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Chairman Mr. Sychou . . .. ... (Belarus)
The meeting was called to order at 10.15 a.m. | should like to put that question to delegations and

ask them for their views on that matter. Frankly, if no one
The Chairman: Before turning to the item on our approaches us to request a meeting of States signatories, we
agenda, | call on the representative of Canada, who hagl have no further meetings and merely go forward with
asked to make a statement. the schedule next week.

Mr. Moher (Canada): | should like to thank the Lastly, one of the documents that we wanted to submit
Chairman for giving me a few minutes to comment on # all States signatories yesterday concerns the outcome of
matter related to the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-B#ime work done on the provisional budget. The Secretariat
Treaty (CTBT). has undertaken to distribute copies of that document to all

delegations, and | urge them to obtain one, so that their

The States signatories that were present at yesterdagighorities in their respective capitals will have an
meeting will recall that the meeting adjourned with ouopportunity to examine the document before next week.
undertaking to seek a negotiated solution to a particular
matter. | am pleased to report to those States that yesterdayenda items 60, 61 and 63-8{continued)
afternoon an open-ended drafting group was able to meet
and find a solution. | hope, therefore, that the problem iction on draft resolutions submitted on all
behind us. disarmament and international security agenda items

The coordinator also undertook the task of seeing if The Chairman: This morning, the Committee will
time could be found this week for another meeting of Stat@soceed to take action on the draft resolutions contained in
signatories, with interpretation. | have been informed thatusters 3, 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 — namely, draft resolutions
there is no time available for such a meeting during Firgt/C.1/51/L.35, A/C.1/51/L.40, A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 and
Committee time. Secondly, the earliest possibility for tha/C.1/51/L.37.
meeting, with interpretation — and this is just a
possibility — would be Friday afternoon. The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on

draft resolutions contained in cluster 3 — namely, draft
| wish to point out to representatives that we caresolutions A/C.1/51/L.35 and A/C.1/51/L.40.
continue to try to find a time for a meeting of States
signatories, with interpretation, but that it would not be | will now call on those delegations wishing to make
before Friday afternoon or Monday at the earliest — iieneral statements on draft resolutions contained in cluster
possible. The alternative would be to hold the meeting
earlier, but without interpretation.

96-86792 (E) This record contains the original texts of speeches delivered in English and interpretations of
speeches delivered in the other languages. Corrections should be submitted to original speeches
only. They should be incorporated in a copy of the record and be sent under the signature of a
member of the delegation concerned to the Chief of the Verbatim Reporting Service, Room
C-178. Corrections will be issued after the end of the session in a consolidated corrigendum.
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Mr. Moradi (Iran): | have asked to speak to make @ternational community aimed at reducing or suppressing
brief statement on the draft resolution contained iany category of weapon of mass destruction. In this regard,
document A/C.1/51/L.46 on “An international agreement tmy delegation welcomes the adoption this year of the
ban anti-personnel landmines”. The Islamic Republic @fmended Protocol Il on mines of the Convention on
Iran, as a country affected by millions of landmines, ifProhibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain
principle supports this draft resolution or any other genuir@onventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be
initiative to deal effectively with this category of weaponExcessively Injurious or To Have Indiscriminate Effects.
which does not discriminate between military personnel ®We also support the draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46,
civilians. However, we would have preferred to see draifittroduced by the United States of America, aimed at the
resolution A/C.1/51/L.46 recognize the following conceptsaadoption of an international agreement to ban the use,
first, that the legitimate or responsible use of landmines $ockpiling, production and transfer of anti-personnel
acceptable as long as an international agreement to ban siactimines.
weapons is not in place or viable alternatives have not been
developed; secondly, with regard to demining, that efforts Mr. Inderfurth (United States of America): At
aimed at the global prohibition of anti-personnel landminegsterday’s meeting, we postponed action on draft
should be accompanied by genuine efforts to rende¥solution A/C.1/51/L.46 on landmines because we had just
technical and financial assistance to countries affected lgarned that the Cuban delegation had submitted some
mines; and thirdly, in terms of transparency, that aamendments. Both amendments, in our view, one
effective and legally binding international agreement to bgsreambular and one operative, address the inherent right of
anti-personnel landmines should be negotiated in the m&ttes to self-defence. On the surface, these are attractive
transparent manner and in the most appropriate forumsiendments because they speak to a principle on which we
possible. Finally, as regards the scope of a future treaty, alr agree, namely the right to protect ourselves against
support for an international agreement to ban anti-personiagigression. As the chief sponsor of the draft resolution,
landmines and for this particular draft resolution is guideldowever, | should like to outline the reasons why we cannot
by the understanding that such an agreement should sugport either of these amendments and why we will urge
comprehensive in nature and prohibits all types of antl the members of the Committee also to withhold support.
personnel landmines, without exception.

First, it goes without saying that the international

Mr. N'Dry (Céte d’lvoire) ({nterpretation from community should take into account certain principles of
French: As | am speaking for the first time during ourinternational law, including the right of self-defence, when
Committee’s proceedings, my delegation would like toegotiating an international agreement. As the proposed
extend to you, Sir, our warm congratulations on yourmendments note, this particular principle is enshrined in
election as Chairman of the First Committee. Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations and thus

guides all of the work done by this body. We need not

West Africa, the region to which Cobte d'lvoirerestate that principle in this or any other resolution. Nor,
belongs, has been facing growing insecurity for a few yearmnight | add, do we need to restate other principles
This phenomenon is, of course, exacerbated by the masgntained in the Charter of the United Nations, including
internal conflicts that have broken out in parts of the regiothe admonition to Member States to save succeeding
but also, and especially, by the illicit traffic in small armgyenerations from the scourge of war, which this draft
in this African subregion. This traffic redounds badly on theesolution is addressed to as well.
development of our States. My country has recently taken
vigorous measures to arrest the organized crime that is In short, the amendments proposed by the Cuban
besetting our land. But my Government remains convincellegation are unnecessary and would likely establish a
that only concerted action with other States in the subregiprecedent whereby such language is included in all First
and the international community can put an end to thiSommittee resolutions, including those concerned with
scourge. Therefore, Cbéte d’lvoire fully supports draftuclear and conventional disarmament.
resolution A/C.1/51/L.35, introduced by Mali, and we hope
that, as at the last session, it will enjoy the unanimous Secondly, the amendments, if adopted, would upset the
support of all members of our Committee. balance of this draft resolution, shifting the emphasis in

favour of military concerns at the expense of humanitarian

With respect to mines, my country’s position isonsiderations. Through this draft resolution, the
unequivocal. Cote d’lvoire would support any action by thimternational community is acknowledging that the effects
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of anti-personnel landmines are so abhorrent and sontinued to grow. In 1995, when 100,000 landmines were
inhumane that we are willing to begin work on amemoved, another 2 million were laid.
international agreement to ban these weapons, although we
all recognize that this will take some time. Therefore, to  Indonesia fully recognizes the immense harm and
suggest that security considerations should take precededestruction that anti-personnel landmines have caused,
in all instances is inappropriate and has no place in thadfecting virtually all aspects of peoples’ lives.
draft resolution. Consequently, landmines have emerged as a global dilemma
of vast proportions. Indonesia therefore welcomes the
Thirdly, it is wholly inappropriate to force decisions by several States to impose a moratorium on the
Governments to revisit issues already addressed and agreextiuction, export or use of these weapons.
upon in the Charter of the United Nations. In short, we do
not and should not attempt to reopen principles of the At the same time, we realize that the questions raised
Charter. These principles exist; they are recognized, and thgt an intergovernmental agreement to ban the use,
should be it. production and transfer of anti-personnel landmines are
complex, as they involve technical, financial, and,
Finally, it should also be noted that a decision tespecially, political, security and administrative issues. A
eliminate or otherwise restrict a particular means of warfareatter of such importance and magnitude calls for caution
is not, and | repeat, not inconsistent with the inherent righnd circumspection, as it impinges on the right to legitimate
of self-defence. At Saint Petersburg in the 1860s, dumdwself-defence, which is recognized in numerous international
bullets were outlawed. In Geneva in the 1920s, the useiobtruments dealing with the elimination of armaments.
poison gases was outlawed. Neither of these actions or artyus, while we are fully aware of the destructive
other aspect of humanitarian law is inconsistent with theonsequences of anti-personnel landmines, especially on
inherent right of self-defence. So what do we do? It is cleaivilians, and while we would support a ban on their use,
that the international community, particularly the more thaproduction and transfer, as called for in the draft resolution,
100 sponsors of this draft resolution, wants to move forwamde believe that negotiations for an agreement on these
and address the humanitarian tragedy caused by amfitestions must take into account the imperative need for
personnel landmines, while many of us continue to workelf-defence. Furthermore, such negotiations should be
through our respective security concerns. conducted under multilateral auspices and take into account
the interests of our Member States.
Following yesterday’s First Committee meeting, we
convened a meeting of the sponsors to discuss the proposed It is for these reasons that, while we can support draft
amendments and the current state of play. At the meetingsolution A/C.1/51/L.46, we would also like to support the
the sponsors unanimously agreed to pursue a no-act@mmendment to it, as contained in document A/C.1/51/L.50.
motion on the amendments, and we therefore urge all
delegations, particularly the 112 sponsors of this draft Mr. Izquierdo (Ecuador) interpretation from
resolution, to support a motion to take no action on th®panish: The delegation of Ecuador wishes to be included
Cuban amendments. among the sponsors of the draft resolution contained in
A/C.1/51/L.46, entitled “An international agreement to ban
Mr. Parnohadiningrat (Indonesia): My delegation anti-personnel landmines”. This is because we attach the
would like to express briefly its views on the drafthighest priority to all norms of international humanitarian
resolution on an international agreement to ban antaw, including those that guided the Convention on
personnel landmines, as contained in documeRtohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain
A/C.1/51/L.46. The gravity of the problems attendant ofonventional Weapons Which May be Deemed to be
mines and related devices has long been self-evideBkcessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects,
Considering that thousands of people across the planet wateng with its Protocols. These are all instruments to which
killed or maimed last year alone by anti-personndtcuador is a contracting party.
landmines, and that more than 100 million landmines
remain uncleared in more than 60 countries, it would seem In this regard, Ecuador has consistently spoken out
that a humanitarian tragedy of unimaginable dimensionsagainst the indiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines,
in the making. Further compounding the situation is the fasteapons that should be primarily self-defensive in
that 20 times more mines have been laid than removed. Tttearacter. Ecuador therefore agrees with the goal of this
use of landmines is not a static problem but one that hdgaft resolution: to achieve the total prohibition of the use,
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stockpiling, production and transfer of anti-personnel Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.35 was adopted.
landmines. In this context, Ecuador regrets the persistence
of situations in which some States behave aggressively The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
towards others, obliging the threatened party to use ttake action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.40.
available defensive methods to defend its sovereignty and
territorial integrity, in keeping with Article 51 of the | call on the Secretary of the Committee.
Charter of the United Nations regarding the right to
legitimate self-defence. This same principle guides the Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
provision included in article 1 of the amended Protocol dbraft resolution A/C.1/51/L.40, on the Convention on
the Convention on certain conventional weapons, whidProhibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain
clearly states: Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects, was
“Nothing in this Protocol shall be invoked for theintroduced by the representative of Sweden at the 15th
purpose of affecting the sovereignty of a State or thmeeting of the Committee on 6 November 1996. In addition
responsibility of the Government, by all legitimateto those sponsors listed in the draft resolution and those
means, to maintain or re-establish law and order in ttegpearing in document A/C.1/51/INF.3, it was sponsored by
State or to defend the national unity and territoriahe following countries: El Salvador, Guatemala and Brazil.
integrity of the State.”(CCW/CONF.l/16 (Part 1),
annex B, article 1, para. 4) The Chairman: The sponsors of the draft resolution
have expressed the wish that it be adopted by the
Ecuador would have wished this provision to be included &ommittee without a vote. If | hear no objection, | will take
a qualification in the text of the draft resolution. it that the Committee wishes to act accordingly.

Lastly, my delegation, in reiterating its decision to co-  Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.40 was adopted.
sponsor draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, commits itself to
participating actively in the elaboration of the relevant  The Chairman: | now call on those representatives

international instrument. wishing to explain their position on the draft resolution just
adopted.
The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.35. Mr. Yativ (Israel): | should like to explain Israel's
position on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.40. Israel ratified the
| call on the Secretary of the Committee. Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of

Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to
Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee): Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.35, entitled “Assistance tqdCWC) in March 1995. We participated in the Review
States for curbing the illicit traffic in small arms andConference that amended Protocol Il of the Convention, and
collecting them”, was introduced by the representative afe currently reviewing that amended landmine Protocol.
Mali at the 16th meeting of the Committee on 6 Novembdsrael supports the efforts being made to extend accession
1996. In addition to those sponsors listed in the drafb the CWC to as many States as possible, particularly in
resolution and those appearing in A/C.1/51/INF.3, the drafte Middle East region.
resolution was also sponsored by Haiti. As announced by
the representative of Mali on 12 November, in the second Israel’s policy stems from a deep and sincere concern
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution, line 1, tHer the need to reduce and prevent suffering and to restrict
word ‘“illicit” should be inserted before the wordthe use of weapons that have indiscriminate effects.
“circulation”. However, we believe that it is necessary to keep a balance
between vital humanitarian concerns on the one hand and
The Chairman: Its sponsors have expressed the wislegitimate security concerns on the other, with the aim of
that the draft resolution, as orally revised, be adopted by theeventing further suffering. Joint action by the international
Committee without a vote. community to prevent suffering from the indiscriminate use
of mines will in itself contribute to mutual trust and
If 1 hear no objection, | shall take it that theconfidence between nations and peoples. In this context,
Committee wishes to act accordingly. Israel reiterates its call to regional States to accede to the
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Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons as a regiorsad observer. | am glad to note that the proposal was taken
confidence-building step towards further enhancement ioto consideration.
security in our region.
As this draft resolution, as did previous resolutions on
Mr. Karem (Egypt): The second resumed session dhe CWC, calls upon all States to take all measures to
the Review Conference of the States Parties to thecome parties to the Convention and its Protocols as soon
Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use @fs possible, it would also have been fitting to include in this
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed @ar’s draft resolution a call for international cooperation in
Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effectlandmine clearance, stressing the important role that States
(CWC) was concluded on 3 May 1996. As is well knowninvolved in the deployment of mines in affected countries
it was not possible to achieve the desired success withn play in removing those landmines.
regard to the suggested amendments to Protocol Il on
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Mines, Booby- The Chairman: Before we move on to the next
Traps and Other Devices. In this respect, therefore, tbkister, | call on the representative of the Netherlands.
Conference failed to reflect the concerns and interests of all
States without exception. Mr. Ramaker (Netherlands): The delegation of the
Netherlands would like to propose, under rule 116 of the
| regret to say that our disappointment at the outconrales of procedure of the General Assembly, a motion of no
of the Review Conference is most prominent vis-a-vis thection on the amendments proposed in document
inability, in spite of the well-known detrimental effects ofA/C.1/51/L.50. The reason for proposing not to take action
landmines on innocent civilians in different regions of then these amendments is that they are unnecessary because
world, to include in its provisions amendments that woulthey merely repeat a right enshrined in the United Nations
compel States parties to offer assistance in landmi@harter, and would detract from the main thrust of draft
clearance. The CWC is the only internationally bindingesolution A/C.1/51/L.46 on an international agreement to
instrument that deals with the issue of landmines in lzan anti-personnel landmines.
comprehensive manner. In Egypt’'s view, utmost priority
should be granted to strengthening international cooperation The Chairman: | now call on the Secretary of the
for the removal of the millions of landmines laid in dozen€ommittee.
of countries in different regions of the world. Egypt
therefore participated in the Review Conference as a token Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
of its support for the Convention on Prohibitions oRule 116 of the rules of procedure reads as follows:
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons

Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to “During the discussion of any matter, a
Have Indiscriminate Effects, despite the fact that we have representative may move the adjournment of the
not yet acceded to the Convention. debate on the item under discussion. In addition to the

proposer of the motion, two representatives may speak
The Final Declaration of the Review Conference in favour of, and two against, the motion, after which
recognized the motion shall be immediately put to the vote. The
Chairman may limit the time to be allowed to speakers
“the important role that the international community, under this rule.”
particularly States involved in the deployment of
mines, can play in assisting in mine clearance in  The Chairman: Before we put the motion to the vote,
affected countries through the provision of necessahcall on those representatives who wish to speak in favour
maps and information and appropriate technical ara, or against, the motion.
material assistance to remove or otherwise render
ineffective existing minefields, mines and booby- Mr. Hoffmann (Germany): | second this motion. As
traps”. (CCW/CONF.1/16 (Part 1), annex C) the representative of the United States has pointed out, no
one wants to limit the right of self-defence as it is
The language in this paragraph was achieved throughtablished in the Charter. We are dealing here with very
concerted effort; in fact, it originated as a proposal made Ilspecific subject-matter. We are dealing with one particular
Egypt to the Review Conference, in which it participated aseapon that is certainly used in self-defence but that has
wider humanitarian connotations, which is why we support,
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and are a sponsor of, the draft resolution as presenteddmnsider that any attempt to limit the right of delegations to
the United States. The Cuban amendment does not belmage on their beliefs would lead to a distortion of the entire
in this draft resolution. Therefore, we second the motion firocess. As we are convinced that our amendment and the
take no action on this amendment. points made therein are justified, we oppose this motion of
no action and ask that a recorded vote be taken.

Mr. Rivero Rosario (Cuba) (interpretation from
Spanish):First of all, my delegation wishes to express its  Mr. Al-Saeid (Kuwait) (interpretation from Arabig
extreme surprise at the comments that have been made thisll be very brief. My delegation is addressing the First
morning in an attempt to justify why the Committee shoul€ommittee to support the proposal made by the
not take action on the amendments proposed by mgpresentative of the Netherlands. We believe that anti-
delegation. We took note of these remarks with kegmersonnel landmines pose a grave threat to humanity. We
interest, but | must say quite frankly that not only were thego not understand how the pretext of self-defence can be
not convincing, they were also somewhat difficult taused to justify the production and export of anti-personnel
understand. We find comments to the effect that thetandmines. Furthermore, we also support all the arguments
amendments do not really belong in the text quitmade by the representative of Germany. If the proposals in
surprising, as we do believe that the principles of th&/C.1/51/L.50 are voted upon, we shall vote against.
Charter should not be reiterated.

Ms. Ghose (India): As | stated yesterday, my

We do not consider that the proposal put forward bglelegation supports the draft resolution contained in L.46.
our delegation undertakes to examine these principlésowever, we oppose on conceptual grounds the motion
However, it is clear — as the delegations that spoke proposed this morning by the Netherlands delegation. We
favour of not taking action are fully aware — that theoppose this motion on conceptual grounds only — not
principles of the Charter were reiterated in both thkecause of its substance. This is without prejudice to how
Declaration on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary ange might vote on the amendments.
in the guidelines relating to the transfer of conventional
arms, which were discussed and approved fairly recently, at The issue really is that yesterday several
the April 1996 session of the Disarmament Commissiodelegations — though not mine — expressed their support
This was done on the understanding, and in keeping wifbr the amendments, and | think that some did today as
the belief of all delegations, that even 50 years after theell. These delegations should be permitted to express their
adoption of the Charter, as in the case of the Declarationapinion as clearly as possible. | think that to stop the
the arms-transfer guidelines, these principles can be ex¢pression of delegations’ views is not a very healthy
validated and their present-day relevance highlighted. | gonecedent. For this reason, we feel that stopping a vote on
certain that my delegation is not the only one that feels thidite amendment is not something that we can support.
these views are not very convincing.

The Chairman: In accordance with rule 116, two

My delegation would like to emphasize that we firmlyrepresentatives have spoken in favour of, and two against,
oppose, on conceptual grounds, this motion of no action.tite motion. | should now like to put the motion to the vote.
represents an attempt to limit, in the General Assembly and
in this instance the First Committee, the right freely to | call on the Secretary of the Committee.
express existing opinions. We believe that there is a need to
seek justifying elements — and some have been put Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee): In
forward — to explain this motion. As we said yesterdagccordance with rule 116, the Committee will now proceed
when we proposed this amendment, our text in no wadg vote on the no-action motion on the amendment to draft
distorts the actual spirit of the draft resolution. resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, as contained in document

A/C.1/51/L.50.

Our delegation is keenly aware of the opposition to the
reiteration of these principles in the draft. But as A recorded vote was taken.
disarmament issues affect international peace and security,
we believe that it is only fair that all delegations should bk favour.
able to express their views on that question. This is not the Afghanistan, Albania, Andorra, Argentina, Armenia,
domain of any particular group of delegations nor, given its  Australia, Austria, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
importance, should it be conditioned by procedure. We Boshia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei
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Darussalam, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Canada, Cape Vertle, refer to it in resolutions on arms control and
Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Ricagisarmament.

Céte d'lvoire, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,

Denmark, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, However, such a view is utterly unacceptable to the
Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Guatemalahinese delegation. The principles of the Charter, including
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Irelandhe principle of self-defence, should not only be reiterated
Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kazakstan, Kenyayery day, every month and every year, but also should be
Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lesotho, Liechtensteinfaithfully implemented. As a permanent member of the
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Security Council, China will not only implement the
Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco,principles of the Charter but will also resolutely combat any
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealandyctions that go against these principles. We believe that any
Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Panama, Papua Neaction that contravenes the Charter will not succeed.
Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,

Republic of Moldova, Romania, Samoa, San Marino,  Secondly, it stands to reason that, in any negotiations
Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Then arms-control agreements, we should take into account
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Togothe right to self-defence. It is ridiculous, and anomalous, to
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northerndisregard this right.

Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay,

Venezuela, Zambia, Zimbabwe The year before last, the resolution on this item was
adopted by consensus. In that resolution, reference was
Against made to the need to seek viable and humane alternatives to

Algeria, Bangladesh, Belarus, China, Cubanti-personnel mines. What is the reason behind this
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Egypt, Indigoroposal? Obviously, it is for self-defence.

Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Jordan, Lebanon,

Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Thirdly, the First Committee is meant to discuss
Mauritania, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Russiatisarmament. This is not a place for beauty and popularity
Federation, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka, Syrian Araloontests. Questions of national security must not be taken

Republic, United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam lightly or obscured behind a smokescreen of humanism or
humanitarianism. To totally disregard the need for security
Abstaining would be hypocritical and dishonest.

Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Ghana, Myanmar,
Namibia, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Tajikistan, Mr. Pham Quang Vinh (Viet Nam): My delegation
Thailand, Uganda, Ukraine, United Republic obelieves that it is quite relevant to take up the question of
Tanzania, Zaire the right to self-defence, which is recognized by the United
Nations Charter and international disarmament treaties, here
The motion was adopted by 95 votes to 26, with lid the Committee in the framework of the consideration of
abstentions A/C.1/51/L.46. As this question is important and relevant in
this context, my delegation strongly believes that there must
[Subsequently, the delegations of Liberia anfle a change so that this Committee may consider it and act
Bangladesh informed the Secretariat that they hamh it. It is for this reason — a conceptual reason — that my

intended to vote in favour.] delegation cast a negative vote on the no-action motion.
This does not affect our position with regard to the
The Chairman: | shall now call on those substance of the question under discussion and to L.46.

representatives who wish to explain their vote.
Mr. Abdel-Aziz (Egypt): The delegation of Egypt

Mr. Sha Zukang (China) ({nterpretation from voted against the no-action motion for one single reason:
Chinesg: Like the representative of India, | should like towWe believe in the democratic process of our work and the
comment on the motion on conceptual grounds. need to allow delegations to express their views on a
particular question, and not block them from doing so. This
Some delegations have said that because the Charteisobspecially true when the issue is of such paramount
the United Nations is known to everyone, it is not necessapylitical importance as the one under consideration, which,
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in our view, is symbiotically linked to, and draws from, themine, which has a 1,500-mile border to protect against the
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations. larger forces of an adversary, cannot contemplate giving up
or disavowing the right of self-defence in the consideration
Mr. de Icaza (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanigh of the abolition of any weapon, no matter how inhumane.
The delegation of Mexico voted in favour of the no-action
motion. We believe, as did Buffon in the eighteenth | would not wish to enter in an argument with my
century, that form is substance. We consider that in votirgglleague from Mexico about the dumdum bullet, but surely
on the no-action motion, we also voted on the drathere were alternatives to the dumdum bullet available.
resolution and that no delegation was prevented frobntil technological cooperation is promoted and countries
expressing its opinion on the content thereof. have available alternative means to defend themselves, it is
unrealistic to make propositions that would impugn the
Secondly, we believe that the amendments introducedcurity of sovereign States.
by the delegation representing the sister Republic of Cuba
do not fit appropriately in draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46. Nevertheless, my delegation has noted that the
sponsors of this amendment affirmed this morning that the
Reasons of a military nature have always been invokeight of self-defence is inherent in their proposal and that
for not opposing the use of inhumane weapons. Otieey do not wish to exclude it. We take note of that
hundred years ago, when dumdum bullets were finalgtatement, and we shall revert to it in considering the
banned, military experts argued at The Hague that whilecommendations contained in A/C.1/51/L.46.
dumdum bullets were particularly cruel, their military
purpose in colonial wars was evident because they were The Chairman: | call on the representative of Benin,
very effective in stopping the savages. There is alwayswho wishes to speak on a point of order.
military reason not to oppose the use of an inhumane
weapon, and landmines have now become the most Mr. Houansou (Benin) (nterpretation from French
inhumane of weapons. | wish to point out that because the statement made by the
representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran was not
Mr. Hasan (Iraq): My delegation lost its right of vote interpreted into French, we were not able to hear the French
because we did not pay our contribution to the regulaersion of his remarks. | should like to ensure that there is
budget of the United Nations because of the comprehensive problem with the interpretation system, so that everyone
sanctions regime imposed on our country. Neverthelesscdn benefit from the interpretation of what is said here.
we had the right of vote, we would vote against the no-
action motion because it is not the most democratic way to The Chairman: The Secretariat will take note of the
deal with the proposals of Member States. statement made by the representative of Benin.

Mr. Akram (Pakistan): My delegation has voted Mr. Mesdoua (Algeria) (interpretation from French
against the no-action motion proposed by the Netherlanblty delegation voted against the no-action motion because
and supported by some others. We take note of the fact tiaa consider that this is not the best way or an appropriate
the delegations that proposed this no-action motion on tpeocedure to allow our States to express their views on such
amendments contained in A/C.1/51/L.50 are the very saraesensitive issue as this one — the right of self-defence —
delegations that opposed the procedures of no-actionarprinciple that is recognized in the Charter of the United
other Committees of the General Assembly, especially tiNations. My delegation will, however, vote in favour of the
Third Committee. draft resolution.

We have also noted arguments that consider the right The Chairman: If no other delegation wishes to
of self-defence inherently acceptable but inappropriate fexplain its vote on the motion, we will now proceed to take
reflection in document A/C.1/51/L.46. We do not believection on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46.
that these arguments are credible or convincing. We would
have thought that a reference to the right of self-defence If | hear no objection, the Committee will act
should pose no difficulty for the delegations concernedgccordingly.
since the explanatory memorandum for the proposal
contained in L.46 itself refers to an exception to be made | now call on those representatives wishing to explain
for precisely the right of self-defence. Countries such dbeir vote before the voting.
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Mr. Rivero Rosario (Cuba) (nterpretation from Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have
Spanish: Before we proceed to the voting, the Cubaindiscriminate Effects, particularly those related to the
delegation would like to place clearly on record its positioamended Protocol Il on landmines, booby-traps and other
regarding the draft resolution contained in documeintevices. We were struck by the fact that the numerous co-
A/C.1/51/L.46. sponsors of L.46 include very few countries that are actual

parties to the 1980 Convention, which leads us to believe,

Because of the importance that Cuba attaches to thed hope, that those countries’ humanitarian concerns, as
guestion of anti-personnel landmines, from the start of oteflected in L.46, will soon take the form of accession to
work my delegation has made serious and good-faith effottee 1980 Convention. This is because one of the main
to ensure that it would be possible at this session to adatjectives to be achieved at this stage is universality of the
a resolution on this subject that would be acceptable to &bnvention, which was ratified by my country in 1987.
delegations. Obviously, this would require a text that would
promote more effective solutions to the humanitarian As several delegations have indicated, the attempt to
problems stemming from the indiscriminate andmpose an apparent solution to the problem of the
irresponsible use of landmines in many countries, and at timeliscriminate and irresponsible use of anti-personnel
same time take into account the legitimate national securlgndmines through a total ban on them cannot obtain
interests of all. universal acceptance. It will only contribute to distancing us

even further from our current objective: the universality of

Despite the fact that we had many other concerns the Convention. As this is the only basis for consensus that
respect of L.46, in order to avoid making this difficultexists at present, it is therefore the most realistic means of
negotiating process even more complex, we simpfinding more effective solutions to the humanitarian
proposed an explicit reference to a principle enshrined problems caused by the aforementioned indiscriminate and
the Charter of the United Nations, which, despite itsresponsible use of anti-personnel landmines. Any
relevance, was inexplicably not reflected, either directly mubsequent measure aimed at limiting or prohibiting these
indirectly, in the draft resolution. devices would of necessity require a phased approach that

would be multilaterally negotiated, non-discriminatory and

We have all seen what has taken place. We deeplpiversally acceptable, and would take into account the
regret that, as a result of procedural manoeuvering, thégitimate interests of all States.

Committee was not able even to pronounce itself on the

legitimate concern of a group of delegations. This outcome In Cuba'’s case, the use of landmines is foreseen only

is particularly negative in that it deals with a subject thats a means of protecting its national borders. This is in

has both humanitarian and disarmament implications argitict compliance with all international provisions on this

consequently, affects peace and security. guestion, which guarantee full protection of the civilian
population. In my country there is no humanitarian problem

We would like sincerely to thank all the delegationsvhatsoever relating to landmines, as is the case in many
that, in one way or another, supported in good faith thether countries that use these weapons as a means of self-
action initiated by Cuba in the interests of the rights of atlefence. That reality is ignored in draft resolution L.46.
States, as well as those that expressed their opposition to
the no-action motion. For these reasons, my delegation will not, therefore, be

in a position to support the text of L.46; and we will abstain

Since my delegation’s position in respect of thén the recorded vote.
guestion of anti-personnel landmines has been clearly
expressed in the course of our work, | shall limit myself on ~ Mr. Kadrakounov (Kyrgyzstan): | recall the words of
this occasion to commenting very briefly on som¢he German philosopher Kant that there are no moral
fundamental points. phenomena — there are only moral interpretations of

phenomena. We are dealing with two interpretations of the

My delegation is of the view that in its present fornsame phenomena.
the general orientation of the draft resolution seriously
jeopardizes the outcome of the arduous negotiations that Landmines are weapons targeting human beings. They
took place within the framework of the Review Conferenceannot therefore be considered humanitarian. For this
for the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on theeason, we will vote in favour of the draft resolution
Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Beontained in document A/C.1/51/L.46.
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Mr. Bakhit (Sudan) interpretation from Arabi: The

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):

delegation of Sudan endorsed the draft resolution contain@daft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, entitled “An international
in document A/C.1/51/L.46. We also expressed this supp@agreement to ban anti-personnel landmines”, was introduced
during the general debate and during the introduction of thiy the representative of the United States of America at the

draft

countries that suffer from this scourge, is committed to the

elimi

during the rebellion in the south of Sudan, posing a threat
to peace and stability in that area. Furthermore, landmines
prevent the provision of medicines, foodstuffs and other
necessities to the inhabitants of that region, and also prevent

resolution by the United States delegation.

14th meeting of the Committee on 4 November 1996. In

addition to the sponsors listed in the draft resolution and
We welcome the international efforts that have bedahose appearing in document A/C.1/51/INF.3, it was also
made to prohibit these weapons. There is no need to restspensored by the following countries: Belize, Cape Verde,
the danger they pose to innocent civilians. Sudan, like oth€éongo, Ecuador, France and San Marino.

nation of these weapons.

A recorded vote was taken

Landmines have become the weapons of many terroristfavour.
groups. More than one million of them have been laid

development projects from being implemented.

community in removing these mines. Negotiations under the
auspices of the United Nations on the eventual elimination

My country calls for the support of the international

of landmines must continue. We hope that all Member
States — particularly those States suffering from this

Scou

rge — will be invited to participate in these

negotiations.

The Chairman: Does any other delegation wish to

explain its vote before the voting? | see none.

position and have requested that it be adopted without a

vote.

The sponsors of this draft resolution reiterate their

| call on the representative of Cuba.

Mr. Rivero Rosario (Cuba) (nterpretation from

Spanish: My delegation hopes that it has correctly

understood your words. If the request made by the sponsors

is that a decision be taken without a vote — if that was

your

indication — then my delegation reiterates, as it

indicated in its statement in explanation of vote, that it
would like a recorded vote on this draft resolution.

take

votin

10

The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Antigua and
Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria,
Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Belize,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria,
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada,
Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Cote d’'lvoire, Croatia, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kazakstan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Republic of Moldova, Romania, Samoa, San Marino,
Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South
Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Tajikistan, Thailand, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, Togo, Tunisia, Turkmenistan,
Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Republic of Tanzania, United States of
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia,
Zimbabwe

action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46. Against
None
A recorded vote has been requested.
Abstaining

| call on the Secretary of the Committee to conduct the
g.
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Belarus, China, Cuba, Democratic People’s Republierotocol Il of the Convention, and is currently reviewing
of Korea, Israel, Pakistan, Republic of Korea, Russiahat revised landmines Protocol.
Federation, Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey
Israel supports the efforts being made to extend
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46 was adopted by 14hccession to the Convention on Certain Conventional
votes to none, with 10 abstentions. Weapons to as many States as possible, particularly in the
Middle East region.
The Chairman: | shall now call on those
representatives wishing to explain their vote. Israel opposes the proliferation of anti-personnel
landmines. Accordingly, in 1994 it adopted a unilateral
Mr. Ulugevik (Turkey): | should like to explain why moratorium prohibiting their export. This moratorium was
my delegation has chosen to abstain in the voting on draficently extended for an additional period of three years,
resolution A/C.1/51/L.46. until 1999.

We fully share the view that the indiscriminate use of  However, due to Israel’s unique situation in the Middle
anti-personnel landmines causes great humanitarian dakt — which involves an ongoing threat of hostilities as
economic problems. We strongly support the goal afell as terrorist activities along the border — lIsrael is
ending the human tragedy they cause. obliged to maintain its capability to use anti-personnel

landmines for self-defence in general and in particular along

However, we have abstained in the voting on the dratte borders. Such a use of anti-personnel landmines is in
resolution because we felt it did not explicitly address the&ccordance with the requisites of the Convention.
legitimate security interests of States, particularly the right
to self-defence. Neither did it address the crucial issue of Israel is therefore unable, at this juncture, to commit
how the international community would manage the contrdkelf to a complete ban on the use of anti-personnel
of landmines that are in the possession of terrorist grougandmines. It will not be able to do so until alternative and

effective measures are available to ensure the protection of

It is our firm view that States can move effectivelyits security forces, which operate in regions that still face
towards the goal of the eventual elimination of antiarmed conflicts, and of its civilians, who face a daily threat
personnel landmines as viable alternatives are develogedheir lives.
that significantly reduce the risk to civilian populations.

At the same time, Israel supports a gradual process in

Finally, we prefer a phased approach whose specifichich each State will undertake to cease the proliferation of
measures would be agreed upon in the Conference amti-personnel landmines; accept restrictions on their
Disarmament, with a view to their universal implementatiompossible use; and ban their production once circumstances
Had the draft resolution addressed these concerns of oyrstmit.
we would have voted in its favour.

Mr. Tan (Singapore): Singapore shares the concern

Mr. Yativ (Israel): | wish to explain Israel’'s vote onexpressed by many members of the international community
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46. regarding the humanitarian problems caused by anti-

personnel landmines. We are convinced that their

Israel supports the international efforts being made toesponsible and indiscriminate use threatens not only the
resolve the problem of the indiscriminate and irresponsibliees of combatants but also those of innocent individuals,
use of anti-personnel landmines, whose casualties a@meluding United Nations personnel.
mostly innocent and defenceless civilians, United Nations
peacekeeping forces and humanitarian aid personnel. Singapore acknowledges and supports the efforts of

many countries and organizations to alleviate this problem.

In March 1995, Israel ratified the Convention orlt is in this spirit that we support the objectives of draft
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certaimesolution A/C.1/51/L.46.

Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be

Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects. It ~ Singapore has declared a two-year moratorium on the

participated in the Review Conference that amendexport of anti-personnel landmines that have no self-
destructing or self-neutralizing mechanisms. However, while

11
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we share the vision of a world free of anti-personnddelieve that the recommendations of the Conference do not
landmines, we also think that a blanket ban on them is no¢cessarily reflect the positions adopted by the international
practical — at least not for the time being. community as a whole. On the contrary, their
recommendations reflect only the viewpoints of the
The truth of the matter is that the issue of antieountries that took part in that Conference.
personnel landmines is not just a humanitarian one; it is
also a security issue. Many countries still see the need for We think that an international agreement banning
anti-personnel landmines for legitimate self-defendandmines — although it is a noble and commendable
purposes. Attempts to eliminate anti-personnel landminebjective that we indeed support — is an important issue
altogether could be counter-productive if some countriéat concerns all States. We think, therefore, that all
regard such moves as a threat to their security. countries should take part in the elaboration of a programme
of action, in general terms.
A lack of general support could also set back efforts
to achieve a consensus on how to eliminate the Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, whose first operative
humanitarian problems caused by anti-personnel landminparagraph calls on States to conclude an effective and
A total ban is only one of many possible prescriptions tiegally binding international agreement, has determined
deal with these problems. There is a need to differentiateither the scope of such an agreement nor the forum that
between the responsible and indiscriminate uses of tlsisould proceed to take action towards this end.
weapon.
We are therefore not fully satisfied with the
In this regard, we note that the responsible use afmendments made to the document in question. The
landmines under internationally accepted norms has bessmendments contained in document A/C.1/51/L.50 should
captured by the amended Protocol Il to the Convention ¢rave been incorporated into draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certaibo cover the right of States to self-defence. However,
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Bedespite the weaknesses and shortcomings that | have
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effectsidentified in draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, my delegation
Ironically, not many sponsors of the draft resolution on antsupported it, as it is aware of its noble and commendable
personnel landmines are parties to this Convention. aims. We fully support the efforts being made to ban anti-
personnel landmines.
Singapore is committed to working with members of
the international community to find a durable solution to  Mr. Abou-Hadid (Syrian Arab Republic)
this problem. (interpretation from Arabix: The delegation of the Syrian
Arab Republic would like to explain its vote on the draft
Mr. Al-Hassan (Oman) (nterpretation from Arabix  resolution contained in document A/C.1/51/L.46, which has
My delegation would like to explain its vote on draftjust been adopted. My delegation abstained in the voting on
resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, entitled “An internationalthe draft resolution because Syria is not a signatory to the
agreement to ban anti-personnel landmines”. Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to
My delegation supports the general idea of bannire Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects.
anti-personnel landmines, which every year give rise to a
greater number of victims in many parts of the world,  Mr. McCook (Jamaica): My delegation supports draft
particularly among innocent civilians. We would like toresolution A/C.1/51/L.46 because we are deeply committed
stress that our support for this draft resolution does ntit a comprehensive effort to rid our world of weapons of
mean that we fully subscribe to it, particularly as regardrass destruction and other weapons whose properties are
the ninth preambular paragraph, in which the Generslich that their military purposes pale in the face of their
Assembly welcomes the declaration adopted at, and timhumane features. We therefore see the approach to this
recommendations made by, the International Strategsue as consistent with the approach that we wish to be
Conference held at Ottawa. taken to nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction.
The reason is simple and logical: we did not take part
in that Conference and had no role in the elaboration of its Mr. Karem (Egypt): Despite the fact that Egypt voted
recommendations, which we therefore cannot welcome. Vilgainst the motion not to take action on draft resolution
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A/C.1/51/L.50, Egypt voted in favour of draft resolutiononly in a multilateral negotiating forum. Such a forum
A/C.1/51/L.46. Egypt is cognizant of the magnitude andould be instrumental in achieving the universal adherence
severity of the problems associated with the proliferation édr which we all strive. Furthermore, my delegation stresses
anti-personnel landmines. The suffering they inflict upothe importance of landmine clearance, particularly for
civilian populations, their detrimental effects on economicountries affected by landmines. This element was neglected
and social development, especially in areas infested withthe draft resolution on which we have just voted, and we
landmines, and the hefty financial burdens, as well as thepe that in the negotiation process it will be taken fully
technological limitations involved in their detection and dento consideration.
activation, are undeniable. No other State in the world has
acquired such a horrendous number of landmines as Egypt. Mrs. Laose-Ajayi (Nigeria): The Nigerian delegation
It has been estimated that there are still 23 milliomoted in favour of the draft resolution contained in
landmines in Egypt, most of them lurking in the sands afocument A/C.1/51/L.46, entitled “An international
Egypt's western deserts and in the Sinai peninsula, aagreement to ban anti-personnel landmines”. Nigeria did so
covering an area of 288,000 acres. That figure represehecause it supports the various initiatives to find a way to
one landmine for every two people in the Egyptiaput an end to the suffering caused in many countries by the
population. Many of the mines go back to the battles a@fidiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines. We believe,
Alamein during the Second World War. From 1985 to 199%iowever, that a total ban on anti-personnel landmines will
in an ambitious project, the Egyptian military, in aidinghot be effective if the concerns of key countries on the
progress on the road towards socio-economic developmemdtter are not addressed during negotiations. We are also of
by freeing this rich sector of our territory, cleared 1he opinion that the appropriate forum for negotiating a ban
million landmines. The balance — the number of landmines anti-personnel landmines is the Conference on
remaining — is an astronomical 23 million. No single entitypisarmament.
or State acting alone, notwithstanding its capabilities, could
free itself of or remove this enormous number of landmines. Mr. Goonetilleke (Sri Lanka): Yesterday, Sri Lanka
commented on the draft resolution contained in document
On this premise, Egypt has emphasized, in varioddC.1/51/L.46. The thrust of our comments was, first, that
international meetings related to landmines, that any nehe international agreement envisaged in the draft resolution
system designed to tackle this problem should include tvetiould be negotiated multilaterally; be comprehensive
main elements. First, there should be full compensation fenough to cover production, stockpiling, transfer and use;
the victims and their families; and secondly, sufficienand be universal in character. Secondly, negotiations should
financial, material and technological assistance should be conducted in a transparent manner, without the “quick
provided to clear the remaining mines in States afflicted Hix” solution that a limited number of countries are trying
this problem — States that were not responsible for layirtg introduce, in the expectation that others will join them
the landmines in the first place. That is precisely Egyptlater. Thirdly, the international agreement should cover both
problem. State and non-State actors. On the basis of these
considerations, my delegation voted in favour of draft
Furthermore, we believe that in our efforts to limit theesolution A/C.1/51/L.46. Sri Lanka could have been
unnecessary and irresponsible proliferation of landmines, watisfied with the contents of the draft resolution without
should fully take into account the national security concerimaving to refer to the right to self-defence. However, we
of all States and their legitimate need for self-defencbad to take note of the fact that the Committee had before
which is enshrined in the Charter of the United Nationst amendments proposed in document A/C.1/51/L.50.
This need is especially evident in the case of States with
long borders, which are prone to the illicit trafficking of The principle of the right to self-defence is enshrined
weapons designed to undermine national stability ara the United Nations Charter. These and other principles
security, and to drug trafficking and terrorist smugglindgpave been repeated in numerous General Assembly
activities. The threat remains, but a viable alternative alsesolutions and in resolutions adopted in other United
remains elusive. Nations forums. The arguments put forward by the sponsors
of L.46 were, to say the least, unconvincing to my
The forum in which a convention on landmines is talelegation. When a Member State of this Organization is
be negotiated has yet to be unveiled. We believe that abging attacked or invaded by another country, the victim,
negotiations on this issue should take place in the opegcording to the Charter, has the right to self-defence. Sri
with a degree of transparency that could be provided foanka believes that a country should not deny itself the
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right to self-defence out of humanitarian considerations faccount in multilateral negotiations on the proposed
the armed forces of an aggressor. It is for these reasons tinégrnational legal instrument.
my delegation voted against the no-action motion proposed
by the representative of the Netherlands. Mr. Pham Quang Vinh (Viet Nam): My delegation
wishes to explain its vote on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46.
Mr. Tham (Myanmar): | wish to explain my We too are deeply concerned at the consequences of the
delegation’s vote on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46, entitlethdiscriminate use of anti-personnel landmines. As a country
“An international agreement to ban anti-personng¢hat has been the victim of such a practice, we recognize
landmines”. the gravity of the associated problems and fully understand
the treachery involved, of both human and material losses.
Myanmar endorses efforts to conclude an international
agreement banning anti-personnel landmines and broadly We fully support a strict ban on the indiscriminate use
concurs with the main thrust of the draft resolution. Mpf anti-personnel landmines and welcome the call for a
delegation has therefore voted in favour of the drafhoratorium on the export of these weapons. We consider
resolution. landmine clearance and humanitarian assistance very
important, and efforts in this regard must be further
However, we firmly believe that every nation has aenhanced.
inherent right of self-defence; indeed, this is one of the
fundamental rights of States under customary international In our view, the international community should
law and has also found expression, in a codified form, further explore those areas of agreement, which must
the United Nations Charter. therefore be the main thrust of our action. We must not,
while addressing the humanitarian concerns that we all
Countries differ; so do their defence needs. We feshare, forget the legitimate security concerns and the
that, unlike in the case of biological and chemical weapongliance of many countries, particularly poor ones, on these
there are instances where small countries may needd@fensive devices for the sole purpose of protecting their
exercise their right of self-defence by resorting to thsovereignty and territorial integrity, in accordance with the
legitimate use of landmines. Charter.

We must also note an important difference between, on  Regrettably, draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46 does not
the one hand, chemical weapons, biological weapons aatte due account of these legitimate concerns. Moreover, a
the other inhumane weapons banned under the Conventmmmber of elements in the draft resolution require
on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certainlarification, especially those related to the nature, scope
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Band modality of the proposed negotiations, and those on
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects, andow, and through what procedures, we can ensure the
anti-personnel landmines, on the other. broadest possible participation in the negotiations and a
consensus on the outcome.
In the first case, there is consensus that moral
revulsion at these weapons outweighs their military Despite such facts, however, my delegation decided
necessity. There is also consensus that a total ban on thost to participate in the voting on draft resolution
weapons should be imposed. This is not yet the case,A€C.1/51/L.46 because, though we fully share the
least for the time being, insofar as anti-personnel landminksmanitarian concerns contained therein, we hope that these
are concerned. important but omitted elements will be incorporated in the
course of our future action.
In the case of anti-personnel landmines, a significant
number of countries believe that they should be able to It is our view that any future negotiations must take
reserve the right to self-defence. into account the humanitarian aspect as well as questions
related to the legitimate rights of States to self-defence, as
| therefore wish to place on record the principaénshrined in the Charter, and to their security concerns. The
position of my delegation: that an international agreemeatm must be to achieve a non-discriminatory, universal and
to be negotiated to ban anti-personnel landmines must ineltilaterally negotiated international instrument that is
without prejudice to the inherent right of self-defence dbased on the broadest consensus of the international
States, and that this important issue should be taken into
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community and that meets the legitimate interests of all  This in no way precludes other parallel initiatives such
States. as unilateral decisions, like that taken by France; regional
undertakings; or political conferences such as the one held
The Chairman: We have heard the last speaker imt Ottawa. France wishes to contribute to those initiatives,
explanation of vote. each of which will, in its own way, help to achieve the goal
that the United Nations has just set itself in adopting the
| call on the representative of France, who wishes traft resolution.
make a general statement.
The Chairman: | call on the Secretary of the
Mr. Rivasseau(France)interpretation from French): Committee.
| should like briefly to comment on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.46, entitled “An international agreement to ban  Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee): |
anti-personnel landmines”, which has just been adopted withish to inform the Committee that the following countries
the endorsement of France, which was a sponsor of the tehdve joined in sponsoring draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46:
Andorra, Burundi, Djibouti, Kuwait and Samoa.
The draft resolution sets a goal: to conclude an
international agreement to ban anti-personnel landmines. The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
France would have preferred that the text be more specifake action on draft resolutions A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 and
on certain points. However, in the light of ourA/C.1/51/L.37 in cluster 1.
discussions, we felt that the text would in no way
prejudge by its silence those aspects, which will now have | call on the representative of Pakistan to introduce the
to be looked into. | will touch on two of them. amendment to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as
contained in document A/C.1/51/L.51.
First, the negotiating body. As we have stressed,
France feels that the Conference on Disarmament is the Mr. Akram (Pakistan): Pakistan supports the
appropriate international negotiating body for reaching @bjectives and purposes of the draft resolution contained in
universal, legally binding and verifiable agreement, takingocument A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.l, which are to strengthen the
account of the various points of view and concerns. Thesgclusion of nuclear weapons from various regions of the
negotiations, though they have humanitarian implicationgiorld through the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones.
are nonetheless disarmament negotiations.
We believe that support for the creation of nuclear-
In that respect, we must be consistent. We argeapon-free zones should be universal and non-
preparing to reaffirm, in draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.25, thatliscriminatory. To this end, we have been in constant
the Conference on Disarmament is the single multilaterabntact with the sponsors of the draft resolution.
disarmament negotiating forum of the international
community. In that connection, | would recall the joint We believe that operative paragraph 3 should refer to
undertaking entered into by the European Union on \arious proposed nuclear-weapon-free zones on a consistent
October 1996, which involves its 15 member States amdsis. We have therefore proposed the inclusion of a
aims to ensure that the question of the ban is raiseeference to the proposed nuclear-weapon-free zone in
forthwith in the most appropriate international forum.  South Asia in the amendment contained in document
A/C.1/51/L.51.
Secondly, serious negotiations are required. We are
confronted with an important problem that has multiple For 22 years, the international community has
implications. Many States use mines today and intend émdorsed, in principle, the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free
continue to do so in the future; some may even be amomgne in South Asia. Pakistan believes that, despite the
the sponsors of the draft resolution. difficulties that have been faced in the creation of a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in South Asia, this remains a feasible and
This problem must be dealt with in a responsiblenportant objective for the region and for the international
manner. That is why France, like other countries, isommunity.
proposing a comprehensive, phased approach that would
allow definite progress to be made towards the achievement In order to make it clear that we are not seeking any
of a total ban. imposition of such a zone in South Asia or elsewhere, the
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draft amendment suggested by Pakistan in L.51 makesiiclear-weapon-free zone should be on the basis of
clear that the proposed nuclear-weapon-free zones to dreangements freely arrived at.
created should be
We know that India opposes our draft resolution, but
“on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at amorifgwe could sit down and discuss the matter, we might be
the States of the region concerned”. able to see whether it is possible to find a common
approach that could be accepted by India and the other
Pakistan is confident that this amendment will beountries of South Asia to create a zone in South Asia that
acceptable to the sponsors and to almost all other Membrasuld exclude nuclear weapons.
States. If it is adopted, Pakistan will be in a position to join
in sponsoring the draft resolution contained in document The Government of India has consistently stated that
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1. it does not wish to acquire nuclear weapons. We believe
and we hope that that position remains the same today. We
The Chairman: | now call on those delegationswish to capture that position. We wish to multilateralize that
wishing to comment on the amendment to draft resolutiguosition, to secure a commitment from all the countries of
A/C.1.51/L.4/Rev.1. South Asia that they will not acquire nuclear weapons. That
is an objective that is supported by the international
Ms. Ghose(India): No one in the Committee will be community, and surely, we hope, the Government of India
surprised that we should ask for a vote on the amendmelates not oppose that objective.
proposed by the representative of Pakistan.
It is in that spirit that we ask for the support of the
Our reasons for opposing the amendment are alsternational community for this objective of excluding
extremely clear. It would also obviously change our vote amuclear weapons from South Asia. We hope that the
the draft resolution as a whole should this amendment gernational community will remain consistent and support
adopted. However, | should like to point out that thishis objective.
amendment contains what is commonly known, unless | am
mistaken, as an oxymoron — a contradiction. It mentions Ms. Ghose(India): | do understand that members are
South Asia and then goes on to say “on the basis gétting a little upset, and so am I. But | promise that this
arrangements freely arrived at”. will be my last statement on this particular subject.

We have already adopted a draft resolution on this | think that | welcome the spirit in which the
specific region, which India, as a part of South AsigdAmbassador of Pakistan made his recent comments, but |
opposed. So clearly it is not freely arrived at, and thereforeould suggest that this is much better done in Islamabad
the inclusion of South Asia here is becoming somewhand Delhi. We have been trying for months — for years —
routine. It is a part of what | mentioned earlier — a kind ofo sit down and talk bilaterally. That is where we should do
a bilateral “to-ing” and “fro-ing” disguised as somethingt, and not indulge in these kinds of situations.
internationally acceptable.

Mr. Akram (Pakistan): | just wish to ask my

We are not going to repeat the reasons why we do nlleague from India one small question: Do | take it that
accept the concept of South Asia in terms of disarmamdntia agrees to discuss the proposal for the South Asia
and international security. Certainly, culturally South Asiauclear-weapon-free zone with Pakistan?
is a region. We hope that economically, once Pakistan is a

little more willing to join us, it will also be a region, but in The Chairman: The Committee will now take action
terms of international security and disarmament, India doea the amendment proposed by the delegation of Pakistan
not accept South Asia as a region. in draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.51.

For these reasons, we will vote against this | call onthe Secretary of the Committee to conduct the
amendment. voting.

Mr. Akram (Pakistan): One brief comment on the Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):

statement by the representative of India: There is ridhe amendment to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 is
contradiction. What we are saying is that the creation of tleentained in draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.51 and was
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introduced by the representative of Pakistan at the [Subsequently, the delegation of the Democratic
Committee’s 21st meeting on 13 November 1996. People’s Republic of Korea informed the Secretariat
that it had intended to abstain.]
A recorded vote has been requested.
The Chairman: The Committee will now take action
A recorded vote was taken. on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1.

In favour. | shall now call upon those members who wish to
Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijanmake statements in explanation of vote before the voting.
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bolivia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Mr. Campbell (Australia): Australia will support this
Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Childgraft resolution initiated by our southern-hemisphere
China, Congo, Costa Rica, Céte d'lvoire, Democratineighbour, Brazil, because it is consistent —

People’s Republic of Korea, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt,

El Salvador, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Ghana, The Chairman: | call on the representative of the
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Iran (Islamidetherlands on a point of order.

Republic of), Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakstan,

Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Mr. Ramaker (Netherlands): | am having some
Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mali, Maltaglifficulty with the voting procedures this morning. It would
Marshall Islands, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepalseem to me that, once we have voted on the amendment, we
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Omarshould immediately continue with the vote on the draft
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Pezgplution as a whole. After that, of course, delegations can
Russian Federation, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Singaponegake statements in explanation of vote. | think that, if we
South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazilanéhterrupt the voting procedure, we are not in line with the
Sweden, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedoniaules of procedures of the General Assembly.

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab

Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, The Chairman: The representative of the Netherlands

Venezuela, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe has proposed that we take action immediately on draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1. Does the Committee agree
Against to take action on the draft resolution at this time?
India

Sir Michael Weston (United Kingdom): My
Abstaining delegation wished to explain its vote on draft resolution
Afghanistan, Algeria, Andorra, Antigua and Barbudaf/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 before the voting and we still wish to
Armenia, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bulgaria,do so. We already have a precedent for departing from the
Burkina Faso, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprusrules of procedure on this point, set this morning when the
Czech Republic, Denmark, Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopiagpresentative of the Netherlands proposed the vote of no
Fiji, Finland, France, Georgia, Greece, Hungangction on the Cuban amendment to draft resolution
Iceland, Israel, Jamaica, Kenya, LithuaniaA/C.1/51/L.46.
Luxembourg, Mauritius, Myanmar, Namibia,
Netherlands, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, | would request that, even though it may be a
Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romaniadeparture from the rules of procedure, those of us who wish
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Tajikistan, Thailand, Togdp explain our votes on A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1l before the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northernvoting should be allowed to do so.
Ireland, United States of America, Viet Nam, Zaire
The Chairman: | call on the representative of the

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.51, amending draftNetherlands on a point of order.
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, was adopted by 89 votes
to 1, with 51 abstentions Mr. Ramaker (Netherlands): As the Ambassador of

the United Kingdom correctly observed, we are departing

from the common practice and from rules 128 and 130 of

the General Assembly’s rules of procedure. Indeed, this
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morning that departure had already taken place, but it wadat | would like to have. | would like to have the
not as a result of action undertaken by the Netherlandpportunity to explain my vote on the draft resolution as a
delegation. whole. | think that we are now considering draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as amended. That is a separate action
As the Ambassador of the United Kingdom will recalland every delegation therefore has the right to explain its
| was called upon to speak and from there we took vtote before and after the voting, even after a separate vote
further. | had not chosen the right timing for my statemertitas been taken on operative paragraph 3.
this morning. The reason | am interrupting now — and |
apologize for interrupting the Ambassador of Australia — | think that this is not a question of breaking a rule.
is that it seems to me that we have to look very closely §lfe are now voting on a draft resolution. We have not so
the way in which we proceed in our meetings. At théar voted on it. Before we vote on the draft resolution, we
moment, it is my feeling that, by simply departing frondo need an opportunity to explain our votes.
common practice, we are also squandering time. We are
losing time and we are going at less than even a snail's Having said that, | would like to reiterate that my
pace. This is my only concern. delegation has formally requested the Secretariat for a
separate vote on operative paragraph 3 of
If the United Kingdom wishes to explain its voteA/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1.
before the voting, that is also a very understandable
concern, with which | fully sympathize. But all of this can The Chairman: | would propose that the Committee
be taken care of if we follow the procedures in the righfbllow the established procedure, and | shall now call upon
manner. That is the point | wished to make, and of coursiose delegations that wish to make statements in
as | have said before, | am in the hands of the Chairmamexplanation of vote before the voting on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1.
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Brazil
on a point of order. Mr. Campbell (Australia): Australia will support draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 initiated by our southern-
Mr. Felicio (Brazil): My delegation did not hear the hemisphere neighbour, Brazil, because in our view it is
Chairman call upon delegations to explain their votes befotensistent with Australia’s position as a member of a
the voting. We therefore agree with the proposal of thauclear-weapon-free zone and our long-standing support,
representative of the United Kingdom that whoever wisheeaffirmed in the context of last year’s indefinite extension
to do so should now be given the opportunity. of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT), for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Mexicobasis of arrangements freely arrived at among the States of
on a point of order. the regions concerned.

Mr. de Icaza (Mexico): | find myself in the most We also support the draft resolution because it
unusual situation of agreeing with Ambassador Ramakerwelcomes recent developments in relation to nuclear-
has not happened in two years, and | am very glad teeapon-free zones, including the conclusion of the Treaties
support him. of Bangkok and Pelindaba, and because it looks towards

further cooperation between southern-hemisphere and other

The Chairman: | call on the representative of India onStates to advance the shared objectives of the various
a point of order. nuclear-weapon-free-zone treaties.

Ms. Ghose(India): More unusual things are about to In our view, the draft resolution does not attempt
happen. | find myself agreeing with Ambassador Westonfdrmally to constitute a new legal entity as a southern-
think that what we have just done is to take action on dremisphere nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor does it in any
amendment. Now we are going to take action on the draflay erode existing rights under international law of freedom
resolution, together with an amendment that has beefnavigation and overflight. It does not seek to extend the
adopted. legal or geographic scope of existing nuclear-weapon-free

zones. These factors were critical in determining Australia’s

My delegation has formally asked for a separate vosipport for this draft resolution.
on operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution and that is
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We agree fully with the comments made by thevould such a step be unacceptable to our three countries;
representative of Brazil, Ambassador Amorim, when, imore importantly, it would be inconsistent with international
introducing the draft resolution, he said: law and should be unacceptable to all delegations which

respect the law of the sea.
“This draft resolution, of course, does not create

new legal obligations. It does not contradict any norm  Our second fundamental problem concerns the

of international law applicable to ocean space, such eferences in the draft resolution to the Treaty of Bangkok.

the United Nations Convention on the Law of thaVe are grateful for the improvements which have been

Sea.”(A/51/C.1/PV.17, p. 2) made to the text so that the present draft resolution

acknowledges the fact that our Governments, together with

Sir Michael Weston (United Kingdom of Great others concerned, are currently engaged in serious efforts to
Britain and Northern Ireland): | have the honour to speak aamend the Protocols in order to enable us to adhere to
behalf of France and the United States, as well as theem. But it is self evident that, until agreement is reached
United Kingdom, to explain our position on draft resolutioron this, statements welcoming the Treaty or calling for its
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 on the so-called nuclear-weapon-frezmarly ratification would be premature, since the Treaty itself
Southern Hemisphere and adjacent areas. has not yet been completed.

Our three delegations will vote “no” on the draft In addition to these two fundamental concerns, we
resolution. We regret this outcome. We have worked hahdve discussed with the sponsors a number of more detailed
with the sponsors in a serious effort to persuade them points which we considered necessary to make the draft
address our concerns, but we fear that, despite a numbereasfolution consistent with our positions on nuclear-weapon-
amendments, the draft resolution remains unacceptable.free zones. Again, we regret that, in the event, most of

these points have been ignored. One such point was the

I wish to emphasize that our votes on this draftelective quotation in operative paragraph 3 from article VI
resolution should in no way be interpreted as calling intof the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
guestion the firm commitment of all of us to the Treaties dt was because this was repeated in Pakistan’s proposed
Tlatelolco, Rarotonga, Pelindaba and the Antarctic, nor danendment in document A/C.1/51/L.51 that our three
we have objections in principle to the establishment of nedlelegations abstained in the voting on this amendment and
nuclear-weapon-free zones, which can make an importawtl abstain in a separate vote on operative paragraph 3.
contribution to both regional and global security, provided
that they are supported by all States in the region concerned For these reasons, our delegations will vote against this
and are embodied in appropriate treaties, includirdraft resolution. We hope that other delegations which
provision for full-scope International Atomic Energyrespect the law of the sea and recognize our genuine efforts
Agency (IAEA) safeguards. to reach an agreement with regional States on the Treaty of

Bangkok will accept the logic of our position and join us in

We have two fundamental objections to this draf negative vote.
resolution. The first concerns the concept of the entire
Southern Hemisphere becoming a nuclear-weapon-free zone. Mr. Deimundo Escobal (Argentina) {nterpretation
Since all land territory in the Southern Hemisphere, with tifieom Spanishi My delegation would like to comment on
exception of a few small islands, is already or soon will beluster 1 on nuclear weapons, in particular draft resolution
covered by nuclear-weapon-free zones, the only new ared€.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 entitled “The nuclear-weapon-free
which such a zone could cover are the high seas. MaBputhern Hemisphere and adjacent areas”.
delegations assert that this is not the intention and point out
that the draft resolution itself recalls the principles and  Argentina wishes to state that it is fully committed to
norms of international law applicable to ocean space. the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and the nuclear

disarmament that this draft resolution seeks to advance by

But if the new zone will not cover the high seas, whatonsolidating various nuclear-weapon-free zones established
will it add to the existing zones? Numerous rounds ajn the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among the
discussion with many of the sponsors have failed to provi&ates of the region concerned. We emphasize, as a member
an answer to this simple question. Thus, we are forced to bk the first denuclearized zone in the world, under the
concerned that the true aim of some sponsors is indeedTi@aty of Tlatelolco, that in the South Atlantic —
create a new zone that covers international waters. Not only
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The Chairman: | call on the representative of theof its efforts to come to an accommaodation. It is just not
United Kingdom on a point of order. true.

Sir Michael Weston (United Kingdom): Forgive me The Chairman: | would like to propose to the
for interrupting; but my understanding was that we wenepresentative of Argentina that he make a general statement
now in the stage of explanations of vote before the votingfter the voting.

It is my understanding that Argentina is a sponsor of the
draft resolution in question and therefore should not be | call on the representative of Mexico on a point of
explaining its vote. Perhaps, Sir, you could explain wheder.
my thinking is awry.
Mr. de Icaza (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanigh

The Chairman: | would like to ask the representativeThe delegation of Mexico does not, of course, propose to
of Argentina whether he is going to explain his position atontradict your decision, Sir, but in future we will see to it
vote before a decision is taken or make some genethht the rules are applied rigorously to all delegations,
comments. regardless of the region they belong to.

Mr. Deimundo Escobal (Argentina) {nterpretation The Chairman: | feel the same way.
from Spanisf There was a recent precedent. The
representative of France has just spoken on the adoption of | call on the representative of Uruguay on a point of
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46 on an international agreementder.
to ban anti-personnel landmines and therefore my statement
can be considered to be a general statement and not an Mr. Alvarez (Uruguay) (nterpretation from Spanigh
explanation of vote. May | proceed on that understandinghis delegation wishes to state that it carefully followed
developments in the procedures relating to the adoption of
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Francedraft resolution A/C.1/51/L.46. This delegation counted at
on a point of order. least two countries sponsors of the draft resolution that
explained their vote before the draft resolution in question
Mr. Rivasseau(France) interpretation from French was adopted.
As the representative of Argentina has referred to my
country, | would remind him that France carefully waited =~ We think that what is really distorting the voting
until the decision as a whole and all the explanations pfocedure is the holding of a general debate before the
vote had been completed before making a general statemeadoption of every draft resolution. This procedure is not
| also recall that there was nothing in that statement thfllowed in any of the other Committees. Although it was
could be taken as an explanation of vote. | simply referrexpplied at the last session, it did not distort the procedures.
to the path to be followed after the vote was taken. It wdut we are now continuing to hear a general discussion on
therefore a general statement and quite appropriate at thath of the items after having heard a general thematic
point. | just wanted this to be clear. debate and comments on draft resolutions. There is no need
for a general debate before the adoption of each draft
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Brazilresolution. This delegation has noted that this has really
on a point of order. distorted the whole procedure and has made a mess of
many of the procedures that are usually used for the
Mr. Amorim (Brazil): | would just like to comment adoption of decisions.
on how interesting it is to see how selective people are in
the application of the rules of procedure. In the previous In our opinion, in this case, a precedent was set during
debate, we heard the position of the United Kingdom aride adoption of the draft resolution earlier when two
what its position is now in terms of selectivity in thesponsors were allowed to speak in the general debate or
qguestion of how flexible one should be in the rules dfive an explanation of vote before the voting. Therefore, we
procedure. On the other hand, | would also like to say thhelieve that if we are going to apply the rules of procedure,
explanations of vote are one thing, but telling the story ahey should be fully applied for all parties and without a
these negotiations from only one angle is not a fair way weneral debate before the adoption of each draft resolution.
proceed in any case. Leaving aside the substance, we doWat have wasted a lot of our time that way. This is the third
agree with the version that the United Kingdom presentadeeting we have had to adopt draft resolutions and we have

20



General Assembly 21st meeting
A/C.1/51/PV.21 13 November 1996

adopted considerably less than a third of the draifiternational control, in particular in the field of nuclear
resolutions we are to adopt. weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. This is not
an approach that we would normally have agreed with and
On that point, we hope that you, Sir, can clarify theve continue to have reservations on that.
adoption procedure in order to ensure that we do not have
the same problem with the more controversial draft We now have serious reservations about operative
resolutions remaining. Unless you do, we will not have thearagraph 3. The call on States to consider establishing
chance to discuss them and adopt them in the correetclear-weapon-free zones, including in the region of South
manner. Asia, is not acceptable to us for the reasons stated earlier
this afternoon. In addition, the objective mentioned in this
The Chairman (interpretation from Russignl would paragraph to
like to remind members that today’s procedure for adopting
decisions was established by them. | do not want a “strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime”
repetition of Monday’s meeting, when we changed the
proposals on procedure that were adopted on Thursdayiogqually difficult to accept. As we have stated repeatedly,
last week. If we establish one system, then we must followhile we are in favour of nuclear non-proliferation, the
that system and not change the rules of procedure at evprgsent regime is unequal and flawed and we certainly
meeting or waste time on procedural issues. cannot support strengthening it.

| therefore propose that we act in accordance with the We have therefore called for a separate vote on
established procedure. Since we are now going to takeoperative paragraph 3 and will vote against that paragraph.
decision on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as
amended, we will follow the procedure established. That In view, however, of the fact that the sponsors have
procedure envisages that delegations have the right repeatedly emphasized that no new legal obligations are
explain their positions or votes before the adoption of theontained in this draft resolution, we will abstain in the
draft resolution. | now call on those representatives whating on the draft resolution as a whole.
wish to exercise that right.
The Chairman (interpretation from Russian):call on
Ms. Ghose (India): Unfortunately, there is now athe representative of Argentina on a point of order.
parting of the ways with the Ambassador of the United
Kingdom. However, with regard to this particular draft Mr. Deimundo Escobal (Argentina) {nterpretation
resolution — and in spite of the reservations and viewsom Spanish | would like to note that | was interrupted in
which we expressed earlier when we were talking in thtbe middle of my statement and that the rules have been
general debate on the issue of nuclear-weapon-free zoneshreken constantly in this Committee. My delegation was not
we were generally in agreement with the draft resolution, aermitted to complete its statement. | would like to ask to
a whole. be allowed to do so in order to express Argentina’s view on
the matter it was discussing.
However, today we have to make certain comments to
explain our vote before the voting. | would first like to cite The Chairman (interpretation from Russignl would
some of the reservations that we had, even with tlike once again to remind the representative of Argentina
unamended text. that we are now hearing statements in explanation of vote
or position before the voting. Is he making a statement in
First, we have reservations about the approaxplanation of position or a general statement?
reflected in the first preambular paragraph, in which the
prevention of proliferation would appear to be the primary  Mr. Deimundo Escobal (Argentina) (nterpretation
means — according to the sponsors — of strengthenifrpm Spanish It is a general statement.
international peace and security. On the other hand, the
elimination of weapons of mass destruction — particularly ~ The Chairman (interpretation from RussignIn that
nuclear weapons — has not been referred to at all, excepise, | would like to call on you after action is taken.
in a somewhat convoluted and oblique manner. This is the
case in this paragraph, which refers to the process of Mr. Nsanze (Burundi) (nterpretation from French
general and complete disarmament under strict and effectMg delegation has already had an opportunity to emphasize
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that any action in the right direction, however imperfect it  Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakstan,

may be, that helps us to move slowly but — we hope —  Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
surely towards the global objective of total and effective  Arab Jamabhiriya, Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mali, Malta,
disarmament deserves our support. Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,

Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Nepal, New Zealand,
| would like to say, moreover, that my delegation Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
would also like to be a sponsor of this draft resolution and Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Russian
believes that peace throughout the world should be Federation, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South
indivisible. Even if Burundi is not an integral part of what, Africa, SriLanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
in the political sense, is called tfe Southern Hemisphere”, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Tajikistan, the former
it goes without saying that, when any part of Earth is  Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Tunisia, Turkey,
affected, this constitutes a breach of peace and therefore an Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates,
impediment in our movement towards the ultimate United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
objective. Yemen, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

In order to promote that principle, which we have seAgainst
forth on many occasions, my delegation supports the India
sponsors and will of course vote in favour of the draft
resolution. However, we would like to emphasize that th&bstaining
draft resolution is far from perfect. We must be satisfied, in  Andorra, Antigua and Barbuda, Armenia, Belgium,
the absence of any ideal solution, with these slow but Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Colombia,
positive steps, which will, in the final analysis, lead to the  Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Eritrea,

objective for which the world longs. Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Greece, Hungary,
Iceland, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Israel, Kenya,
The Chairman: We shall now take action on draft Kyrgyzstan, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mauritius,
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as amended. A separate vote Myanmar, Netherlands, Norway, Philippines, Poland,
has been requested on paragraph 3. Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova,

Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Thailand, United
| call on the Secretary of the Committee to conductthe  Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
voting. United States of America, Viet Nam

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee): Paragraph 3 was retained by 100 votes to 1, with 43
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, entitled “The nuclear-  abstentions
weapon-free Southern Hemisphere and adjacent areas”, was
introduced by the representative of Brazil at the 17th The Chairman: The Committee will now take a
meeting of the Committee on 7 November 1996. In additiaaecision on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as a whole,
to those sponsors listed in the draft resolution and &s amended.
document A/C.1/51/INF.3, it is sponsored by Belize.
A recorded vote has been requested.
A separate vote has been requested on paragraph 3.
| call on the Secretary of the Committee to conduct the
A recorded vote was taken. voting.

In favour. Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,The Committee will now proceed to take action on draft
Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarusesolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as a whole, as amended.
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,

Botswana, Brazil, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, A recorded vote was taken

Canada, Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Costa Rica,

Céte d’lvoire, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,In favour.

Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Ghana, Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda,
Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahrain,
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Bangladesh, Belarus, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivimuclear-weapon-free zones in accordance with the specifics
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Bruneif their regions and on the basis of voluntary consultations
Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodiand voluntary agreement. We also believe that this is
Cameroon, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Chinamportant for the cause of nuclear disarmament and the
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Céte d’lvoire, Cubarevention of nuclear proliferation.
Democratic People’'s Republic of Korea, Dijibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Secondly, the Chinese Government has signed and
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissaatified Protocols | and Il of the Treaties of Tlatelolco and
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Iran (IslamiRarotonga, to which the draft resolution refers; and
Republic of), Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakstanndertaken the corresponding legal obligations. This year,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyanve also signed the relevant protocols of the Pelindaba
Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Malaysia, Mali, MaltaTreaty.
Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal,  Thirdly, although China has not yet signed the relevant
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Omarprotocols of the Treaty of Bangkok, China, on the basis on
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, P@suconsistent, principled position, supports efforts for the
Philippines, Qatar, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Singaporestablishment of that nuclear-weapon-free zone. China
South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swazilantiopes that the countries of that proposed nuclear-weapon-
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Tajikistan, Thailandree zone will work together with China towards an early
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Togoand just resolution of issues relating to the geographical
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emiratesscope of Chinese territory so as to create conditions in
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuelayhich China can sign the relevant protocols.
Viet Nam, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

The Chinese delegation took note of the position

Against enunciated in the statement made by the sponsors of the
Canada, France, United Kingdom of Great Britain andraft resolution on 7 November 1996, when it was
Northern Ireland, United States of America introduced in the First Committee, to the effect that this

draft resolution does not create new legal obligations or

Abstaining contradict any norm of international law applicable to ocean

Andorra, Armenia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprusspaces, such as the United Nations Convention on the Law
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Georgiaf the Sea.
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, India, Israel,
Italy, Japan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, | take this opportunity to stress that this position is
Luxembourg, Mauritius, Netherlands, Norway, Poland;onsistent with the understanding of the Chinese delegation.
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of MoldovaAt the same time, we believe that the geographical
Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenidelineation of the nuclear-weapon-free zones has always
Spain, Turkey been an important and sensitive issue. When it involves
countries outside the zones, full consultations must be
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, as a whole, asarried out with such countries in order to seek an
amended, was adopted by 111 votes to 4, with 2fpropriate resolution of the relevant issues in strict respect
abstentions for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of countries
outside the zones.
The Chairman: | now call on those representatives
who wish to explain their vote or position on draft On the basis of those considerations, the Chinese
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1. delegation voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 on a nuclear-weapon-free Southern
Mr. Sha Zukang (China) ({nterpretation from Hemisphere, and adjacent areas.
Chinesg: The Chinese delegation voted in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, entitled “The nuclear- Mrs. Kurokochi (Japan): | should like to explain
weapon-free Southern Hemisphere and adjacent areas”. ¥épan’s abstention on the vote on the draft resolution
did so because, first, China has consistently supportedntained in document A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, entitled “The
efforts by the non-nuclear-weapon States to establishclear-weapon-free Southern Hemisphere and adjacent
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areas”. Japan reaffirms the conviction, as stated in the Mr. Pham Quang Vinh (Viet Nam): Before the
principles and objectives for nuclear non-proliferation an@ommittee took action, my delegation had intended to seek
disarmament, adopted at the Review and Extensigtarification from the Chairman as to whether it could
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Nospeak, given its sponsorship of draft resolution
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), that the\/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, because the text had been amended.
establishment of internationally recognized nuclear-weapardewever, we refrained from doing so.
free zones on the basis of arrangements clearly arrived at by
the States of the region concerned, enhances global and My delegation is one of the original sponsors of
regional peace and security. A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 and | thank Brazil for its efforts
regarding the draft resolution. However, my delegation’s
Japan therefore welcomes the establishment of sponsorship of the draft resolution does not mean that it
nuclear-weapon-free zone as a contribution to nuclear naiso sponsors the amendment to it. | wanted to register that
proliferation, as long as it is based on appropriatgosition, because my delegation abstained in the voting on
requirements, such as the agreement of the Stapegagraph 3, which was retained earlier.
concerned, including the nuclear-weapon States, and is
consistent with principles of international law. Mr. Bergufio (Chile)(interpretation from SpanighAs
members are aware, Chile has from the outset been a
In this regard, Japan has been paying particulaponsor of draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1, initiated by
attention to recent developments concerning nucled@razil. It was therefore not appropriate for us to explain our
weapon-free zones in the Southern Hemisphere. \W@esition. However, given the fact that the rules of procedure
understand that this draft resolution not only encourages thave been applied selectively, the circumstances that have
development of each nuclear-weapon-free zone, but abésen out of the debate on the issue lead us to explain one
introduces a new concept of the nuclear-weapon-fressential element of our position.
Southern Hemisphere as a whole. We believe that the draft
resolution should clearly state, in particular, its relation to  We deeply regret the negative votes and abstentions of
principles of international law applicable to ocean spac#&jendly countries and, even more, the justification that they
including the freedom of the high seas. Taking into accouhaive given in their explanations of vote. In reiterating that
the fact that it does not reflect our proposed amendmentise draft resolution does not change the legal obligations
including those relating to the considerations that | haftowing from the Convention on the Law of the Sea, we
outlined, we decided to abstain on the draft resolution. would place on record the fact that that Convention
authorizes only peaceful uses in the economic zones of the
Mr. Yativ (Israel): Israel abstained in the voting orhigh seas and international waters.
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1. Israel's position on
nuclear-weapon-free zones is well known. Each region, by Mr. Moradi (Islamic Republic of Iran): My delegation
agreement among all its States and in accordance with stgported draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1. However, we
own political and security situation, should freely negotiatabstained in the voting on operative paragraph 3 because we
the establishment of a zone when all members of the regida not subscribe to the concept of the nuclear non-
find it appropriate. Therefore, Israel would like to registeproliferation regime. That concept should have been
its reservation on the fourth preambular paragraph of theformulated in a way that limits it only to existing
draft resolution, which singles out the region of the Middlelisarmament and arms-control treaties.
East as a region of tension.
| should also like to express our reservations with
Mr. Bjarme (Sweden): | have asked to speak imegard to the fourth preambular paragraph and to the phrase
explanation of my delegation’s vote on draft resolutiotespecially in regions of tension”. A more appropriate
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 on the nuclear-weapon-free Southeatternative phrase is “regions under the threat of nuclear
Hemisphere and adjacent areas. My delegation voted vieapons”.
favour of the draft resolution because of its support for its
general thrust. However, it did so on the understanding that The Chairman: | call on the representative of
the draft resolution is without prejudice to the body ofrgentina to make a general statement, as requested eatrlier.
principles governing the law of the sea.
Mr. Deimundo Escobal (Argentina){nterpretation
from Spanish Seven representatives have spoken since |
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was interrupted and not allowed to finish my statement. The We would like to be quite clear as to what rules will
Argentine delegation has no intention of speaking now bapply so that we do not have a situation like the one that
reserves the right to speak at the Committee’s next meetisgose today. My delegation wishes to register a protest at
the selective and discriminatory way in which the debates
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Mexicohave been conducted.
on a point of order.
The Chairman: | call on the representative of Egypt
Mr. de Icaza (Mexico)(interpretation from Spanigh to make a statement.
My delegation would like to ask the Chairman a favour.
Tomorrow, when we meet, the delegation of Mexico would ~ Mr. Abdel Aziz (Egypt): | wish to announce, on
like the Chairman to inform us what rules of procedure wieehalf of the sponsors, that there is a minor change in the
will be following with regard to times for generalthirteenth preambular paragraph of draft resolution
statements, explanations of vote, voting, explanations AfC.1/51/L.43, “Prevention of an arms race in outer space.”
vote following the voting and so on.

The words “including the weaponization of outer
space” should be added to the end of the paragraph. The
thirteenth preambular paragraph as a whole should therefore
read as follows:

“Convinced that further measures should be
examined in the search for effective and verifiable
bilateral and multilateral agreements in order to
prevent an arms race in outer space, including the
weaponization of outer space,”.

Of course, we approached the Secretariat in an attempt
to have a revised version issued, but, in view of the drastic
financial situation, we were advised to make our revision
orally. | take it, therefore, that members of the Committee
have hereby been duly informed so that, when we proceed
to take a decision on this draft resolution, the revision will
be taken into consideration.

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m.
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