .
Republic of Korea, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Germany, Ghana, Greecea,. -
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras.
Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran {Islamic Republic 0f)e 1:sw
Iraq, Irelzud, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republie. o
Lekanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamzhiriya, :
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxemhourg, Madagasecarx, Malaysias: on
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated Statesnofj,,mv_;agggﬂ'
Mongolia, Morocco, Myammar, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,:({men,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldeva,»
Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia., Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Sweden,,Syrzan Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia,
Tarkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United

' Republ;c of Tanzanxa, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, -
Yemen, Zazte, Zambia . ,

i

Againsts 'kNone

Abstaining: France, Ind:a, Unxted K;ngdom of Great Br:taln and Northern
Ireland, - Un:ted States of Amer;ca S

4_abstentions.*

L] Subsequently, the delegataons cf Latv;a and Peru adv1sed the
Secretarxat that they had 1ntended to vate in. favour.a
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I

call on the Secretary of the Committee,

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): Draft resolution

A/C.1/47/L.17, "Conclusion of effective international arrangements to assure

non-nuclear-weapon States agaznst the use or threat of use of nuclear

weapons", was introduced by the representative of Pakistan at the 33rd meeting

of the First Committee, on 13 November 1992, and is sponsored by the following

countries: Bangladesh, Colombia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Madagascar,

Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Viet Nam.

The CHATRMAN: A recorded vote has been‘requested;

mmm.

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Armenia,
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cameroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa
Rica, Céte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic People's Repubiic of Korea, Denmark, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gabon, Germany,  Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland,

. India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iragq, Ireland,

Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya,
Ruwait, Lao People's Democratic Republiec, Latvia, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Madagascar, ‘Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,
Micronesia (Federated States.of), Mongolia, Morocco,
Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania,
Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia. Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

- Sweden, Syrian Arab Republ;c, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia,
- Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, Unxted

Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, 'Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

- Yemen, Zaire, Zambia
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Againste None ' L LETﬁi,»g

v

Abstaining: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Nbrthern Ireland, United
' States of America

Draft resolution A/C. 1/47/LL17WWM
abstentiong,

Crapded

, CLoa 4
The CHAIRMAN: We now proceed to draft‘rgsciqtioﬁ1A{C.1!471L¢33.“”I<

call on the Secretary of the Committee,

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): Draft resolution”

A/C.1/47/L.33, "Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclsar ﬂg;péns",}
was introduced by the representative of India at the 28th m§§tingkgfjtﬁibrﬁfst:
Committee, on 10 November 1992, and is sponsored by the following countries:
Algeria, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Bo;ivia; Cqsta Rica, thg ﬁemocratichPeqplé's““d
Republic of Korea, Eéuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia,
the Lao People’'s Democratic Republic, ﬁadagasaar, Malaysia, aﬁd,Viet,Nagf‘

Th ‘HAIRMAN:  A rgéé;ded vote has been requested.

Ar r W ken.

In favour: ,-Afghanxstan, Algerza, Azerba1]an, Bahamas, Bahrain, o .

‘ - Bangladesh, Belarus,:Benin, Bhutan, Botswaha, Brazil, Brune1
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Chile, Ch;na. Colombza.‘ S
Congo, Costa Rica, Cdte d'Ivoire, Cuba; Cyprus. Demccratic’
People's Republic of Korea, Djibouti; Ecuador; Egypt,"’ﬁ”“"“
Ethiopia, -‘Fiji, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guipea,’ '
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indones;a,“,,_.
Iran {Islamic Republic of), Irag, Jamaica, Jordam,
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Repuhlnc,pf
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberid, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, s
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Maurltxus,

" ‘Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of), Mongolia, Morocco,
Myar ar, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, N;ger, Nigeria, Oman,

- Paki. .an, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,

Qatar, Russian Federation, Rwanda, "‘Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, -Sudan, Suriname,. 8yrzah B

- Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, T
Vanuatu, Venezuela, V;et Nam. Yemen, Zaxre, Zambxa R
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Against: Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Italy,’
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Rorway, Poland,
Portugal, Spair, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America

Abstaining: Albania, Argentina, Armenia, Austria, Estoniez, Finland,
Greece, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Marshall Islands, Republic of KRorea, Republ;c of
Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, Sweden .

Draft resolution A/C,1/47/L.33 was adopted by 97 votes to 21, with 19
abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: We now proceed to drgft resclution A/C;1/47/L.35.>
I call on the Secretary of the Committee. . | |

M;;_ggg_hgl (Secretary of the Comm:ttee) 'Draft'resoluﬁio#
A/C.1/47/L.36, “Bilateral nuclear;arms negotiations and nuciear disarméméﬁt",
was introduced by the fepresentative of Indcﬁesia‘at the 27th meeting of thék
First Committee, on 9 November 1992, and is sgonsbred byvthe following ‘
countries: Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Ausﬁria,-Belarus, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Canada, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Deamark, Finiand;.France,
Germany,kGreece, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia on behalf of the Stages Mempers
of theHUnited‘Ratiois that are membersAofléﬁ; Movemeg; of Néh-Aligned:>
Countries,_Ireland;wltaly; Japép, Kaéakhstan, Luxemboﬁ:é, ﬁhe Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Poland._PQr;uéai, the:Republiévof thea;pRpmagia,';hg_gussian
Federation, Samoé;fséain,,sgééen, Iuriey,:th; pnitéd‘xi#gdom,ofispeathritain
and Northern I:eiand and tﬁe Unitéd‘States of Améiica; |

__g_ggg;____ The sponsors of draft resolutzon A/C 1/47/L 36 have
expressed the”yisb»thaﬁ it be'gdcpted by tpe_Commitgee withog;,;.ygge.f'lf‘I
hear no obiectioh, I S§$ii»£ékeiit that fhe;ébmmitteepﬁishéé to act
accorq;nglj, | |

£t regoluti /C.1/47/L.36 w; d.
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The CHAIRMAN: We shall now take a decision on draftrvesolution® *
A/C.1/47/L.37 as orally amended. R 'nﬁ“éﬁ?wﬁ;
I call on the Secrstary of the Committee.

E_&_EEE_AQL (Secretary of the Comm;ttee): Draftvresolution

(R

A/C. 1/471L 37. "Comprehensmve nuclear-fest-han treaty". 36 orally amended th:s
morning by the representatxve of Mexico. was ;ntroduced byfthe representative

of Mexzco at the 24th meetang of the. F;rst Commattee. on.B Nbvember 1992. and
a BRI N :
is sponsored by the follow;ng countrres- Afghanxstan. Alhan;a. Antana and
Lt *\) N N m
Barbuda, Australaa. Anstr;a. Azerhax;an, Bahamas. Bangladeshq Barbados.'w

JUNSRIIN I ¥ SR

Belarus. Belgzum, Bolxv;a. Botswana. Brazzl. Brune1 ﬁarussalam, Bulgarza.

el N L

L¥

Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Ch;le, Colombxa. Costa Rlca. Croatla. Cuba.;{gv
Cyprus. Czechoslovak;a. Denmark, the Domxnrcan Republ;c, Ecuador. Egypt. Fl:;. |
Finland, Germany, Greece. Guatemala. Guxnea,vGuyana. Baxt;. Honduras, Hungary,
Iceland, Indonesxa. the Islam:c Republ;c of Iran. Ireland..Italy. Jamaaca.
Japan, Kazakhstan, Latvxa. Lesotho. L;echtenstexn.‘Lzherxa. thhuanla. |
Luxembourqg, Madagascar. Malays:a. Malta. -the Marshall Islands. Maurreaue.
Mexico, Mongol:a. Mya& ﬂr,'Nepal. the Netherlands. New Zealand. N:caragua,bbm
SRS

Nigeria, Norway. Panama. Papua New Guznea. Paraguay. Peru. the Ph;lxppxnes.,

Poland, Portugal. the Republ:c of Korea. the Russ;an Federatzon. Sa:nt Vincent

and the Grenadlnes. Samoa, 81ngapore. Slovenla. the Solomon Islands. Spazn, o
Sri Lanka. Surxname, Sweden. Tha;land, Togo. Turkey, Uganda, Ukra;ne,
the United Republxc of Tanzanxa. Uruguay. Vanuatu. Venezuela. V;et Nam. Zaxre,,

Zambia and Zimbabwe.

The CHAIRMAN: A recorded vote has been reguested.

;e
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In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Armenia,
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Balirain,
Bangladesh, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Bbutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cameroon,

- Canada, Cape Verde, Chile, Colombia, Congd, Costa Rica, CGte
d*Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic People's
Republic of Korea, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt.
Estonia, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Germany, Ghana,
Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti,
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iram (Islamic
Republic of), Irag, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan; Jordan,
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic,
Latvia, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia; Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia,

- Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshail Islands, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of),
Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands; New

- Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Qatar, Republic cf Korea, Republic of Meldova,

“Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore,. Slovenia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Sweden, Syriam Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia,

- Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay. Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
‘Yemen, Zaire, Zambia : :

Against: - ~United~States of America

Abstainings China, France, Israel, ‘United Kxngdom of Great Brzta1n and
: ' Nbrthern Ireland

.Drgfg”ggégin; ion A/g,1/47/L,37; gskggallg‘gggn§g§‘ w§§ éggp;gg‘ég 155

Mw

ThgﬂgHAIRMAN The Commxttee wull noﬁ take actxon on the last draft
resolut:on scheduled for thxs morn:ng s meet:ng, draft |
resolutzon a/C. 1/47/L 41.

- I call on th@ Secretary of the Committee.

'-'Mg, KHERADI (Secféiaf& of fhe’Committee)! Draft.resoluti;n

-A/C 1/47/L.41, "Huclear-arms freeze”, was intrnduced by the representatxve of

Mexico at. the 28th meeting of the First Committee on 10 November 1992. It is
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sponsored by the following countries: Bolivia, India, Indonesia, Mexico,
Myanmar and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,

The CHAIRMAN: A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Belarus, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Chile, Colombia,
Congo, Costa Rica, Cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic
People's Republic of Korea, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji,
Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Haiti, Honduras, Imndia, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Irag, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar,
Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Zambia

Against: Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Germany,
Hungary, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland,
Republic of Moldova, Romania, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
America

Abstaining: Albania, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, China,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Japan,
Kazakhstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Marshall
Islands, Micronesia (Federated States of), New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation,
Samoa, Slovenia, Sweden, Zaire

ed by 92 votes to 18, with 28

The CHAIRMAN: We have concluded voting on the draft resolutions
presented for adoption this morming. I shall now call on those delegations

wishing to explain their position on those draft resolutions.
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Mrs. LAOSE-AJAYI (Nigeria): My delegation wishes to explain its
vote on A/C.1/47/L.17, "Conclusion of effective intermational arrangements to
assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons".

We voted for the draft resolution this year, as we did for similar draft
resolutions‘in the past, because Nigeria is a non—nuclegr—weapon State that
should benefit from the prbvision of such security arrangéments. We would,
however, like to p&int out that the present international situation is
auspicious for the conclusion Qf an effective internationél arrangement in
this regard. My delegation therefore calls upoﬁ.all States to accede to the
non-proliferation Treaty to emsure their unequivocal status as
non-nuclear-weapon States and to enable them to be in a position to benefit
from such an assurance.v | |

Mr, DEYANQV (Bulgaria): I wish to éxplain Bulgaria's votes on draft
resolutions A/C.1)47/L.17; L.33 and L.41.

As in pre&ious years, my delegation voted this year for the draft
resolution - A/C.1/47/L.17 - dealing with so-called negative-security
assurances. Our voté reflects our continﬁing suéport for the general concept
of legaily binding assurances by-nuclear—weapo#‘States not to ﬁse or threaten
to use nucieér weépo#s against non-nuclear-weapon States.

However, we continue to have very serious doubts whether the submission
of the same, virtually unaltered draft resolution on this issue at a‘time of
radical changes in the irternational security eavironment can serve any
practical purpose in terms of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon
States or emnhancing the non-proliferation regime. Thé General Assembly has

been adopting virtually the same resolution for 15 years already, with no
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'«(ﬁr. ﬁggangg, Bglgagig)
visible effect o- che negotiations in the Conference‘on Disarmament,“hs one‘
of the countr;es wh:ch voted in. favour of. the draft‘resolutxen, we f:rmlx, |
belleve 1t is h;gh time to change 1t by orienting 1t towards optrons that seem p

more likely to achieve progress 1n the new world sxtuatlon.

In view of the posxtxons held, and adopt;ng a purely pragmearc;approach,
we feel that there are now real prospects of posxtxve progress on negatxve i
secur;ty assurances, maxnly in the context of preparatxons for the -
non-prolzferat;on Treaty (NPT) extensxon conference 1n 1995. ‘It is a great »k
pity. therefore, that draft resolut;on A/C,1/47/L.17 d1d not seek to place, asA
a first step, the search for an agreement on & common. approach, and in v
particuiar on a comron formula. in the context of the extremely wide c;rcle of
non-nuclear-weapon-States Partxes to the KT or other egually bzndlng
arrangements ensuring a non-nuclear-weapon status;,f

All nuclear-weapon States have. now joined the,NéT,uwhlch-is_asverp -
important factor for building the prereguisites of progress,, Initial
differences of percept;on, due to the confrontat;on ‘between blocs of cold war
times, are also bezng overcome, and thzs process w111 probably contrnue in the :
context of the NPT. Bulgarra therefore strongly favours a change’xn the‘“
approach of draft resolution A/C,.1/47/L. 17, whzch seems- to be the preferred
course of action by many other States belongxng to varxous regxonal groups, asb
seen in today s explanatrons of vote ‘by the deleqatxons of France. N1ger1a,
the United Kingdom, New Zealand and Bulgarxa. Those fam111ar w;th the hlstory
of the negat;ve securrty assurances negot;at:ons are aware: that ell those -

countrxes have made a very pos:txve 1nput ‘to preparat1 ws for progress on thi&\“‘

important 1ssue.-
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{Mr, Deyanov, Bulgaria)
Turning now to the other two draft resolutions, I wish tc riate that
Buiga}ia was unable to support draft resolutioms A/C.1/47/L.33, "Ca.uveation on
the Prohivition of tﬁe Use of Nuclear Weapons" and A/C.1/47/L.41.
"Nuclear-arms freeze", on the grounds that they lack th« Jdegrec of pragmatism

needed in the new security environment.¥*

* Mr. Patokallio (Finland), Vice-Chairman, took the Chair.
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(Mr. Deysnov, Bulgaria)

Bulgaria supports the gemeral thrust and objectivesvof the two draft
resolutions. The means of pursuing thede objectives, however, seem mére
applicable to the old cold war times; the situation’is'h0w~tota11y qhanged;’
The concept of a freeze at a’ time of agreement on a more than 70 per cent
‘reduction in the nuclear stockpiles of the major nuciear Pow§rs is simply
outdated.

On scme of the elements of the definition of 5 freeze used in draft
resolution A/C.1/47/L.41, we see grect merit in following a separate course of
action, which is being done in other draft resolutions, some of which my
country sponsors. Other elements of the freeze seém either to be in the -
making or no longer to be topical.

On draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.33, my delegation'decidea~to change the
vote it cast last year, because it sees in it no interest in taking into
account the serious reservations that a number of delegaticas expressed on a
similar draft resolution at the forty-sixth session.

We wish to reaffirm our consistent support for and COmmitment’to?the’ L
principle of non-use of nuciear weapons. This principle will be fully
implemented in the context of a process leading to the complete elimination of
these weapons and to making the non-proliferation regime truly universal. At™'
the same time, we realize that the calls for negotiations on a convention to
prohibit the use of nuclear weapons contained in draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.33 and its previous versions have not led to any progress, and
there seems to be little chance that they will in the foreseeable future -
anyway, not in the radical .nanmer suggested by draft resolution.

a/C.1/47/L.33. ' T R T S
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(Mr, Deyanov, Bulgaria)

It was for those pragmatic reasons that Bulgaria voted against draft
resolutions A/C.1/47/L.33 and A/C.1/47/L.41.

Mr, RIQHARﬁs (New Zealand): I wish.to explain our votes on draft
resolutions A/C,1/47/L.41, ;Nuclear-arms freeze" and A/C.1/47/L.17, on
so-called negative security assurances.

On the_nuclear—arﬁs freeze, I should like to recall that the
representative of New Zealand commented on this. occasion last year that the
concept of a freeze might well have had some beneficial effects at a time when
the nuclear-arms race was in progress, but that as we were even by then
witnessing the reversal of ﬁhe arms race it was our view that a freeze was an
idea whose time had passed. Since then even more remarkable progress in
achieving a reduction in nuclear armaments has been made. While the draft
resolution's preambular paragraphs acknowledge this progress, the operative
paragraphs seem themselves to have become subject to a freeze. My delegation
regrets that a text haviné its origins so very much in another éga is still
being submitted to the Committee. That is why New. Zealand abstained on the
draft resolution. We very auch hope that next year the Committee will not
have to speﬁd time giving conside;ation to outmoded concepts such as that
proposed in draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.41.

I turn to draft resolutiom A/C.1/47/L.17. I am taking the draft
resolutions out of order because I have the honour to make this statement on .
behalf of Australia as well as New Zealand.

Australia and New Zealand voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.17 concerning the conclusion of effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use of threat of

use of nuclear weapoms, or, put more simply, negative security assurances. 1In
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(Mr. Richards, New Zealand)
our view, it cannot be contested that non-nuclear-weapon States” shotld”réceivé
effective assurances from nuclear-weapon States that nuclear weapons will-not.
be used or threatened to be used against them.  ° | N
The other side.nf this coin, however, is that reasonably to expéct o ¢

receive such assurances ron-nuclear-weapon States must make a c¢lear-and
unambiguous commitment to the non-nuclear cause by acceding to the e
non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) and other relevant rogional non-proliferation ™

¥you
'

accords, like the Treaties of Tlatelolco and Rarotonga. = Accordingly, our -
delégations would have preferred this aspect < the importance of binmdiag = "
non-proliferation commitments by non-nuclear-weapon States - to be reflected -
in the text of the draft resolution. We do not think that'thé issue of .
negative security assurances can be cénsidered‘in*isolétion from bioéﬂer
efforts to strengthen the international nuclear non-proliferation regime. We-
would therefore encourage the sponsors of this text to reflect:further om ﬁhis
aspect when preparingffutun; draft resolutions on this~8uhjec£.

As we approach thé 1095 extension conference for the mon-proliferation *
Treaty, we are optimistic that new opportumities will be'available' foi
resolving the negative security assurance debate to éye satisféctionrdf*allgf'
Parties to the NPT. ‘In the pféparatidns-fqr'th§'1995 conferepceg‘véwloﬂk S
forward to considering proposals in thiskarea’whiéh’build»on’thé'greatly’c”"“
improved international environ@en;¥§gq;p§€ﬂ%écreased cl;maﬁé*df canfiéén&é”f%'
that pervades international relationms bétwée#fnuCIear—ieapbn and o
non-nuclear-weapon States.

Mr. BRECKON (United States of Amériba:) : The United States wishes' to.
explain its vote on two draft’ resolutioms, = . o eioo ane |
I begin witk draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.12, ‘“prohibition of the

production of fissionable material for weapons purposes”. vThe\United‘States-
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(Mr._Breckon, United States)
traditionally abstained on votes on such draft resolutions in the past; last
year, howsver, it was compelled for the first time to vote against the draft
resolution since it‘;ttempted - in our view, prematurely - to initiate
activity on the issue in the Conference on Disarmament. The United States
Government, as part of President Bush's non-proliferation initiative,
announced earlier this year that it would not nrsduce plutonium or highly
enriched uranium for nuclear explosive purposes. United States policy on the
production of fissionable material for weapons purposes has thus fundamentally
changed. The United States continues, however, to oppose multilateral action
on this issue at this time. For this rcason, the United States abstained on
the draft resolution today.

The ﬁnited States delegation did not support draft resolution
A/C.1/47/L.37, "Comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty", because in our view it
is not consistent with United States policy in respect of nuclear testing
limitations. The United States has been required by receant legislation to
suspend all nuclear tests temporarily until well into next year. On 10 July
President Bush announced that future United States nuclear tests would be
conducted only to evaluate and to improve the safety of its much smaller .
nuclear deterrent, and to maintain the reliability of United States nuclear
forces. -In this regard, the United States will conduct only the minimum
numbar of tests necessary for these purposes.

However, during the period in which the testing is suspended the United .
States will reflect on its future requirements ian terms bothlbfgtheﬂmigimal“
p;ogramme~neéded to maintain safety and reliability and of the .relationship of
a minimal testing programme to the future of a modest ;uclear deterrent. -

While the need for nuclear testing has been dramatically reduced over. the last
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(Mc., Breckon. United States)
several years, in conjunction with fundamental changes in the international e
security environment and deep reductions in nuclear forcea,vit is our hgligff&
that a modest need remains, and in all candour is likely to continue into thng
future, as long as a modest stabilizing deterremt is reguiredr

The United States remains prepared to discuss all‘agpecssrpf nuclear o

testing issues in the Conference on Disarmament, to agree to the establishmgng
of an ad hoc committee om a nuclear test ban under an appropriatg mandata agd

to participate comstructively in the work of such_a‘ccmmittée.,
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Mr. SERGEEV (Ruisian Federation) (interpretation from Russian): We
wishvto éxplain‘aur vots on draft resolution A/C}1/47/L.33:entit1ed v
"Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear ﬁéapéis*. As with
similar Araft’gesolutﬁons in the past, the RusSian‘delegétion has supported ‘
draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.33 on the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use
of Nuclear Weapons, and we wish to remind the Committee that under the earlier
conditions of global nuclear confrontation, when there were no large-scale
measures to reduce or eliminate h;cléar weapons, iebfegaraedméhis'pr6§OSa1'as
one of the measures that could contribute to progfeés‘ininuciéaf'éiséfmaﬁent.

In recent years, however, ﬁhe situation has changed greatly. We are
witnessing fundamental changes in the géneral nature of international
relations which also touch directly on the sphere of nuclear disarmament. In
our view, at a time when a process of radical reductiﬁn and elimination of
nuclear weapons is evolviné, the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.33
should adopt an approach that is more realistic aﬁd takes account of the
changes that have occurred; otherwise at the nexﬁ session our delegation will
be compelled to revieﬁ its attitude towa?ds the dféft‘fesélhtion. J

.Mr, CHANDRA (Ihdia): My delegation'wishes to express ité.vie&s on
two dréft resolutions, namely, draft resolution A/C.i/47/L.12'entitled
"Prohibition of the production of fissionable material for'weafons pufposes"
and draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.37 entitled “Coméreheﬁsive nucleatQteé£¥ban
treaty".

My déiegation was coﬁétrainéd to abstain’on draft‘résolutibn
A/C.1/47/L.12, and I should iik; tbyset outstﬁe reasohs therefﬁr. The.Finél
Documeﬁt adoptéd by‘consensus in'1§78 at the first speéialbéessidn'ofvthé" N
General Assembly devoted’to disarmament cleariy sets ont in paragraphAlﬁ the

stages for the process of nuclear disarmament. We recognize'that the intent
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(Mr, Chandra. India)
behind the draft resolution is laudable. Howevgr,-the partial aﬁ@&wa¢§ it
represents is not in conformity with the Final Docﬂmen; of the firdt special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disafmamﬁut. which correctly sets”
the issue in jts totality.

We believe that there should be a simultaneous gtéppage,in the production
of nuclear weapons and all fissionable material for weapons purposes. Only
with such a total approach can we introducé_a universa;; gquitable and
non-discriminatory system of international safeguards on all our nuclear
facilities. In our view, the draft resclutios in éocument A/C.1/47/L.41 on
this subject is f§r,more in conformity with the goals set out in the Final
Document.

With regard to draft fesolution A/C.1/47/L.37, we wish to compliment the
sponsors cn having made every effort to generate support for the dréft - |

resolution. The cbjective of achieving a ban on all nuclear-weapon tests is a

long-standing priority for us. It was clearly reiterated in the pregmb;g~t6”fﬁﬂ

the 1963 partial .test-ban Treaty. Our vote in favour of therdraft_ggsolutibn-,'
is, however, without prejudice to our well;known positiog on the S;ope of &
comprehensive test-ban treaty to be negotiaf:egi{ in the Conference 6a
Disarmament, as visualized in the preamble to the paftial test-ban Treaty.

. India had the honour t chair the 1991 Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test
Ban in the Conference on.Disarmament and to act as Special Coordinator for: ;5
this item in 1992. Despite every effort on our part and the"eoéperation of
many delegaticns, the 1ac¥ of an adeqﬁate negotiating‘mandatg*was a handicap;

We hope that when the Ad Hoc Committee is :g-eétablished in 1993, as-called -
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(Mr. Chandra, India)

for in the draft resolutiom, it will have an adequate negotiating mandate.
Meanwhile my delegation invites all nuclear-weapon States to replicate
unreservedly the unilateral moratoriums on nuclear-weapon tests announced by
some nuclear-weapon States in order to create a propitious atmosphere for -
those negotiations.

Mr. BU Xiaodi (China){interpretation from Chinese): I should like
;o explain my delegation's vote on .draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.33.  The
Chinese Government has all along stood for the complete prohibition: and
tﬁorough destruction of nuclear weapons and has, -since the first day of its
possession of nuclear weapons, undertaken not to be th. first to use nuclear
weapons at any time or under any circumstances and committed itself to not
using, nor threatening tc use, nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon
States §r nuclear-weapon-free zones. We hope that all nuclear-weapon States
can make the same commitment unconditionally and reach a corresponding
international agreement as soon as possible, thereby providing a forceful
impeéus to the process of nuclear disarmament. We hope thét China's
constructive initiative will receive a positive response.

On.the basis of thg above-ﬁéntioned position of principle; théVChinese
deIEQation‘is.in favour of the main thrust of draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.33
on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and at the same time wishes
to point out that certain elements of éhe draft resolution and}the draft
con§ention annexed to it~nged‘to be improved. .

Mr. O'SULLIVAN (Australia):: I wish to explain Australia's votes on’
draft resolutions A/C.1/47/L.33 and A/C.1/47/L.41.

Australia was unable to support draft resolution A/c.1/477L.33 on the

prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, which has just been adopted by the
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Committee. Australia:-'feels.:thaﬁ' ihe dtatf_t-ggsgl\;tiqq,pglﬁgm:tn m@t@aﬁé&
concept which is a hangover from, the days ofr'mthns.-*cﬂld;ggg-.g «a:—;;e 1@3&&@5@}‘%@
convention banning the use of nuclear weapons -contihqgs.m;o:,:ggsggigiﬁﬁiq&iﬁié&ﬁ'~ .
and would not, we believe, provide & solution to: :t:he?.‘smhlemafi;bagsh‘q’rbm&@‘\:-.é&ia%
address. It is for the reason tﬁat,Aust;:aii,a »h:a‘s.,; once ngaimavoh'qglﬁaga&nsig dche 3
draft resolutiom, . . o f sl w 55 ~1*“H-m
We note, however, that the en¢~.o£ the .cold war. hashmughtabeut vghgngeaf. “‘"
in at;titude towards the possible use of nuclear weapons and ithah:'{anbamh;bﬁe‘ﬂr}iir
' progress,,in'nuciear »di'satmam‘ent;hasv been ach-ieved"ov&sﬁhéﬁﬁvp‘a;t'- yeaw:n‘fv‘s{’k ,

i

particular. Australia continues to give its full j‘s‘uppor'\:"toérf-al;l'»; such effortsi
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(Mr. O'Suliivan, Australia)
Concerning draft’tesolutioniAIC}1/47IL;41;'”Nﬁcleaf-arms<freezé";
Australia -has once again abstained. We have dore so essentially because we do
not belieQe that it takes  full account cf the import;ntgpr@greSS in nuclear .
disarmament that has taken place, including,-in~p§£tieu1ar,1the progress qver'
the last twelve months. " In view of this progress, we see the concept of a
nuclear-arms freeze as being scmewhat AnachroniStic; ﬂﬁowever. Ausiralia .
strongly supports all measures to halt and reverse théxnuclear-aéms race,
including measures towards the achievement. of nucléaryarms»reductibns; a. -
comprehensive test ban and a cessation of the production of fissionable
‘material for weapons purposes. |
Mr. BATIOUK (Ukraine): My delegation wishes to explain its vote on
draft resolution A/C.1/47/L.36, "Bilateral~nuclear=arm5'negotiations'and

nuclear disarmament®.

Ukraine joined in the consensus on this draft resolution in order to

express its support for the progress that has recently been noted in this

field. At the same time, my delegation wou1d~1ike=t0vp6int out th;E~the title
of the draft resolgtion and, more imporﬁant, its substaﬁqe, do not fully
reflect the essence of the ongoing nucléar-weapons reduction process, nor does
it pay due tribute to the contributior of some newly independent States to
that process. -

Our second observation ccncerné the range of States that should be-
involved in the process. We feel strongiy that other nuclear S:ates which
untii recentlylpreférted to take the position of passive onlookers in the
process of reduction.of,nuc;eér weapons must have their share and their say in
 unilateral, bilateral and multilateral effbrts. waaéays we cannot see any
valid excuse. for any of the knbwn nuclear-weapon States to abstain from the

process‘of negotiated steps leading to the reduction of existing nuclear forces.
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For th;s reason we ask the sponsors of the draft resolutxon'to'fand

approprxate language to ensute the ect:ve oart;c;pataon of ell nucleat‘ﬁeapon~

~Mr. VASILYEV ’Belarus) (1nterpretatxon from Russxan)a‘ The
delegat:on of Belarus wxshes to explain 1ts vote on draft resolut;on 7
A/C.1/47/L.41, “Nuclear-atms freeze"

we supported the" ﬁraft resolut;on as a matter of przne;ple. Along<w1th
the pcsltxve aspects of the draft resolutxon. there are also provxs:ons wh;eh,?
underm1ne certazn other draft resolut;ons that ate now under consxderatxon 1n

the Commlttee.vf

the progress made in the area o£ nucleat d1sermament in recent t;mes.;{Some of

~he provxs;ons are not ent;rely real;stac. We wouid urge the sponvors of thef;

draft- resolut;on to teke account of these clrcumstances in future end therehyl;;i'

substantxally change the draft resolut;on. Otherw1se. my delegatzon wxl;‘

it

oblzged to revxew ;ts posztzon on - th:s text.»

e e ¢ memen - . . S - e

Zaire dig not tth txme vote in’ favout of dtaft resolutaon A/c 1 47/L,41,;

"Nuclear-arms freeze“.- My delegat:on feels that substant1a1 progress has heen

made in thzs area and that the draft resolut;oa aoes not adequaﬁf

those: efforts,v For thxs reason. my delegat;sn ahsta1ned ;n the votlng.
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