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The meeting was called to order at 3.05 p.m. further. It is imperative, therefore, that the international
community intensify efforts in nuclear disarmament with a
Agenda items 63 to 79continued view to realizing the ultimate goal of the complete

elimination of nuclear weapons. This draft resolution is one
Thematic discussion on item subjects; introduction and such effort in that direction. It is based on, and is largely an
consideration of all draft resolutions submitted under all update of, General Assembly resolution 52/38 O, which the
items General Assembly adopted by a large majority at its last
session. The rationales contained in last year's resolution
Mr. Hasmy (Malaysia): My delegation has the honouremain as valid this year as they were then.
to introduce draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.45, dated 26
October 1998, entitled “Follow-up to the advisory opinion  The draft resolution underscores once again, in
of the International Court of Justice on thegality of the paragraph 1, the unanimous advisory opinion of the
Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapdhs International Court of Justice (ICJ) that

We are pleased to announce that the draft resolution is “there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and
sponsored by the following delegations: Algeria, bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear
Bangladesh, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burundi, Colombia, disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Ghana, international control”.

Guyana, Honduras, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran,
Irag, Jamaica, Kenya, the Lao People's Democralicis clear from this opinion that States have a legal
Republic, Lesotho, Malawi, Mexico, Mongolia, Myanmarpbligation not only to pursue such negotiations but also to
Namibia, the Niger, Nigeria, Panama, Papua New Guindarjng them to an early conclusion.
Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Samoa, San Marino, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, the Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, the The draft resolution also, in paragraph 2, reiterates the
Sudan, Suriname, Thailand, the United Arab Emiratesall by the General Assembly in its resolution 52/38 O for
Uruguay, Viet Nam, Zimbabwe and my own delegation.

“all States to immediately fulfil that obligation by

It is clear from the debates at this session of the First commencing multilateral negotiations in 1999 leading
Committee that a large majority of Members of the to an early conclusion of a nuclear weapons
Organization continue to be seriously concerned about the convention prohibiting the development, production,
lack of genuine effort and the extremely slow pace of testing, deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat or use
negotiations on nuclear disarmament leading to the ultimate of nuclear weapons and providing for their
elimination of nuclear weapons. Recent developments have elimination”.
increased those concerns and complicated the situation
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That is consistent with the solemn obligation made ksequire different responses. As the draft resolution is
States parties under article VI of the Treaty on the Norntitled “Follow-up to the advisory opinion”, we think that
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) to pursue in gootivo opinions together in one draft resolution would only
faith negotiations on effective measures relating to nucleaonfuse the issue, as delegations may be able to support one
disarmament and their determined pursuit of systematic aaplpropriate course of action and not the other.
progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally, with
the ultimate goal of the elimination of those weapons. The draft resolution, as reflected in operative
paragraph 1, focuses on the disarmament obligation of
The sponsors of the draft resolution consider thiStates, because that conclusion was reached unanimously by
unanimous opinion of the World Court on the existence dlfie World Court, and there is little or no controversy over
this obligation as a clear basis for follow-up actions bthe meaning of this conclusion, unlike the conclusion on the
Member States of the United Nations in their determindtireat or use of nuclear weapons, which has been subject to
efforts to rid the world of nuclear weapons. a number of interpretations. The implementation of this
conclusion is entirely appropriate for the General Assembly,
In proposing the draft resolution at this fifty-thirdwhich has a number of mandates to promote disarmament
session of the General Assembly, | should also like to makegotiations.
a number of additional points, partly in response to
comments made by those delegations which spoke against To the point made last year by a few delegations that
the relevant draft resolution on previous occasions. | shoulhat was needed was further bilateral negotiations, and that
like to point out that while the draft resolution seeks tonultilateral negotiations could jeopardize the successful
bring about the immediate commencement of multilaterabnclusion of bilateral negotiations, | can only repeat what
negotiations — specifically in 1999 — leading to a nucleany delegation stated when it presented last year's draft
weapons convention, its formulation does not exclude, angsolution. We said that we acknowledged
indeed allows for and encourages, negotiations on other
aspects of nuclear disarmament, the entire process of which “ongoing efforts and past achievements towards the
should lead to negotiations on a nuclear weapons reduction of nuclear arms through bilateral
convention. The draft resolution specifically mentions  negotiations”
negotiations leading to a nuclear weapons convention,
thereby allowing for the kinds of disarmament steps that theit added that these
nuclear-weapon States themselves are committed to support.
“bilateral negotiations address only the issue of the
It should be noted, as was noted last year by one reduction in numbers of these weapons to a certain
delegation — to which | am grateful — that the draft ceiling — not their total elimination or the changing of
resolution called for negotiations “leading to” and not “on” existing policies on the use or threat of use of these
a nuclear weapons convention. The realistic approach taken weapons” A/C.1/52/PV.16, p. 1
by this draft resolution is therefore not incompatible with
the step-by-step incremental approaches mooted by others, | should like to stress once again the importance and
including the Non-Aligned Movement, and it shoulccontinued relevance of bilateral negotiations, but these
therefore be looked at with a positive and constructivghould not detract from the importance of multilateral
attitude by the nuclear-weapon States. negotiations. Indeed, the two tracks could complement and
reinforce each other. After all, nuclear disarmament is a
My delegation readily admits that the draft resolutiomatter of concern to all of humanity and not just the
focuses that part of the opinion of the Court that pertains tuclear-weapon States.
the unanimous opinion on the existence of an obligation to
pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations There was also the contention that the draft resolution
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under stiieteased the non-nuclear-weapon States from any
and effective international control. It should be recalled thdisarmament responsibility. That is of course entirely
the ICJ gave two main conclusions on nuclear weapons, amgfounded and misleading, as the draft resolution calls upon
relating to the issue of the threat or use of nuclear weapaoalt States to fulfil the obligation to negotiate nuclear
and the other relating to the obligation to negotiatdisarmament. It does not single out the nuclear-weapon
disarmament. It is quite appropriate for the Gener&8tates only.
Assembly to treat these two conclusions separately, as they
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One delegation contended that the draft resolutidao People's Democratic Republic, the Libyan Arab
removed the article VI obligation of the NPT in relation taJamahiriya, Malaysia, Mexico, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria,
general and complete disarmament, in response to whicBudan, Viet Nam and India.
wish to point out that the draft resolution before the
Committee is on the implementation of the ICJ's advisory India and several other countries, many of them from
opinion and not on the NPT. While the NPT obligation irthe Non-Aligned Movement, have been proposing, through
article VI comprised part of international law which waghe draft resolution, negotiations on a legally binding
used by the Court, it also used other Government apdohibition on the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
customary law to determine its conclusion. The Courtts be concluded at an early date. Similar draft resolutions
conclusion that there is an obligation to negotiate nuclehave received widespread support over the years, but we
disarmament did not mean any linkage between such @agret that no progress has been made on implementation.
obligation and general and complete disarmament, nor dddsat has been due to the reluctance by certain States to
the NPT make a direct link. It merely states that there is aflow the commencement of multilateral negotiations on the
obligation to do both. proposed convention.

It was further contended that the draft resolution was  The promise held out by the end of the cold war that
silent on the fact that the Court concluded that there wasth the reductions in political antagonisms there would be
not in international law a prohibition against the threat aubstantial progress towards the reduction and elimination
use of nuclear weapons. My delegation is grateful to thef nuclear weapons has been belied. The international
observation made by one delegation last year, with whigltuation continues to be characterized by a nuclearized
we entirely agree, that the Court did conclude that the threglbbal order wherein nuclear weapons are viewed by some
or use of nuclear weapons was generally illegal and thatais a legitimate currency of power and a select few claim the
is incorrect to say that it allowed for an exception. Theght to possess them in perpetuity. Nuclear doctrines of
Court rejected the argument that there would be legal usesafme nuclear-weapon States espouse the first use of nuclear
nuclear weapons, and said that it could not reach weapons. The international community must take decisive
conclusion on extreme circumstances. steps to delegitimize nuclear weapons globally as an

essential step leading to their elimination.

For all those reasons, my delegation refutes the
allegation made by those who have opposed the introduction The historic advisory opinion of the International Court
of a similar draft resolution in the past that it is selectivegf Justice of 1996 made international humanitarian law
contentious and unrealistic. It is none of these things. Tla@plicable to the use of nuclear weapons. Therefore, there
submission of the draft resolution in its present form ialready exists in humanitarian law a general prohibition of
merely a matter of practical applicability of the opinion othe use of these weapons of mass destruction. We need to
the Court in the context of the work of the First Committeeonsider further steps that can build upon the historic
and the General Assembly relating to disarmament. Statadvisory opinion. A legally binding instrument specifically
which support multilateral negotiations that will eventuallyrohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is
lead to the global elimination of nuclear weapons — as waoth pertinent and necessary to underwrite the existing
are all committed to do — will have no reason to opposerovisions of international humanitarian law. There is a
this draft resolution, which seeks to do just that in the longeed to remove any ambiguity which may be resorted to in
term. justifying the use of nuclear weapons.

In introducing the draft resolution my delegation Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.14 underlines the fact that
expresses its sincere appreciation to its co-sponsors andht® use of nuclear weapons poses the most serious threat to
delegations that will vote in favour of it. the survival of mankind; refers to the Court's advisory

opinion that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would

Mrs. Kunadi (India): | have the honour to introducegenerally be contrary to the rules of international law
draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.14, “Convention on theapplicable in armed conflict, that of the principles and
Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons”, sponsored lprovisions of humanitarian law; and expresses the
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Botswana, Brunei Darussalaognviction that a multilateral agreement prohibiting the use
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Democratic Peoplais threat of use of nuclear weapons would strengthen
Republic of Korea, the Democratic Republic of the Conganternational security and contribute to the climate for
Egypt, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Kenya, theegotiations leading to the ultimate elimination of nuclear
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weapons. The draft resolution reiterates the request to thibich concluded with the adoption of a joint communiqué.
Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiationsitealls upon all Member States to support the Central Asian
reach agreement on an international convention prohibitingjtiative aimed at the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under afige zone in the region, and commends their first concrete
circumstances. Such a convention against the use or thr&t@ps in preparing the legal groundwork for their initiative.
of use of nuclear weapons would perhaps constitute the first
genuine nuclear disarmament agreement. By the draft resolution the General Assembly would
further encourage the five Central Asia States to continue
We hope that this draft resolution will continue taheir dialogue with the five nuclear-weapon States, initiated
secure the widespread support that similar draft resoluticims Bishkek; request the Secretary-General to provide
have received in the past. assistance to them; and decide to consider the question of
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Central Asia at the fifty-
Ms. Eshmambetova(Kyrgyzstan): | have the honour fourth session of the General Assembly under the agenda
to introduce draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.2, “Establishmenitem entitled “General and complete disarmament”.
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Central Asia”. The trend
towards nuclear-weapon-free zones in recent years is To conclude, | should like to stress my sincere
evidence of the growing significance of regional movementgatitude for the support voiced in the First Committee by
in advancing the cause of global non-proliferation and large number of States for the proposed Central Asia
nuclear disarmament. The Treaties of Tlatelolco, Rarotongajclear-weapon-free zone. In the light of these expressions
Bangkok and Pelindaba have made an importaaf support, and informal consultations held with a number
contribution to the non-proliferation regime while alsmf delegations, we hope that the draft resolution will be
representing a significant step towards the ultimate goal aflopted by consensus.
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control. Mr. Shah (Nepal): | have the honour to introduce
draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.5, “United Nations Regional
In this regard, | am particularly honoured to inform the&Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific”,
Committee that in addition to the sponsors mentioned on behalf of the following sponsors: Australia, Brunei
document A/C.1/53/L.2 — Kazakhstan, KyrgyzstanDarussalam, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan — the followinghe Lao People's Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Mongolia,
delegations have also joined in sponsoring the drdityanmar, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, the
resolution: Australia, Brazil, EI Salvador, Mongolia, NewRepublic of Korea, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Uzbekistan, Viet
Zealand, the Philippines and Thailand. The support of thelslam and Nepal.
countries, representing various regional arrangements, is of
special significance to the Central Asian countries whichare Except for the addition of a new preambular
currently engaged in the preparation of the leggaragraph, this draft resolution is not basically different
groundwork for the nuclear-weapon-free zone in thefrom last year's. In the new paragraph the idea of the
region. creation of an educational and training programme for peace
and disarmament in Asia and the Pacific for young people
We are also grateful to our partners from thevith different backgrounds, to be financed from voluntary
Commonwealth of Independent States, Azerbaijan, Georgiantributions, is noted.
and Ukraine, and the delegations of Italy and Turkey, which
have reiterated their strong commitment to the cause of As previously, we have, among other things, welcomed
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation by co-sponsoritite report of the Secretary-General (A/53/323), in which he
our draft resolution. expresses his belief that the mandate of the Centre remains
valid and that it can play a useful role in fostering a climate
The draft, based on last year's resolution, reflects cooperation and disarmament in the region. The draft
recent developments, including the informal meetings amésolution also commends the useful activities carried out by
consultations organized by the Department for Disarmamehe Centre in encouraging regional and subregional dialogue
Affairs in New York and Geneva and the Consultativéor the enhancement of openness, transparency and
Meeting of Experts of the Central Asian Countries, theonfidence-building, as well as the promotion of
Nuclear-Weapon States and the United Nations, hosted digarmament and security through the organization of
the Government of Kyrgyzstan in Bishkek in July this year,
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regional meetings, the process known as the “Kathmanduclear-weapon States. However, this did not discourage us
process”. Mongolians or our negotiating partners.

In its operative paragraphs the draft resolution, as As a result of the consultations and negotiations, we
usual, would have the General Assembly reaffirm its stroffgave come to the conclusion that for a small State
support for the continued operation and furthegeopolitically located like Mongolia, its nuclear-weapon-free
strengthening of the United Nations Regional Centre fatatus would be stronger and durable if its overall security
Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific, amgre internationally recognized and guaranteed. That
underscore the importance of the “Kathmandu process” asderstanding is the basis of the concept of the draft
a powerful vehicle for the development of the practice aksolution and, in fact, of the very approach to this question.
region-wide security and disarmament dialogue. It alddy delegation believes that given such an understanding,
expresses appreciation for the continued political supp@nd with the necessary political will, we could arrive quite
and financial contributions to the Regional Centre ssoon at a concrete special arrangement that would
essential for its operation. In addition, the draft reiterates tiecommodate the particular interests and needs of
appeal to Member States, in particular those within tHdongolia, including the strengthening of its nuclear-
Asia-Pacific region, as well as to international governmentaleapon-free status, as well as the legitimate interests of its
and non-governmental organizations and foundations, neighbours and of stability in the region in general.
continue to make voluntary contributions with a view to
strengthening the programme of activities of the Centre. By the preambular part of the draft resolution the

General Assembly would take note of the support that

The draft resolution contains requests to the Secretaiongolia's initiative already enjoys and the fact that a
General to provide the necessary support, within existimgiclear-weapon-free status is one means of ensuring the
resources, to the Regional Centre in carrying out itsational security of States. By its operative part the General
programme of activities; and to report to the Generdlssembly would welcome the declaration by Mongolia of
Assembly at its fifty-fourth session on its implementationits nuclear-weapon-free status, and endorse and support

Mongolia's good-neighbourly and balanced relationship with

It is the earnest hope of the sponsors that the drétft neighbours as an important element of strengthening
resolution will be adopted by consensus. Its unanimousgional peace, security and stability.
adoption by the General Assembly will be powerful support
for the Centre as a useful forum for meetings for  Operative paragraph 3 is, so to speak, the soul of the
disarmament and peace and for security and confidenciaft resolution. It proceeds from the notion that nuclear-
building in the Asia-Pacific region. weapon-free status is part of Mongolia's overall security and

that therefore consolidation and strengthening of Mongolia's

Mr. Enkhsaikhan (Mongolia): | have the honour to international security is &ine qua nonfor ensuring its
introduce draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.10/Rev.1, “Mongolia'siuclear-weapon-free  status. Therefore, by operative
international security and nuclear-weapon-free status”, paragraph 3 the General Assembly would invite all States
which the Philippines has just become a sponsor. Since mgncerned to cooperate with Mongolia in this respect.
delegation spoke on a related issue a few days ago as part
of its contribution to the thematic discussion, | shall be  Since the appropriate arrangements to consolidate and
quite brief. strengthen Mongolia's international security and its nuclear-

weapon-free status are yet to be defined, the General

This draft resolution is a product of long, serioud\ssembly would ask the Secretary-General and relevant
consultations and delicate negotiations, of which the fathited Nations bodies to provide the necessary assistance
that a revision has been issued this morning is an exampgi@Mongolia and report thereon to the General Assembly at
The draft resolution addresses Mongolia's declared nucles-fifty-fifth session.
weapon-free policy, which enjoys widespread international
support. The negotiations have shown that accepting that By operative paragraph 7 the Assembly would include
policy and following the formula of the operation ofthe question in the provisional agenda of its fifty-fifth
nuclear-weapon-free zones does not seem to be, at leasteastsion.
present, fully applicable when it comes to single States,
especially with respect to a State situated between two
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My delegation expresses the hope that the drafear future. This reflects the Japanese Government's long-
resolution will be adopted by consensus, which woulstanding view that the best way to promote nuclear
reflect the spirit of the negotiations. disarmament is the step-by-step approach, adopting concrete

and realistic measures wherever possible.

Mr. Hayashi (Japan): | wish to introduce draft
resolution A/C.1/53/L.42, “Nuclear disarmament with a  The three multilateral measures mentioned in
view to the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons”.  paragraph 4 are: the early signature and ratification of the

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT); the early

The Government of Japan submitted a draft resolutimonclusion of negotiations in the Conference on
under this title for the first time in 1994 to demonstrate thBisarmament in Geneva on a treaty banning the production
clear commitment of the international community to thef fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
elimination of nuclear weapons. It was also intended &xplosive devices; and the commencement of multilateral
prepare favourable ground for the Treaty on the Nomliscussions on possible steps to follow the fissile material
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) Review andut-off treaty.

Extension Conference the following year.
In addition, the same paragraph refers to three

The principles and objectives for nuclear nonmeasures which should be pursued by the nuclear-weapon
proliferation and disarmament adopted at that ConferenceStates. They are: the advancement of the START process;
1995 reflected this idea, referring exclusively to the ultimatenilateral measures for the reduction of nuclear arsenals;
elimination of nuclear weapons as the common goal of tkead the commencement, at an appropriate stage, of
international community. Since then successive resolutionsgotiations on the reduction of nuclear weapons among the
have been adopted with the support of the overwhelmifige nuclear-weapon States.
majority of United Nations Member States, including, last
year, all the nuclear-weapon States. We thus consider our In operative paragraph 7 the General Assembly would
initial aim of gaining the commitment of all States to theall upon all States to redouble their efforts to prevent the
elimination of nuclear weapons to have been achievagtoliferation of weapons of mass destruction, especially
Against this background Japan would like to propose thaticlear weapons.
we move a step forward and, to this end, is submitting a
new draft resolution. This year has witnessed both positive and negative

developments in the field of nuclear non-proliferation and

I would like simply to touch upon some of the newdisarmament, and in future may be remembered as a critical
and more salient points of our draft resolution. The fifth angear for that reason. The Government of Japan strongly
seventh preambular paragraphs would have the Gendralieves that the international community should not
Assembly welcome recent positive developments in tlsiccumb to inertia, but should press ahead further in
promotion of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmamentonsolidating its commitment to nuclear non-proliferation
such as the accession by Brazil to the Treaty on the Nasmd disarmament. It also believes that, while acknowledging
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the decision of thgivergent views on how to reach the goal of eliminating
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to establish an mttlear weapons, we must find common ground if we are
hoc committee on a treaty banning the production of fissite move forward. The text before us was drafted with a
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosiwéew to bridging the gaps between those different views.
devices.

Japan hopes that its views are shared by all United

By operative paragraphs 1 and 2 the General Assemidations Member States and that an overwhelming majority
would reaffirm the importance of achieving both thef them will support this draft resolution.
universality and the full implementation of the NPT,
reflecting the view of the Government of Japan that the Mr. Calovski (the former Yugoslav Republic of
NPT is the cornerstone of efforts towards the ultimat®acedonia): | have the honour to introduce draft resolution
elimination of nuclear weapons. A/C.1/53/L.44, on the maintenance of international

security — prevention of the violent disintegration of States,

Operative paragraph 4 describes several concrete amd behalf of the delegations of Andorra, Austria,
realistic actions which should be pursued both multilateralkzerbaijan, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Congo, the
and among the nuclear-weapon States immediately or in themocratic Republic of the Congo, Denmark, Ecuador, Fiji,
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Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Further, A/C.1/53/L.44 considers that the violent
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Monaco, the Netherlandgisintegration of States is a threat to international peace and
Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Portugal, the Republic akcurity. Noting that the vast majority of violent conflicts at
Moldova, Romania, the Russian Federation, San Maringresent are conflicts within States, it affirms the need for
Spain, Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom of Gredtinited Nations measures to help prevent the violent
Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of Americdisintegration of States, thereby enhancing the maintenance
and the Republic of Macedonia. of international peace and security and the economic and
social advancement of all peoples.
Let me first inform the Committee of a slight change
to the seventh preambular paragraph, which should now In its operative part, A/C.1/53/L.44 calls upon all
read: States, the relevant international organizations and
competent organs of the United Nations to continue to
“Convinced of the necessity to enhance thaindertake measures in accordance with the Charter of the
overall conflict prevention and resolution capability ofUnited Nations as appropriate to eliminate threats to
the United Nations system to prevent the outbreak ofternational peace and security and to help prevent
conflicts”. conflicts which can lead to the violent disintegration of
States. It stresses the importance of good-neighbourliness
Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 would be the secondnd the development of friendly relations among States to
resolution of the General Assembly to address the subjelse solution of problems among States, to prevent the
of the violent disintegration of States. The first time the&iolent disintegration of States and to promote international
Committee addressed the subject was two years ago, witeoperation in accordance with the Charter.
the General Assembly, on the Committee's recommendation,
adopted resolution 51/55 of 10 December 1996. Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 also calls upon all
States to solve their disputes with other States by peaceful
Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 addresses one of theeans in accordance with the Charter.
most important aspects of the maintenance of international
security, the prevention of the violent disintegration of In operative paragraphs 4 and 5, draft resolution
States. It addresses the subject in a forward-looking aAdC.1/53/L.44 affirms the need for strict compliance with
determined way. The emergence of new opportunities ftre principle of the inviolability of international borders and
building a peaceful world, according to draft resolutiothe principle of the territorial integrity of any State. In
A/C.1/53/L.44, can be realized only by observance of ttaperative paragraph 6 it stresses the importance of regional
provisions of the United Nations Charter and internationafforts aimed at preventing bilateral conflicts endangering
law. the maintenance of international peace and security.

Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 expresses deep concern  Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 ends with the request
that at present, situations which may threaten internatiorsddressed to all States and the relevant international
peace and security persist in spite of the efforts of th@ganizations to continue to communicate to the Secretary-
United Nations — to put an end to them — and to prevei@eneral their views on the maintenance of international
the occurrence of such situations in the future, and stressesurity — prevention of the violent disintegration of States;
the necessity to enhance the capacity of the United Naticsusd with the recommendation that the General Assembly
system to prevent the outbreak of conflicts. decide to include in the provisional agenda of its fifty-fifth

session an item entitled “The maintenance of international

Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44 stresses the importancgecurity — prevention of the violent disintegration of
of the activities of international organizations such as tHgtates”.

Organization of African Unity, the Organization for Security

and Cooperation in Europe, the Organization of American As can be seen, draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.44
States, the Association of South-East Asian Nations, thedresses a problem of great concern in the present
Council of Europe, the League of Arab States and thiternational political situation. We can say with great
Organization of the Islamic Conference, aimed at preventicgrtainty that in the future our Organization will be
the violent disintegration of States, maintaining internationgreoccupied with prevention. The eruption of new conflicts
peace and security and promoting international cooperationust be prevented and ongoing ones must be resolved. That
for development. will contribute immensely to the improvement of the
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international political situation and international cooperation ~ The draft resolution recalls the provisions of the
as well as the maintenance of international peace a@dénvention relating to scientific and technological
security. The goal, therefore, of draft resolutiortooperation and the related provisions of the final report of
A/C.1/53/L.44 is undertaking measures and policies at ttiee Ad Hoc Group of Governmental Experts, the final
national, regional and global levels aimed at eliminatingeport of the 1994 Special Conference and the final
threats to international peace and security and tldecuments of the Review Conferences.
enhancement of international cooperation in that endeavour.
It welcomes the reaffirmation made by the Final
Finally, may | say that the preparation of a drafDeclaration of the Fourth Review Conference that under all
resolution in this Committee with the aim of its beingcircumstances the use of biological weapons and their
adopted without a vote is not easy and is a complex affadevelopment, production and stockpiling are effectively
We have tried very hard to submit to the Committee a drgftohibited under article | of the Convention.
that will command the approval of all delegations. We hope
that A/C.1/53/L.44 will be adopted without a vote. The draft resolution recalls further the decision of the
1994 Special Conference of the States Parties to the
| should like to take this opportunity to inform you,Convention, which established an ad hoc group open to
Mr. Chairman, and the Committee that this morning | haBtates parties whose objective should be to consider
the great honour, on behalf of my country, to sign thappropriate measures, including possible verification
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). measures, and draft proposals to strengthen the Convention,
to be included, as appropriate, in a legally binding
The Chairman (interpretation from French | now instrument to be submitted for the consideration of the
call on the representative of Hungary to introduce dra8tates parties.
resolution A/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.1.
Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.| recalls the Final
Mr. Toth (Hungary): It is my privilege to introduce, Document of the Durban Conference of the Non-Aligned
on behalf of the sponsors, draft resolutiorCountries,inwhich the heads of State or Government noted
A/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.1, on the Biological Weapons Conventiothe progress achieved so far in negotiating a protocol,
The sponsors are Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austriairessed the importance of achieving further substantive
Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chilgrogress for the conclusion of a universally acceptable and
Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, the Czech Republiegally binding instrument designed to strengthen the
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greed@pnvention and reaffirmed the decision of the Fourth
Iceland, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Ireland, Italy, JapamReview Conference urging the conclusion of the
Kenya, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco, the Netherlandeggotiations by the Ad Hoc Group as soon as possible
New Zealand, the Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Polandefore the commencement of the Fifth Review Conference.
Portugal, the Republic of Korea, the Republic of Moldova,
Romania, the Russian Federation, Singapore, Slovakia, The draft resolution further recalls the Declaration of
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, the formahe informal Ministerial Meeting held recently in New
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Uganda, Ukraine, th€ork, in which the participants and the sponsors affirmed
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland andheir strong support for the Convention and for
the United States of America. strengthening the effectiveness and improving the
implementation of the Convention.
In its preambular part draft resolution
A/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.1 notes with satisfaction that there are In its operative part, draft resolution
140 States parties to the Convention, including all th&/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.1 welcomes the progress achieved so far
permanent members of the Security Council. It calls upan negotiating a protocol to strengthen the Convention and
all States parties to the Convention to participate in threaffirms the decision of the Fourth Review Conference
implementation of the recommendations of the Reviewrging the Ad Hoc Group to conclude negotiations as soon
Conferences, including the exchange of information arab possible before the commencement of the Fifth Review
data agreed to in the Final Declaration of the Third Revie®onference and to submit its report to the States parties for
Conference. consideration at a Special Conference and for adoption by
consensus.
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The draft resolution calls upon all States parties, inthis As an illustration, let me point out that my
context, to accelerate the negotiations and to redouble th@iovernment has funded over 90 per cent of mine-clearance
efforts within the Ad Hoc Group to formulate an efficientoperations in Croatia. It is an immense burden for a country
cost-effective and practical regime and seek early resolutiamich has been suffering from the consequences of
of the outstanding issues through renewed flexibility idestruction caused by war and which has to cope
order to complete the protocol on the basis of consensussahultaneously with the problems of an economy in
the earliest possible date. transition. Since 1996 little international funding has been

provided to assist Croatia. We therefore highly appreciate

Finally, draft resolution A/53/C.1/L.6/Rev.1 calls uporthe donations made by Switzerland, Germany, ltaly,
all signatory States that have not yet ratified the Conventi@elgium and the United Kingdom, as well as by the
to do so without delay, and also calls upon those States tlatropean Commission and the United Nations Voluntary
have not signed the Convention to become parties theretoratist Fund for Demining. | should also like to take this
an early date, thus contributing to the achievement opportunity to thank the United Nations Secretariat and
universal adherence to the Convention. member countries that have made United Nations technical

assistance to Croatia possible.

May | express my hope that draft resolution
A/C.1/53/L.6/Rev.1 will receive the same consensus support It is in this context that Croatia associates itself with
as similar resolutions received in previous years. the Ottawa Convention. It participated in the Ottawa process

from the beginning and was among the first 40 countries to

Mrs. Besker (Croatia): | should like to addressratify the Convention. We highly appreciate the special role
conventional weapons cluster issues, specifically, agenitiat the Government of Canada, as well as the Governments
items 71 (d) and 75 dealing with the landmine problem araf Norway and Austria, played in the Ottawa process.
the related draft resolutions, one of which has already be€noatia is looking forward to the first meeting of States
introduced in the Committee. parties and it welcomes the offer of the Government of

Mozambique to host the Conference in Maputo. We also

Croatia is one of the world's eight most mine-plaguekope that complementary efforts will be pursued in the
States, and therefore the landmine problem is one ©bnference on Disarmament which may eventually lead to
primary concern for my Government. The issue is a total ban on landmines.
standing topic in all our meetings with friends and partners,
in particular the European Union countries and United Having said all that, | wish to put on record Croatia's
Nations Secretariat representatives. As is the case in stlong support for draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.33 as
mine-affected countries, the landmine problem adversgbyoposed by Canada. It goes without saying that we also
affects efforts towards reconstruction, economiwelcome and support draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.20/Rev.1,
development, social reintegration and reconciliation. &n the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons and
constitutes a great obstacle to the return of refugees afwhended Protocol I, introduced yesterday in the
displaced persons, thus further hindering efforts at post-w@ommittee by the representative of Sweden.
social and political normalization.

As | said, Croatia is looking forward to the Maputo

The Croatian Government, with the help of the Unitecheeting. We attach great importance to a well-coordinated
Nations, has made progress in developing a natiorsid effective preparatory process. We believe that it is
organization and overall system for mine clearance. Important to sustain the unique synergy among
February 1998 the law to establish the Mine Action Centi®overnments, international organizations and institutions
was adopted. Its task is daunting. The more than a milli@and civil society during that process. It is this particular
mines spread over 60,000 square kilometres could take s\ergy that made the Ottawa process such a gratifying
years or more to clear. Although we do not underestimapeecedent in multilateral negotiations. The full impact of the
the results achieved to date, we know that they representanvention will depend on its successful implementation.
drop in the ocean of pressing need. These needs canHbieinating anti-personnel landmines and assisting victims
fully addressed only if the international community upholdill require the long-term mobilization of much greater
its commitment and determination to assist technologicaligsources than have thus far been made available, as well as
and financially the most affected countries in their national more effective coordination of international efforts.
efforts while at the same time continuing activities to
eliminate existing stockpiles.
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Croatia shares the concern expressed by thengratulate you, Sir, on your accession to the
representative of the International Committee of the Rexhairmanship, and commend you for the way you are
Cross about running the Committee, and for your self-determination and

discipline both in keeping the audience quiet and in

“the number of efforts at international coordinatiorguarding your figure as you go through the immense dining

and data collection which have not yet resulted in neprocess that every Chairman has to endure.

activities in mine-affected communities.”

| take the floor today to comment on the draft

We look to the follow-up of the Ottawa process as theesolution (A/C.1/53/L.48) entitled “Towards a nuclear-
catalyst for genuinely advancing mine action throughout thveeapon-free world: the need for a new agenda”. The United
world. From our own experience we can say that moigtates delegation listened carefully to the discussion of the
forceful action is required at national, regional and globalraft resolution on Tuesday, and | would like to comment
levels. This has to be coupled with the necessary fundshioth on that discussion and on the text itself.
finance commercial demining, as well as assistance in
specialized equipment, training and in-kind personnel In listening to the comments of its sponsors, we noted
support to the most affected countries. Assistance is aldmt while the draft resolution is one of the longest on this
needed in enhancing the effectiveness of national capacitigsar's agenda, its supporters referred almost entirely to its
including determining the appropriate role of the military ifirst operative paragraph. They clearly consider that the
humanitarian demining. heart of the draft resolution is its call in paragraph 1 for the

nuclear-weapon States to “demonstrate an unequivocal

The implementation of the Convention will be acommitment to the speedy and total elimination of their
particularly difficult challenge for mine-affected countriesrespective nuclear weapons”.

They will have to implement the obligations of the

Convention, which are many, complex and costly, and at | would have thought it unnecessary to reiterate once

the same time intensify mine clearance activities and victiagain the commitment of the United States to nuclear

rehabilitation. Croatia believes that this issue deservdsarmament, a commitment we undertook when we

special consideration in the preparations for the follow-ugpdhered to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

programme for the Ottawa Convention. Weapons (NPT), but let me recall the steps we have taken,
and are taking, in fulfilment of our article VI commitment.

Croatia is ready to work hard with all countries tdcSome of the most important ones are described in draft
support the Ottawa Convention in its next phase. Thesolution A/C.1/53/L.49, on bilateral nuclear arms
Convention is indeed the framework for a comprehensivegotiations and nuclear disarmament.
solution to the ongoing humanitarian crisis. We have to use
it to the fullest extent possible. The draft resolution on mine  To review those specifics, let me point out that since
action currently under consideration in the Genertihe height of the cold war the United States has almost
Assembly could provide useful input into our deliberationsompletely eliminated its non-strategic nuclear weapons,
on the preparatory process. The role of the United Natiogsing from 15 systems in 1971 to two systems today. We
in increasing international mine-related activities anbave eliminated more than 10,000 nuclear warheads from
cooperation will be very important. We are looking forwaraur military arsenal, along with more than 1,700 missile
to the contribution of the United Nations Secretariat in thdaunchers and bombers under the Intermediate Nuclear
respect. Forces Treaty and START |. We have not conducted a

nuclear-weapon test explosion since 1992. We ceased the

Finally, my Government would like to express itgproduction of fissile material for nuclear weapons many
deepest regret to the United Nations Secretariat, thiears ago and have removed more than 200 tons of fissile
Government of South Africa and the family of the Soutlmaterial from our military stockpile. Once we have
African national who was tragically killed by a landmineconcluded the next step in strategic arms control, as agreed
last week while working on landmine clearance in Croatidy the United States and Russia, we will have made
This latest tragedy is a sad reminder of the horrible dang&ductions of 80 per cent from cold war peaks of deployed
of landmines and of the urgency of our deliberations. weapons. If this does not demonstrate a commitment to

nuclear disarmament in deeds, not words, | do not know

Mr. Grey (United States of America): Since this is mywhat does.
first intervention in the First Committee, | should like to
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The logic of this paragraph also puzzles the Unitedisarmament. If that is not sufficient, we fail to see what a
States. If the commitments we have already undertaken agpetition would add.
sufficient, the world will gain nothing from their repetition.
Alternatively, if the sponsors of the draft resolution do not  The draft resolution calls twice for the “seamless
consider these commitments trustworthy, why should wietegration” of five-Power negotiations into the current
think they would find another one more reliable? bilateral process. That sounds good, but what does it really
mean? Have the sponsors considered the alternatives? Are
As | have noted, the sponsors of the draft resolutiome sure a five-Power process would be the most effective,
stress operative paragraph 1, but the United States takesdhamight there be a parallel process or processes? The
entire draft resolution seriously and urges the Committee tinited States does not have an answer to these questions
consider all its provisions carefully. We have held ounow, and neither, we suspect, does anyone else; nor will
counsel while we waited to see what would emerge frothey until the process has moved further along.
the deliberations the eight held with other members of this
body. But now that we see a more developed text we have In one of the few concrete proposals the draft
decided to make our views known. The United States couldsolution contains, it calls on the nuclear-weapon States to
support some of the ideas it expresses but finds many maleralert those weapons. The United States has carefully
fundamentally misconceived or flawed in practice. considered this issue and has agreed with Russia on pre-
launch natification of strategic launch vehicles and space
Let me elaborate: we reject the alarmist tone expressiagdinches. However, we believe the wholesale adoption of
in the first several preambular paragraphs. As Undede-alerting measures leads to instability. Because such
Secretary of State Holum said to the Committee a femeasures are unverifiable, a situation could arise, similar to
weeks ago, the United States identifies with the yearning firat of August 1914 and the rush to mobilization, in which
more progress and the disappointment that the progress tam potential that one country might quickly return to alert
be difficult and slow. This does not cause us alarnstatus could start a dangerous rush by all to do so, leading
however, but rather gives us the determination to wotk greater instability.
harder at the task of making more progress. What is
alarming — but paradoxically not addressed explicitly in the We have instead targeted our efforts at improving
draft resolution — is nuclear testing first by India anddommand and control systems, a more valuable approach
subsequently by Pakistan. than wholesale de-alerting. The United States finds the call
for the International Atomic Energy Agency to explore
We have a similar reaction to the fourth preambularerification of a nuclear-free world premature and
paragraph. The United States has had a long history inhppropriate. My Government has always considered
successfully controlling nuclear weapons and cannot acceptification to be a national responsibility and will certainly
the assertion that their mere existence leads to their use. Rot abdicate that responsibility when we are dealing with
more than 50 years there have, of course, been no instanbestotal elimination of nuclear weapons. We suspect other
in which nuclear weapons have been used. States will not accept that idea either.

I turn now to the operative sections of the draft  The calls for the Conference on Disarmament to create
resolution. It makes some useful points on the Treaty on tha ad hoc committee on nuclear disarmament and for the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), theonvening of a nuclear disarmament conference, like much
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty and related issuesthis draft resolution, substitute more talk for concrete
and we appreciate the revision of the paragraphs on cut-afftion. The United States has consistently described the
to conform with the decision to start negotiations in thproblems with this proposal, especially the negative effect
Conference on Disarmament. On the other hand, we jdincould have on real nuclear disarmament reductions and
others in pointing out that the call for the three non-membéalks with the Russian Federation. We believe no purpose
States of the NPT to adhere to that agreement makeswould be served by running the serious risk of slowing or
mention at all of the recent tests by two of the Statemven stopping this proven and productive disarmament
concerned. process. That position will not change. In any case, we are

already fully engaged in nuclear disarmament discussions in

| have already discussed operative paragraph 1. Let meiltilateral forums. We discuss nuclear disarmament here,
repeat: the United States has made a commitment to nucleathe Disarmament Commission, in plenary sessions of the
Conference on Disarmament, in the NPT enhanced review
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process and potentially in a fourth special session of tlitecontain? What will another international disarmament
General Assembly devoted to disarmament should tlkenference accomplish? It could well distract attention from
international community agree to hold one. the NPT review process and other established forums for
negotiation and discussion of disarmament issues while
Finally, the United States considers the affirmation igiving non-parties to the NPT another excuse for their
paragraph 19 of the draft resolution that a nuclear-frdailure to adhere to the Treaty. The United States urges the
world will require “a universal and multilaterally negotiatedsponsors, and others inclined to support the eight-nation
legally binding instrument” completely premature. initiative, to reconsider their approach, which offers little
beyond the exhortation to do something. We can suggest no
The United States believes it is more important tpanaceas or easy ways forward. The progress of nuclear
concentrate on the practical measures needed before disarmament is deliberate and painstaking. It takes
reach that point rather than consider now the legal form aflvantage of opportunities for progress when they arise. In
an agreement. our view, we do not need a new agenda, but a rededication
to the agenda | have already outlined. It is a challenging
I conclude with some general comments. Althoughgenda, but an achievable one if we have the collective will
frustrated by the pace of progress on nuclear disarmamenotpursue it. It may not be a new agenda, but it is a realistic
we, and we expect many others, do not see the needotte.
replace the existing agenda with a new one. We all know
what has to be done to move us farther along the path of The Chairman: | call on the representative of
nuclear disarmament. These actions include the continuati®akistan to introduce draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.34.
of the destruction of strategic offensive weapons as
provided for under START I[; the completion of ratification Mr. Akram (Pakistan): | have the honour to introduce
of the START Il agreements and the beginning of STAR@raft resolution A/C.1/53/L.34, entitled “Regional
Il negotiations; the entry into force of the Comprehensivdisarmament”, on behalf of the delegations of Armenia,
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty; the start of serious good-faitBangladesh, Belgium, Bolivia, Colombia, Egypt, Indonesia,
negotiations on a treaty prohibiting the production of fissilMali, Nepal, the Niger, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, the Sudan,
material for nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosiV@nisia, Turkey and my own delegation.
devices; and the universalization of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.34 is very similar to the
resolution which was adopted by the General Assembly by
That is an ambitious agenda, but not an unrealizabtensensus last year as resolution 52/38 P.
one. For us, arms control is an essential part of our national
security policy, along with other aspects such as our In the post-cold-war period, conflicts and tensions
commitment to collective self-defence and our system e&calated and proliferated in various parts of the world. The
security alliances. For us this is a seamless web. All theutal discipline of bipolar confrontation has broken down.
elements support each other. What we say here, we $dgny States, especially the smaller States, have a greater
elsewhere. When it comes to our national security we caense of insecurity. This insecurity and rising tensions are
never and will never put five bob each way. reflected in the increase in the acquisition, development,
production and use of armaments — mostly conventional
Some seem to consider that this agenda is alreadyms, but also at times non-conventional capabilities.
accomplished. We do not. It includes tasks for the United
States and Russia, for the other nuclear-weapon States, for The asymmetries in defence capabilities created by
NPT parties, for those countries that have not signed tkach situations lead to the dangers of aggression and the use
NPT -and for the international community as a whole. If wef force. Conventional imbalances in regions of tension can
could achieve it we would have made a decisive step in thead to the search for non-conventional means of self-
direction the eight nations call for. defence and deterrence. In this context, the relevance and
importance of the regional approach to disarmament,
But what does this draft resolution include that willespecially throughout the region of South Asia, as well as
advance us in that direction? For the most part it is an certain other regions, are self-evident.
expression of concern that “something must be done”. But
apart from actions already under way, and the call for an Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.34 reflects the virtual
international conference on nuclear disarmament, what daeternational consensus in support of regional measures for
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confidence-building, non-proliferation and disarmament &tew to the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons”, which
the regional and subregional levels, as well as essenti@s just been introduced by the Ambassador of Japan.
complements to the global efforts to promote disarmament
and international security. The international community has We believe, as we did last year, that the title of the
now fully accepted the proposition that arms control andraft resolution on this subject belies its actual content. The
disarmament measures at the global level must beaft resolution relates mostly to nuclear non-proliferation
complemented by measures at the regional level whiaimd not to nuclear disarmament. Certainly there is no
specifically address the particular dynamics of specifigrovision stated anywhere in this draft resolution that would
regions. Both global and regional disarmament mukdad to the conclusion that there is a “view to the ultimate
therefore be pursued simultaneously since both are esserglahination of nuclear weapons”. Indeed, in our view the
to create the conditions for general and completdle of the draft resolution should perhaps read “Non-
disarmament. proliferation of nuclear weapons and the indefinite retention
of nuclear weapons by certain nuclear-weapon States”,
The draft resolution in A/C.1/53/L.34 affirms thesebecause that would be precisely the import of this draft
propositions regarding the importance of regionaksolution if it were to be implemented.
disarmament. It takes into account most of the guidelines
for regional disarmament adopted by the Disarmament The Pakistan delegation has informally provided to the
Commission in 1993. It also underlines that regionalapanese delegation a list of amendments to the draft
disarmament measures, by enhancing the security refolution contained in document A/C.1/53/L.42 that we
regional States and reducing the risk of regional conflictsitend to propose. The first of these amendments would
will contribute to international peace and security. seek to delete the reference to Security Council resolution
1172 (1998) of 6 June 1998 contained in the second
The draft resolution, while affirming that sustainegpreambular paragraph of the draft resolution. That Security
efforts are required in the Conference on Disarmament a@duncil resolution, as is well known, was adopted without
in the United Nations framework on the entire range afy country's being fully consulted. It was adoptdparte
disarmament issues, calls on States to conclude agreemeaaitepst, in a most undemocratic manner, on a matter which
wherever possible, for nuclear non-proliferationtelates to our vital national security concerns. As the
disarmament and confidence-building measures at tAenbassador of the United States has just said, on matters
regional and subregional levels. The draft resolutioof vital national security interests we, too, do not put “five
welcomes the initiatives that have been taken by sorbeb each way” uprd. Therefore, we would oppose any
States for disarmament, non-proliferation and security at teaft resolution containing a reference to Security Council
regional and subregional levels and supports the efforts f@solution 1172 (1998). We urge the Japanese delegation
confidence-building measures as well. Parenthetically,nbt to become a party to this discriminatory process if it
would like to mention in this context that in the resumegishes to retain wide support for its draft resolution.
Indo-Pakistani dialogue the first item on the agenda relates
to peace and security. My delegation also suggests that the draft resolution
should contain an expression of concern at the statements
It is self-evident that the relative importance oby some nuclear-weapon States that have the import of
regional measures for disarmament will gain increasingtaining nuclear weapons indefinitely. It should contain a
importance as the international community moves tall upon the nuclear-weapon States to undertake a step-by-
promote peace and security in various regions wheséep reduction of the nuclear threat and a phased programme
conflicts and tensions prevail at present. This draftf nuclear disarmament with a view to their total
resolution seeks to affirm the world community's suppoglimination. That is much more important than the emphasis
for and priority attention to these endeavours. Mput in the draft resolution on the universalization of the
delegation and the other sponsors are confident that fheeaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT),
draft resolution on this subject will once again be adopteshich the sponsors know is not likely to happen in the near
by consensus in the General Assembly. future.

While | have the floor | would like, on behalf of the We also hope that a reference to the need for the early
Pakistan delegation, to offer some comments on drafbmmencement of multilateral negotiations on nuclear
resolution A/C.1/53/L.42, “Nuclear disarmament with alisarmament in the Conference on Disarmament will be

inserted in the draft resolution. That provision has wide and
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virtually universal support within this Committee. We are ~ As warranted by circumstances, certain appropriate
surprised that the delegation of Japan has failed to includeanges have been introduced in the draft text to
that in a draft resolution which purports to seek nucleamomplement the traditional format of the draft resolution on
disarmament and even the elimination of nuclear weapoitse agenda item on the report of the Disarmament
Commission. Allow me to point out several paragraphs
My delegation would be prepared to enter intavhich contain those changes, namely, operative paragraphs
consultations with the Japanese delegation, but so far we5, 7 and 8.
have not received any response to our informal contacts.
We will thus be obliged to table our draft amendments and Special reference in the operative part of the draft
to seek a vote on these at the appropriate time. resolution is made to the successful conclusion of the
review of the Disarmament Commission's work in
The Chairman (interpretation from French | callon accordance with General Assembly resolution 52/12 B of 19
the representative of Belarus to introduce draft resolutidbecember 1997. As members know, last summer at the
A/C.1/53/L.1. resumed session of the First Committee, the Commission
introduced the consensus text containing the agreed set of
Mr. Laptsenak (Belarus): On behalf of the Chairmanmeasures on the streamlining of the work of the
of the Disarmament Commission, Ambassador Martynoidisarmament Commission with a view to its reform.
who is unable to join us for this stage of the deliberation§jembers may recall in this respect the resultant General
and on behalf of the Bureau of the Commission, Algeriddssembly decision 52/492 adopted on 8 September 1998.
Croatia, Ecuador, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Peru, South Africa, Spain, the Syrian  Of particular importance is the consensus reached by
Arab Republic, Uganda and Belarus, allow me to introdudhe Disarmament Commission at its 1998 substantive
draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.1, on agenda item 73 (ajkession to give focused consideration to a limited number of
“Review of the implementation of the recommendations amatiority issues in the field of disarmament, bearing in mind
decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tertie decision to move its agenda towards a two-item agenda
special session: report of the Disarmament Commission'approach as reflected in operative paragraph 5 of the draft
resolution. Since these measures would be implemented as
This draft resolution is the result of open-endedyf the year 2000, the work of the Commission in this
informal consultations among members of the Disarmameggneral direction will certainly continue.
Commission. It has been prepared in a manner similar to
that of previous resolutions regarding the Disarmament Operative paragraph 7 of the draft resolution
Commission. recommends that the Disarmament Commission adopt the
following items for consideration at its 1999 substantive
In its preambular part, with the reference to resolutiorsession: the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on
adopted by previous sessions of the General Assembly, the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among the States
draft resolution underlines the role of the Disarmament the region concerned, and guidelines on conventional
Commission in examining and submitting recommendatiomsms control/limitation and disarmament, with particular
on various problems in the field of disarmament and in themphasis on consolidation of peace in the context of
promotion of the implementation of the relevant decisiorSeneral Assembly resolution 51/45 N of 10 December
adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth specib®96. The third item will be added to the agenda of the
session. Disarmament Commission in 1999 with due regard to
recommendations coming from the General Assembly at its
In its operative part the draft resolution suggests thatirrent session.
the General Assembly takes note of the Disarmament
Commission's report. It reaffrms the importance of In order to determine the subject matter of that third
enhancing interaction among the components of tlitem, the Chairman of the Commission held a series of
multilateral disarmament machinery and emphasizes the rgiormal consultations with various members and, time
of the Disarmament Commission in promoting deliberatiorsermitting, intends to have one or two open-ended
on the related subject matter and elaboratingpnsultations with the full membership of the Commission
recommendations thereon. prior to the 1998 organizational session. At this stage | am
happy to note that consultations on the issue have been very
positive and cooperative in spirit. | am confident of the
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positive impact of the decisions to be taken on the issue bgferences to the NPT in the draft resolution text. | think it
the General Assembly at its current session and of tie clear to those who have studied the text of the draft
consultations that have taken place for further efforts by tmesolution that it does not in any way undermine the NPT.
Disarmament Commission Chairman to harmonize the viev@n the contrary, it specifically underpins and endorses that
of delegations. Building on that, the organizational meetinfreaty.
tentatively scheduled for 3 December 1998 will adopt, we
hope by consensus, the third item. Another claim levelled at the sponsors of the draft
resolution is that it does not address nuclear testing. We
As members are aware, during past years thwave been told that it should condemn such tests. We find
Commission has always met for three weeks and one d#lyis assertion to be curious, coming from delegations that
Because of the crowded schedule of disarmament eversly a few weeks ago in Vienna felt obliged to abstain on
certain problems arise for those delegations whidhresolution deploring nuclear testing.
participate in the work of the Conference on Disarmament.
In this connection, the concerns of these delegations were Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.48 is not confrontational,
repeatedly aired during our deliberations. Thus, operatibet it is not intended to be comfortable. The issues it
paragraph 8 requests the Disarmament Commission to maétiresses are not comfortable ones for any government. Nor
in 1999 for a period not exceeding three weeks. does this initiative provide comfort for some at the expense
of others. It does not presume in any way to undermine the
The rest of the text of the draft resolution remains thieugely important START process. Indeed, draft resolution
same as in resolutions of previous years. | hope — and itA$C.1/53/L.48 welcomes the future promise that process
the intention of the Disarmament Commission Bureau -holds.
that, with the indicated slight revisions and additions, draft
resolution A/C.1/53/L.1 will enjoy consensus adoption, as  We find it difficult to accept the argument that this is
have similar resolutions in previous years. not an appropriate time to be looking ahead at the next
steps in nuclear disarmament. When, may we ask, will the
Mr. Pearson (New Zealand): It is a healthy sign thattime ever be right? The issues we address are those that all
the First Committee is able to engage in a debate on eommitted parties to the NPT have an obligation to raise
issue that the majority of its members regard as an absolated the right to pursue. We do so because the people we
priority. As a committed sponsor of draft resolutiorare here to represent expect this Committee to demonstrate
A/C.1/53/L.48, | wish to comment on some of thdeadership in pursuing nuclear disarmament. The calls in the
observations that have been made this week. draft resolution are not novel, but like it or not, they are
imperatives that will not go away. Above all, we see this as
First, | should say that we have listened carefully ta “stand up and be counted” resolution.
the comments made by the Ambassador of Pakistan on draft
resolution A/C.1/53/L.48. The observation that the draft Ms. Burgois (France) interpretation from French
resolution has several omissions is of interest to us. Soffbke statement | am going to deliver was in fact intended to
of those omissions are addressed in other draft resolutioresspond to the Egyptian delegation's introduction of the
Draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.48 is, we believe, verydraft resolution on outer space. The great variety of
comprehensive as it stands. Some have criticized it fapproaches in dealing with our subject matter makes
being far too long. This suggests to us that we may had@logue a little more difficult, but nevertheless | wish to
got it right in terms of both scope and substance. state my country's position on a matter that is really very
important. At the outset of the session of the Conference on
| also wish to comment on claims that the drafDisarmament in January 1998, | pointed out that my
resolution undermines the Treaty on the Non-Proliferatiazountry attributed special importance to the fact that the
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). We find this assertion ver§geneva forum deals with three subjects: the prohibition of
puzzling and wonder whether we are all talking about thtbe production of fissile material for nuclear weapons, the
same draft resolution. In draft resolution A/C.1/53/L.4®anning of anti-personnel landmines and the prevention of
there is a clear and unambiguous endorsement of the N&T arms race in outer space.
and an equally clear endorsement of the importance we
attach to the enhanced NPT review process now under way. On 26 March 1998 the Conference decided to entrust
The draft resolution also explicitly calls for non-parties t@ special coordinator with the task of exploring the
sign and ratify the NPT. By my count there are five othgpossibility of creating an ad hoc committee in this regard.
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Nobody will be surprised in the circumstances that my As to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, its
delegation is coming back today to this item under agend&rengthened review process ran into considerable
item 70. France's interest in this matter is not new. Wdfficulties at this year's meeting of the Preparatory
presented specific proposals at the first special sessionGdmmittee for the Review Conference in the year 2000. In
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in 197@&ur view, a new and forceful political impetus is now much
Some of them were subsequently retained. This interest theeeded to reinvigorate and reinforce the nuclear
emerged on several occasions at the Conference disarmament process. We believe it is of utmost importance
Disarmament, and guidelines for reflection were puhatthe international nuclear disarmament efforts be pursued
forward, mainly in 1993. Very recently | have been able texpeditiously and with a strong sense of determination, and
note the renewed interest of many delegations in thikat the current threats to the global nuclear non-
subject, and recent developments in the internationaloliferation regime be strongly and resolutely dealt with.
situation make us want to think about ways to avoid an
aggressive — I repeat, aggressive — militarization of space, These twin objectives are firmly embodied in draft
which could be a source of danger to the internationae¢solution A/C.1/53/L.48. Furthermore, the draft resolution
community and the geostrategic balance. sets out a clear and concrete approach for taking the nuclear
disarmament and non-proliferation process forward. This
Very recently, the North Korean launch on 31 Augusapproach is based on the pursuit in parallel of a series of
1998, carried out without prior notification and seen initiallyconcrete and mutually reinforcing measures to be taken by
as a missile test before being officially announced astle nuclear-weapon States themselves and by the nuclear-
civilian satellite launching, showed the relevance of th@eapon States together with the non-nuclear-weapon States.
proposal for a multilateral notification regime for rocket and ogether these measures provide a road map for achieving
missile launching, which France had presented in Genevaamuclear-weapon-free world.
March 1993. My delegation is well aware that this problem
is vast and complex. There is no question of tackling the It must also be underlined that our draft resolution in
entire matter all at once. But it seems strange to me that the way is intended to undermine or deviate from the vital
international community should disregard a problem that vgork carried out within the framework of the Treaty on the
so crucial and that it should not at least be able to initiatdéon-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). That Treaty
a long-term reflection on this matter. The matter isonstitutes the cornerstone of the global non-proliferation
sufficiently topical and important to call for reflection onregime and an essential foundation for international nuclear
subjects that could meet with consensus and that we shodisarmament efforts.
define together.
What we do in the draft resolution, however, is to call
That is why my delegation wishes to express itfor expeditious implementation of that Treaty's article VI.
positive commitment to this issue of outer space by votingy strong and broad backing of the draft resolution across all
in favour of the present draft resolution rather thathe groupings would greatly assist in reinjecting a new
abstaining, as we did in the voting on the draft resolutiosense of urgency into the efforts of the international
submitted in 1997 by Sri Lanka, which was adopted ammunity to move towards a nuclear-weapon-free world.
resolution 52/37.
Mr. Goosen (South Africa): | must admit that one of
Mr. Bjarme (Sweden): Regrettably, a distinctthe characteristics of these types of debates, when one as a
slowdown has taken place in the last few years as regardpresentative needs to respond to a statement such as the
further concrete progress towards nuclear disarmament. Tdre we have just heard from the American Ambassador, is
START process is partly stalled. Through their nucledhat unlike being able to read through a carefully crafted
testing, India and Pakistan have gravely threatened tweitten statement, one can speak from the heart, openly
international nuclear non-proliferation and disarmamestating one's case.
efforts. At the multilateral level, only recently, after two
years of inaction with regard to substantive work, could the | regret that, after having initiated the debate, the
Conference on Disarmament arrive at a decision t#mbassador of the United States has been unable to remain
commence negotiations on a fissile material treaty. Theehind to participate, but | am sure that he is ably
challenge remains to get these negotiations off to a speadpresented.
and smooth start in 1999.
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The United States has raised issues which we believieatt the feeling is that they have already made the
had successfully been addressed at our last meeting, wikemmitment that is being asked for.
the draft resolution was addressed in this thematic debate
and | referred to the South Asian tests, the importance of The next point that the United States Ambassador
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weaponsade, which | thought was important to pick up on, was
(NPT), and so on. But the United States also raisdéisat “the United States takes the entire draft resolution
important new issues which need to be addressed awtiously and urges the Committee to consider all its
answered. The approach that | will take is to work my wagrovisions carefully.” ipid.) | join the United States
through the statement made by the Ambassador of tAenbassador in making that appeal to all delegations
United States and the particular points that | highlighte@presented in this room. He is quite correct. This draft
while he made it. resolution is not merely about operative paragraph 1. It is
about all its paragraphs. It is about the need for a new
One point made very early in his statement, which dgenda.
must say sent a certain amount of happiness through my
heart, was when he said, “I would have thought it The United States Ambassador then went on to address
unnecessary to reiterate once again the commitment of gmme specific aspects of concern that the United States has
United States to nuclear disarmamensuigrg It seemed to with the text of the draft resolution. The first point that he
me that in making that statement the Ambassador of theade was that the introductory preambular paragraphs were
United States indicated that he in fact has no substanti@rmist in tone. Let me be frank and honest before the
difficulty with operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolutionCommittee. There is something | do every time | come to
which he correctly identifies as the heart of the drathe United Nations to attend a disarmament meeting: | walk
resolution that has been put forward on the new agenda. ptast the exhibit that appears on the ground floor of this
went on to say in a later part of his speech, building. | would encourage all representatives in this
Committee room to walk past that exhibit. It is an exhibit
“The logic of this paragraph also puzzles the Unitedf the outcome and the residue left after nuclear weapons
States. If the commitments we have already undertakemere used in Nagasaki and Hiroshima. | walk past that
are sufficient, the world will gain nothing from their exhibit to remind me of why | am here. Once one walks
repetition.” (bid.) past that exhibit and sees the effects of these weapons, | do
not think that one could be called alarmist because of the
Therefore, if an unequivocal commitment has bedanguage included in the text of this draft resolution.
made by the United States to the speedy achievement of
nuclear disarmament, then it would seem to me, from the | do not make the point to try to score debating points,
words the United States Ambassador used, thla¢cause this is not a debating point. | see the point that the
fundamentally and substantively the United States has bmited States is making on this particular issue, but | urge
difficulty with operative paragraph 1. | should emphasizthe United States to try to see the issue from the perspective
that for that | am pleased and look forward to the Uniteftom which we, the delegations that have put forward this
States being able to support that paragraph. It is @maft resolution, see it. That is nowhere more clearly
important paragraph. It calls upon the nuclear-weapon StatEsmonstrated than in our near environs, not very far away.
to demonstrate an unequivocal commitment to the speedy
and total elimination of their respective nuclear weapons The next point taken up by the Ambassador of the
and without delay to pursue in good faith and bring to Bnited States is the argument that the draft resolution makes
conclusion negotiations leading to the elimination of theg@ mention of the recent tests by the two States concerned.
weapons, thereby fulfilling their obligations under article VIAgain, the draft resolution is not about nuclear testing.
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weaponghere is another draft resolution about nuclear testing, and
(NPT). we will all have the opportunity to demonstrate there our
positions on the nuclear testing that has taken place, as
| was certainly pleased that the United States, as v@®uth Africa was able to do in all the forums in which it
heard earlier when we last undertook the debate, did nmrticipates, both nationally and in conjunction with others.
take, and clearly did not see, this language as an attempt in
any way to remove the importance of the obligations that This draft resolution deals with the consequences of
the United States has undertaken in article VI, and that imuclear weapons. It attempts to set a new agenda, and |
continue to believe — and | made this point the last time
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we had the debate — that it very forcefully takes up the  The United Kingdom, | think, stated that it had taken
point on the issue of the States that were responsible for t#teps like this, not to create instability we presume, but to
conduct of these tests. It does so in operative paragraphsidw down the reaction time that could lead to a nuclear-
8 and 10. For ease of reference — and | am sun@gapons exchange. That is the intention of de-alerting. It is
Mr. Chairman, you will give me a little leeway — | will yet not to create instability but to create stability through delay;
again read out those paragraphs to refresh the memdrythe time it would take for a decision to start a nuclear
because it is some of the strongest language that | have se@n there would be a delay as to when those weapons
on this issue. Paragraph 7 would be launched. Hopefully, in the time provided and the
way these weapons are de-alerted, sense and good reason
“Calls uponthose three States that are nucleawill prevail.
weapons capable and that have not yet acceded to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  The next point raised by the Ambassador of the United
(NPT) to clearly and urgently reverse the pursuit of albtates was when he said, “My Government has always
nuclear weapons development or deployment and ¢onsidered verification to be a national responsibility”.
refrain from any actions which could undermingsuprg | should also like genuinely to engage in a debate
regional and international peace and security and théth the Ambassador of the United States on this issue.
efforts of the international community towards nucleafhey really do not understand — and | am being very
disarmament and the prevention of nuclear weapofrank — because | thought that at the heart of the Chemical
proliferation”. Weapons Convention, and of the negotiations we are
currently conducting on the protocol to the Biological
In the statement that the Ambassador of the Unitaleapons Convention, in which | myself have played some
States made he also referred to the NPT, but in this contexball role, and on the whole safeguards system of the
| will also raise the NPT, because paragraph 8 of the drdfiternational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), what we are
resolution establishing are mechanisms to verify, in the case of the
Chemical Weapons Convention, compliance with that
“Calls uponthose States that have not yet don€onvention, which bans those weapons; while in the case of

so to adhere” — the Biological Weapons Convention, the South African
delegation is working very closely with the United States
not just to adhere to the NPT, but to adhere — delegation to verify that those weapons are also banned; and

in the case of the safeguards system, because the reference
“unconditionally and without delay to the Treaty orwas here made directly to the IAEA, to ensure that
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) andountries meet the safeguards agreements which they have
to take all the necessary measures which flow fromndertaken and their obligations as non-nuclear-weapon
adherence to this instrument”. States under the NPT.

It then also takes the issue of testing head on. | have never really seen verification as being purely a
Paragraph 10 national responsibility. | can see the national responsibility
element to verification, but | could never see it as being
“Calls uponthose States that have not yet donpurely a national responsibility. That is a very distinct point,
so to sign and ratify, unconditionally and withoutand we would seek an exchange on it.
delay, the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
(CTBT) and, pending the Treaty's entry into force, to  On the issue of the ad hoc committee on nuclear
observe a moratorium on nuclear tests”. disarmament — which are not quite the words the draft
resolution uses, but we will provide leeway on that because
It is my contention that one could not be clearer othe wording the draft resolution uses in this particular
this particular issue. The next point raised by thastance, an ad hoc committee “to deal with nuclear
Ambassador of the United States, which | must say hiisarmament”, is a little more ambiguous than the way the
raised in an interesting way — and it would be worthwhildmbassador of the United States puts it — those of us who
to have debate and discussion on this matter, becauspatticipate in the Conference on Disarmament are all fully
think we could both gain something from such a debate -aware of the numerous proposals that have been made from
was that de-alerting measures lead to instability. That &ross political groupings to have the nuclear disarmament
totally different from my concept of de-alerting measures.
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issue addressed. With your permission, Mr. Chairman,time — and we do not raise the issue of time in the draft
should like to go through one or two of those proposals.resolution — an instrument or instruments that will legally
commit States not to aspire to nuclear weapons and not to
First is the one by South Africa. Although | list it first attempt to acquire them. If that provision were not in the
| am sure you will not mind my prejudice. The idea is taraft resolution, the weapon States as they currently exist
deliberate within the Conference on Disarmament on theday would be totally justified in having reservations about
issue of nuclear disarmament and identify the steps thadstroying their own weapons. While the threat of nuclear
would be needed to lead us to this point. There is a conceptapons proliferation remains and while the threat of a
that preceded this because of the frustration of nobodyclear outbreak remains, and while there is not a
knowing how we were going to get to nuclear disarmamenterification system or a legal network to prevent it, we can
the elimination of nuclear weapons, to which we have alhever reach the point of nuclear disarmament.
except for a few countries in this room, committed
ourselves under the NPT. That is one proposal. Not only is the text of our draft resolution based on
logic, but we have made a determined effort not to prejudge
There is a proposal by your delegation, Mr. Chairmaithe issue. It says that there can be a holistic agreement or
The delegation of Belgium made a proposal in tha set of instruments. In other words, it addresses both sides
Conference on Disarmament on this issue. There arvkthe debate on this particular issue — the step-by-step
proposals by the delegations of Japan, Canada and countapproach or any other approach that one might wish to
of the Non-Aligned Movement. This is not just a desire ofring forward.
the small group of countries that have come forward with
this rather strange draft resolution — or so it would appear The Ambassador of the United States then goes
in terms of the reactions to it — but seems to me to havbrough the list of what he regards as being the agenda. The
a much broader base of support. There is a desire by fm®blem | have with the listing made by the Ambassador of
international community, which comes from across politicdlnited States is that | do not disagree with it. | actually
groupings, to have this issue dealt with in the Conferenegree with and support the listing. But that is not what this
on Disarmament. That is why in the text of the draftiraft resolution is about. In the draft resolution we
resolution we do not refer to an ad hoc committee ocmcknowledge these steps. In the eleventh preambular
nuclear disarmament, which is code language for all of garagraph we welcome “the achievements to date and the
who participate in the Conference on Disarmament, but ugure promise” — what good words — “of the START
the words “to deal with nuclear disarmament”. process”. In the twelfth preambular paragraph we say, “and
in this connection noting certain recent unilateral and other
The next point | would like to raise is where thesteps” taken. There is nothing in opposition, but we are
Ambassador of the United States said that he considetedking further down the track at what steps would be
“the affirmation that a nuclear-free world will require ‘aneeded to take us to zero, that zero to which we have all
universal and multilaterally negotiated legally bindingommitted ourselves.
instrument' completely prematureSupra
| now come to my last point. In the last paragraph of
I should like to read the full quotation because that isis speech, the Ambassador of the United States said, “It
only part of the quotation, and | think it puts a spin on theould well distract attention from the NPT review process
idea contained in the draft resolution that is not therand other established forums for negotiation and discussion
Paragraph 19, in full, of disarmament issues”siipra This concern is raised with
the sponsors of the draft resolution. Because this is not what
“Affirms that a nuclear-weapon-free world willwe intended to do, and to make it clear that it was not our
ultimately require the underpinnings of a universal anihtention to do this, we inserted paragraph 15, which
multilaterally negotiated legally binding instrument ounderlines the point and states,
a framework encompassing a mutually reinforcing set
of instruments”. “Recalls the importance of the Decisions and
Resolutions adopted at the 1995 NPT Review and
To me that seems clear. In terms of trying to ban  Extension Conference, anthderlinesthe importance
chemical weapons we ended up with an instrument, and of implementing fully the ‘Strengthening the Review
with the Biological Weapons Convention we ended up with  Process for the Treaty’ Decision”.
an instrument. There will have to be at some point in
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So the draft resolution in fact moves in support of the NPDrganization of work
review process and in no way tries to undermine it. As |
said the other day, | would be far outside my instructions The Chairman (interpretation from French | should
and would be unhappily looking to retirement in the verymow like to say a few words about the current situation. Out
near future if | were to do anything that would underminef 17 draft resolutions in cluster 1, on nuclear weapons, 10
that review process. | have really tried to take a positiveave been introduced. Out of four draft resolutions on
attitude to the speech of the Ambassador of the Uniteegkapons of mass destruction, three have been introduced.
States. We are deeply disappointed that he is unable@o outer space there was only one draft resolution, which
acknowledge the draft resolution for what it truly is: éas been introduced. On conventional weapons, two draft
genuine, reasonable and moderate attempt to seek tésolutions out of five have been introduced. On regional
middle ground for achieving the self-undertaken obligatiodevelopment, one out of three has been introduced. On
under the NPT to eliminate nuclear weapons. What makesnfidence-building measures, none of the four draft
this even worse is that we are convinced that thosesolutions has been introduced. On disarmament
delegations that have spoken on this issue in this Committeachinery, three out of eight have been introduced. On
realize the moderation of this draft resolution and thether disarmament measures, two out of four draft
agenda that it sets forth. That is why they are on thesolutions have been introduced. The draft resolutions on
defensive. related measures and international security were not
introduced.

Thus, out of 49 draft resolutions and one amendment,
22 have been introduced. There are still three meetings left:
two tomorrow, Friday, and one on Monday. | would
encourage delegations to think about introducing the draft
resolutions as quickly as possible.

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m.
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