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 The meeting was called to order at 10.05 a.m. 
 

Agenda items 82 to 97 (continued) 
 

Thematic discussion on item subjects and 
introduction and consideration of all draft 
resolutions submitted under all disarmament and 
international security agenda items 
 

 The Chairperson: This morning, the Committee 
needs to conclude its thematic discussion of the 
remaining item subjects — other disarmament 
measures and international security; regional 
disarmament and security; and disarmament 
machinery — and the introduction of related draft 
resolutions.  

 Before we do so, I intend to give the floor to 
remaining delegations that have requested to make 
statements on issues related to nuclear weapons. We 
have quite a long list of delegations wishing to make 
statements and introduce draft resolutions. 
Consequently, I would urge delegations to be as brief 
as possible when making their interventions on the 
remaining issues. 

 As stated, I will first give the floor to delegations 
that have requested the floor to make statements on 
nuclear-weapons issues. 

 I call on the representative of Uzbekistan to 
introduce draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.54/Rev.1. 

 Mr. Vohidov (Uzbekistan) (spoke in Russian): 
On behalf of the five States of Central Asia, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and 
Uzbekistan, I wish to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.54/Rev.1, entitled “Establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in Central Asia”. Since the 
initiative to establish such a zone was first proposed, in 
1993, a number of relevant resolutions and decisions 
have been adopted by the General Assembly. The 
consensus adoption of those documents illustrates the 
international community’s support for the initiative of 
the Central Asian States as a genuine step towards 
global disarmament and non-proliferation. 

 This year, the States of Central Asia, together 
with all other United Nations Member States, wanted 
to commemorate one of the most important events in 
recent years in the area of multilateral disarmament 
and non-proliferation: the signing of the Treaty on a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia on 
8 September 2006 in Semipalatinsk, Kazakhstan. We 
are pleased to note that, once again, the overwhelming 
majority of delegations have reaffirmed that 
establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones remains one of 
the most important elements in the strategy to 
strengthen the global process aimed at nuclear 
disarmament and non-proliferation. 

 The signing of the Treaty was welcomed in the 
outcome document of the Fourteenth Summit of Heads 
of State or Government of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
held in September 2006 at Havana, Cuba, and in the 
final communiqué of the Annual Coordination Meeting 
of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Member States of 
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the Organization of the Islamic Conference, adopted at 
United Nations Headquarters on 25 September 2006.  

 We wish to thank all United Nations Member 
States, States members of other nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, international organizations and non-
governmental organizations that have commended our 
States for signing the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone in Central Asia. We also wish to thank the 
Secretary-General, the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs and the United Nations Regional Centre for 
Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific for 
their assistance in establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in Central Asia. 

 We are sincerely grateful to the United Nations 
experts, the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and the various disarmament and security 
research centres, which generously shared their 
experience and knowledge with us as we formulated 
the text of the Treaty. We also express our gratitude to 
the Government of Japan, which has consistently lent 
support to the efforts of the States of Central Asia to 
establish this nuclear-weapon-free zone.  

 We regard the nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
Central Asia as an important contribution to the 
strengthening of the international nuclear 
non-proliferation regime and, in particular, to the 
establishment of machinery to prevent nuclear 
terrorism, bearing in mind the importance of the 
signing of the Treaty, which has declared yet another 
region to be a nuclear-weapon-free zone. We believe it 
is also important to retain this item on our agenda.  

 The delegation of Uzbekistan, on behalf of the 
five countries of Central Asia, would like to express its 
hope that draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.54/Rev.1, on the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Central 
Asia, like other texts on this item in recent years, will 
be supported by all delegations. 

 Mr. Tokaev (Kazakhstan): My delegation fully 
aligns itself with the statement just delivered by the 
representative of Uzbekistan on behalf of the five 
Central Asian States on draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.54/Rev.1, entitled “Establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in Central Asia”. I would 
also like to highlight certain points on this important 
issue. 

 The Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in 
Central Asia was signed in Semipalatinsk, which was 

the site of nearly 500 nuclear explosions. Those 
explosions affected some 1.5 million people and turned 
vast areas into zones that will be dangerous for living 
for a long time to come. 

 As recently mentioned in the First Committee by 
the Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, 
Mr. Tanaka, the signing of the Treaty creating a Central 
Asian nuclear-weapon-free zone marks a critical step 
in the evolution of these zones. It marks the first such 
zone to be created entirely north of the Equator, 
covering large areas where many nuclear weapons 
were once deployed (see A/C.1/61/PV.8). 

 By signing the nuclear-weapon-free zone Treaty 
in Semipalatinsk, the Central Asian States have made a 
joint contribution to the strengthening of peace and 
security on the basis of article VII of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), the 
Principles and objectives for nuclear non-proliferation 
and disarmament adopted by the 1995 Review and 
Extension Conference of the Parties to the NPT, and 
the Final Document of the 2000 Review Conference of 
the Parties to the NPT, as well as the principles and 
objectives set out in the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-
Ban Treaty. Thereby, the entire region formally 
renewed its determined commitment to nuclear non-
proliferation and disarmament. 

 Each party to the Semipalatinsk Treaty 
undertakes: not to conduct research on, develop, 
manufacture, stockpile or otherwise acquire, possess or 
have control over any nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device by any means, anywhere; not to seek 
or receive any assistance in research on, development, 
manufacture, stockpiling, acquisition, possession or 
obtaining control over any nuclear weapon or other 
nuclear explosive device; and not to take any action to 
assist or encourage the conduct of research on, 
development, manufacture, stockpiling, acquisition or 
possession of any nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device. 

 The Treaty is also an effective contribution 
to combating the most acute threats to peace 
and security — first and foremost international 
terrorism — and to preventing nuclear materials and 
technologies from falling into the hands of non-State 
actors, primarily terrorists. The parties to the 
Semipalatinsk Treaty, for the first time ever, undertake 
not to provide source or special fissionable material or 
equipment or material especially designed or prepared 
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for the processing, use or production of special 
fissionable material to any non-nuclear-weapon State, 
unless that State has concluded a comprehensive 
safeguards agreement with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency and an additional protocol. 

 The Semipalatinsk Treaty will not only facilitate 
the strengthening of the security of Central Asia, but 
will also be an important step in promoting regional 
confidence-building and cooperation, since the Treaty 
is the first multilateral agreement in the security area to 
bring together all five Central Asian countries. We are 
looking forward to working together to elaborate 
mechanisms of information exchange, verification 
procedures and the proper fulfilment of Treaty 
provisions. 

 Kazakhstan hopes that the draft resolution will be 
adopted by consensus in accordance with the common 
positive approach of all Member States towards the 
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in the 
world. 

 The Chairperson: I now give the floor to the 
representative of Mongolia to introduce draft 
resolution A/C.1/61/L.53. 

 Mr. Choisuren (Mongolia): I have the honour to 
introduce a biennial draft resolution entitled 
“Mongolia’s international security and nuclear-
weapon-free status” and contained in document 
A/C.1/61/L.53. 

 This draft resolution comes at a time of 
heightened tension in North-East Asia. The situation 
arising from the nuclear test by the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea once again reaffirms 
Mongolia’s nuclear-weapon-free status as an important 
initiative in confidence- and trust-building in a wider 
regional context and beyond. It has created a neutral 
zone that is transparent, stable and predictable. 
Mongolia’s status is a good model for other countries 
in the subregion. 

 The contribution of Mongolia’s nuclear-weapon-
free status to strengthening regional stability was 
acknowledged by the Presidents of Mongolia and the 
People’s Republic of China during President 
Enkhbayar’s state visit to China last year. Furthermore, 
in May of this year, the President of the Republic of 
Korea expressed his support for Mongolia’s 
endeavours to institutionalize its nuclear-weapon-free 
status at the international level, since it is an important 

measure for strengthening the non-proliferation regime 
and contributing to confidence-building measures in 
North-East Asia and beyond. 

 In his latest report on this matter, contained in 
document A/61/164, the Secretary-General concluded 
that the increased references to Mongolia’s nuclear-
weapon-free status at the bilateral, multilateral and 
international levels are evidence of growing 
international recognition. My delegation cannot but 
agree with that conclusion. 

 Indeed, our initiative has continued to be 
supported by the international community, as may be 
seen in such important political documents as the 
outcome document of the Fourteenth Conference of 
Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned 
Countries, held in Havana in September of this year, 
and the Declaration adopted at the Conference of States 
parties to nuclear-weapon-free zones held in Mexico in 
April last year. 

 Allow me to draw attention to the draft report 
entitled “Information on the implementation of the law 
of Mongolia on its nuclear-weapon-free status and 
resolution of the State Great Hural”, prepared by a 
governmental working group and annexed to document 
A/61/293. The working group comprised 
representatives from various ministries and 
Government agencies as well as representatives of civil 
society. One of the many findings in the report was that 
Mongolia’s endeavours to implement article 4.2 of 
Mongolia’s law on its nuclear-weapon-free status — 
which stipulates that “transportation through the 
territory of Mongolia of nuclear weapons, parts or 
components thereof, as well as of nuclear waste or any 
other nuclear material designed or produced for 
weapons purposes shall be prohibited” — and thereby 
to respond to the threat of illicit trafficking in weapons 
of mass destruction and related materials through 
maintaining appropriate effective border controls and 
law enforcement efforts had been hampered by a 
shortage of trained personnel and necessary equipment. 
The report therefore advised that assistance from the 
international community be sought in the following 
areas: provision of up-to-date, highly sensitive 
detection equipment, portable detection instruments 
and x-ray equipment to screen cargo; upgrading of the 
database on cross-border movements; training of 
customs and border patrol officers in areas such as 
export controls, biological security and the related 
standards; and prosecution of groups and individuals 
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engaged in terrorist activities involving weapons of 
mass destruction. 

 The draft resolution before the Committee in 
document A/C.1/61/L.53 has been updated to reflect 
the developments that have taken place since the 
adoption of resolution 59/73, while maintaining the 
main thrust of the previous resolutions under this 
agenda item. Like the texts adopted in previous years, 
it takes note of the report of the Secretary-General, 
expresses appreciation to the Secretary-General for the 
efforts to implement resolution 59/73, endorses and 
supports Mongolia’s good-neighbourly relations with 
its neighbours and invites Member States to continue to 
cooperate with Mongolia on implementation of the 
provisions of the draft resolution. 

 The draft resolution has been subject to careful 
examination by interested delegations and enjoys wide 
support. My delegation therefore hopes that the 
Committee will agree, as with similar texts in the past, 
to adopt the draft resolution without a vote. 

 The Chairperson: I now give the floor to the 
representative of Pakistan to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.45. 

 Mr. Masood Khan (Pakistan): I am taking the 
floor to introduce the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/61/L.45, entitled “Conclusion of 
effective international arrangements to assure non-
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons”, on behalf of the delegations of 
Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam, Colombia, Congo, 
Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Egypt, El Salvador, Guinea, Haiti, 
Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Lebanon, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Saudi 
Arabia, Sri Lanka, the Sudan, the Syrian Arab 
Republic, Viet Nam, Zambia and my own delegation. 

 The demand for security assurances was raised by 
the non-nuclear-weapon States in the 1960s, and it 
crystallized in 1968, during the concluding phase of the 
negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT). The response of the nuclear-
weapon States, reflected in Security Council resolution 
255 (1968), was considered grossly inadequate by the 
non-nuclear-weapon States. At the first special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 
agreement was reached on the conclusion of an 
international instrument which would provide binding 
and credible negative security assurances to the non-

nuclear-weapon States. However, the declarations 
made by the four — or five — nuclear-weapon States 
at the special session and later at the Review and 
Extension Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and as 
reflected in Security Council resolution 984 (1995), 
were also considered insufficient, qualified and partial 
by most of the non-nuclear-weapon States. 

 At the end of the cold war there was a general 
expectation that it would become easier for nuclear-
weapon States to extend negative security assurances 
to the non-nuclear-weapon States. Unfortunately, the 
situation, instead of becoming easier, has become more 
complex. This has so far been the case for several 
reasons. This question is asked: Why should negative 
security assurances be given, and why should they be 
in the form of a legal instrument? There are several 
compelling reasons; let me mention a few. 

 The Charter obligates nations not to use or 
threaten to use force; that obligation extends to nuclear 
weapons. The right to self-defence, in that context, is 
not unrestricted; the application of international 
humanitarian law requires proportionality of response 
in armed conflicts, both conventional and strategic. 

 The positive and negative security assurances 
given so far are considered to be conditional and non-
binding, amounting to political declarations. Moreover, 
most of the assurances would cease to be operative in 
case of an attack on those States or their allies carried 
out or sustained in alliance or in association with a 
nuclear-weapon State. Those conditions also apply to 
the States of nuclear-weapon-free zones; the zonal thus 
do not have cast-iron guarantees. Only one nuclear-
weapon State has given unconditional negative security 
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States and States of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones. 

 With the indefinite extension of the NPT, most 
nuclear-weapon States presume that they have the right 
to retain nuclear weapons, while complete nuclear 
disarmament under article VI of the NPT remains 
open-ended. The most recent NPT Review Conference 
and the September 2005 World Summit did not address 
the issues of disarmament, non-proliferation and 
negative security assurances. This is unfinished 
business; it has to be finished sooner or later. 

 Contrary to the letter and the spirit of Security 
Council resolutions 255 (1968) and 984 (1995), new 
security doctrines propound possible use of nuclear 
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weapons against the use or threat of use of chemical or 
biological weapons and against terrorism. Doctrines 
advocating “winnable” nuclear wars against non-
nuclear-weapon States are not tenable. The Non-
Aligned Movement has expressed concern over the 
development of new types of nuclear weapons and 
their possible deployment. New doctrines seem to 
favour the development of “mini-nukes” for actual 
battlefield use. Research on new tactical weapon 
designs would erode the confidence-building impact of 
negative security assurances. It would be a huge 
miscalculation to presume that the use of low-yield 
nuclear weapons would remain localized. Such use 
could lead to a wider nuclear escalation. The 
geographical scope of the use of nuclear weapons has 
increased with the expansion of nuclear alliances and 
with provisions for the sharing of nuclear weapons and 
command and control amongst alliance members. 
NATO retains the option of using nuclear weapons as 
part of its deterrence posture. That posture is not 
consistent with the pledges on negative security 
assurances made by its constituent nuclear-weapon 
States. 

 The possibility of asserting the right to use 
overwhelming force, understood to include nuclear 
weapons, and a nuclear response to non-nuclear 
weapons of mass destruction tend to weaken the fragile 
regime of negative security assurances — if indeed it 
can be characterized as a regime. 

 Finally, there are more declared, and one 
undeclared, nuclear-weapon States. 

 Under the circumstances, the conclusion of 
credible negative security assurances to the non-
nuclear-weapon States has gained greater urgency. The 
sponsors of the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/61/L.45 seek to underline and to operationalize 
that sense of urgency. The draft resolution is similar to 
those adopted by the Committee at previous sessions, 
with the required technical updating. It reaffirms the 
urgent need to reach an early agreement on effective 
international arrangements for negative security 
assurances. It notes with satisfaction that there is no 
objection, in principle, to the idea of an international 
convention on the subject. It appeals to all States, 
especially the nuclear-weapon States, to work towards 
an early agreement, and it recommends further 
intensification of efforts to evolve a common approach 
and a common formula on this issue. Finally, it 
recommends that the Conference on Disarmament 

actively continue intensive negotiations with a view to 
reaching early agreement on negative security 
assurances. 

 The sponsors believe that the conclusion of 
effective arrangements on negative security assurances 
could constitute a major confidence-building measure 
in the current tense international circumstances 
between nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States, as 
well as amongst the nuclear-weapon States. Secondly, 
it could contribute to reducing the nuclear danger; it 
could ease the threats that arise from new doctrines of 
nuclear use and could facilitate the negotiations on 
other matters relating to nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation. 

 My delegation and the other sponsors therefore 
urge the adoption of the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/61/L.45 by the widest possible 
majority. 

 The Chairperson: I call now on the 
representative of Mexico to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.13/Rev.1. 

 Mr. Juárez Cadenas (Mexico) (spoke in 
Spanish): My delegation is honoured to introduce, on 
behalf of the countries of the New Agenda Coalition — 
Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, New Zealand, South Africa, 
Sweden and my country, Mexico — the draft resolution 
entitled “Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: 
accelerating the implementation of nuclear 
disarmament commitments”, contained in document 
A/C.1/61/L.13/Rev.1. 

 The New Agenda Coalition is of the view that the 
very existence of nuclear weapons and the possibility 
of their use constitute a threat to international peace 
and security and to stability — which is already fragile 
throughout the world. The need to eliminate nuclear 
weapons is now more urgent than ever before, 
especially given current situation relating to the non-
proliferation and disarmament machinery resulting 
from the actions of a number of countries. 

 For that reason, the Coalition is again submitting 
a draft resolution on this subject. We believe there is an 
urgent need for progress in this sphere. Technical 
updates have been made to the text as adopted in past 
years; we have also agreed on the inclusion of a new 
paragraph condemning all nuclear weapons tests by 
States parties and States non-parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons alike, 
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including the announced nuclear weapon test by the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. The Coalition 
is of the view that any nuclear test is to be deplored 
and undermines achievements made through decades of 
work. 

 The goal of nuclear disarmament is shared by the 
entire international community. For that reason, we 
appeal to all members for their support in the adoption 
of this draft resolution. 

 The Chairperson: We shall now proceed with 
our thematic debate on the subject of other 
disarmament measures and international security. 

 Mr. Mine (Japan): I should like to make remarks 
on two points. The first is the statement made 
yesterday by Under-Secretary-General Tanaka. Mr. 
Tanaka gave us an account of how Member countries 
are responding to resolutions adopted on the 
recommendation of the First Committee and in 
particular to the request from the Department for 
Disarmament Affairs (DDA) to Member countries for 
input so that the Secretary-General can report to the 
General Assembly. He pointed out that less than 10 per 
cent of Member countries have provided the 
Department with their responses. Truly, I was saddened 
and gravely disappointed by this. I myself referred to 
this problem last year, and a year later we are seeing 
such a poor result. This is a problem of the Member 
countries: I am not very familiar with the situation in 
DDA, but it is the responsibility of Member countries 
to respond to requests from the Department to submit 
national data, national statistics and other material. 

 I believe that this poor result — only 10 per cent 
compliance — means that Member countries are not 
interested. I do not say that this is true of all Member 
countries, but most are not interested in 
implementation, at least as far as reporting is 
concerned. I think that this is a serious matter: we 
cannot repeat the same problem over and over again. 
We have to think about what to do. Member countries 
should monitor the overall situation of reporting to 
DDA, not just their own reports. Such monitoring is 
absolutely necessary. I think that what Mr. Tanaka told 
us is not good enough, in the sense that it does not 
reflect a sense of responsibility on the part of Member 
countries. 

 I would like to propose to the Committee that we 
create an automatic mechanism — something like a 
decision that would “disappear” automatically if the 

response is very poor, perhaps less than 10 per cent. In 
that event, perhaps the following year we would lose, 
not the entire resolution, but the relevant paragraph. 
We might think about a general authorization so that, if 
such a situation arises again and is confirmed, the 
relevant paragraph would disappear. 

 My second point concerns education, which is 
related to every aspect of disarmament. In view of the 
time constraints, let me refer only to a few matters. I 
have good reason to bring up these points: we hope 
that Member countries, as encouraged in paragraph 33 
of the recommendations of the United Nations study on 
disarmament and non-proliferation education 
(A/57/124), will include in their remarks to the First 
Committee information on the results of the 
implementation of the recommendations of that study. 
In a sense, this point is also related to what I said 
earlier. 

 I will touch briefly on the areas I wished to cover; 
a more extensive text is available to members. 

 The first is the United Nations Disarmament 
Fellowship Programme. I need not explain what it is; 
the Chairperson has mentioned it. 

 United Nations conferences on disarmament 
issues have been held in various places in Japan — 
and, I think, also in the Republic of Korea — for the 
past several years. This year, such a conference was 
held in Yokohama from 21 to 23 August.  

 We have prepared a white paper on disarmament; 
copies in English are available to members. I 
understand that many people are interested in the 
paper. Moreover, our Foreign Ministry has set up a new 
website on disarmament, aimed in particular at a young 
audience of primary, junior and high school students. 
Also, the Nagasaki International Film Festival is to 
focus on the issue of atomic bombs. I understand that 
the festival has received contributions from non-
governmental organizations and representatives of civil 
society. 

 Finally, the Staff College of Japan’s Self-defence 
Agency and our National Institute for Defence Studies 
have their own curriculum for disarmament and  
non-proliferation. That is also done in the context of 
education for audiences of various kinds. 

 Those are the items to which I wanted very 
briefly to refer. Those who are interested may find 
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further information in the paper available in this 
conference room. 

 The Chairperson: We will now proceed with the 
introduction of draft resolutions or decisions on other 
disarmament measures and international security. 

 I give the floor to the representative of the 
Russian Federation to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.35.  

 Mr. Vasiliev (Russian Federation) (spoke in 
Russian): The Russian Federation would like to 
introduce for the consideration of the First Committee 
the draft resolution entitled “Developments in the field 
of information and telecommunications in the context 
of international security”, which is contained in 
document A/C.1/61/L.35. 

 The problem of ensuring international 
information security arose as a result of breakthroughs 
in information and communications technology leading 
to the emergence of wholly new security challenges 
and threats at the national, regional and international 
levels. Threats in the area of information are unique 
because, if information and communications 
technology is used for hostile purposes, we are not 
talking about the use of weaponry in the traditional 
sense. But the consequences of the hostile use of such 
technology could be of a scope comparable to the harm 
done by the use of conventional weapons, or even 
weapons of mass destruction.  

 The destructive use of international 
communications is characterized by universal 
accessibility, by they potential for random impact, for 
anonymity, for being disguised as peaceful activities 
and for far-reaching cross-border implementation, as 
well as by low cost and overall effectiveness. 
Information and communications technology can be 
used not only by individual criminals and criminal 
groups for their own purposes, but also by terrorists 
and extremist organizations and States with hostile 
political, military, economic and other goals.  

 Vulnerabilities in the area of information and the 
features of information and communications 
technology I have referred to make such technologies 
extremely attractive to those who want to have a 
negative impact on society and its interests, State 
security organizations and citizens. The global nature 
of today’s threats, including threats to international 

information security, shows that we must undertake 
this effort collectively.  

 Therefore, as far back as 1998, Russia put forth 
for consideration by the General Assembly a draft 
resolution on international information security, which 
was adopted as resolution 53/70. In the course of these 
eight years, the General Assembly has adopted such 
resolutions annually. Today’s draft resolution calls on 
the international community to carry out research into 
existing and potential threats in the sphere of 
information security and possible cooperative measures 
to address them, as well as concepts armed at 
strengthening the security of global information and 
telecommunication systems.  

 A great deal of useful work has already been done 
in this area. That includes the work done in 2004 and 
2005 by the Group of Governmental Experts on 
Developments in the Field of Information and 
Telecommunications in the Context of International 
Security. However, due to the limited time available for 
the Group to do its work and the novel, sensitive and 
complex nature of the problems involved, that was 
only a first step in the consideration of the whole range 
of issues associated with information security.  

 In that connection, we consider that it is 
extremely important to continue the work begun. We 
are grateful to delegations for their support during the 
sixtieth session for the Russian draft resolution adopted 
as resolution 60/45, by which the Assembly decided to 
establish in 2009 a group of United Nations 
governmental experts to continue work on this subject.  

 The relevance and significance for the 
international community of problems associated with 
ensuring international information security can also be 
underscored by the fact that this is becoming a subject 
for active discussion in regional organizations. In that 
regard, heads of State or Government of the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization have expressed their 
intention to develop close practical cooperation among 
their countries in this area. That was reflected in the 
adoption of a statement on international information 
security at the organization’s summit meeting held on 
15 June 2006. 

 We believe those are steps in the right direction. 
We must have a clear idea of the nature of the threats 
and challenges confronting humankind in connection 
with global computerization so that we can together 
and in a timely manner provide comprehensive and 
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mutually agreed approaches for the neutralization of 
those threats, with a view to strengthening international 
information security. The United Nations must be the 
basis for that work. 

 The new Russian draft resolution was drawn up 
with that goal in mind. With the exception of a few 
changes of a technical nature, the draft resolution is 
completely based on the text of last year’s resolution, 
resolution 60/45. We previously distributed the text of 
draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.35 to capitals and to 
delegations in New York and Geneva. We would like to 
thank the delegations that have become sponsors of the 
draft resolution. We call for support of the Russian 
draft resolution and we hope that it will be adopted by 
consensus. 

 The Chairperson: I now give the floor to the 
representative of India to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.50.  

 Mr. Basu (India): On behalf of the sponsors, I 
have the honour to introduce the draft resolution 
entitled “Role of science and technology in the context 
of international security and disarmament”, which is 
contained in document A/C.1/61/L.50. Continuing 
advances in information technology, advanced 
materials, life sciences and space applications since a 
draft resolution on this item was first put before the 
First Committee, in 1989, offer promising 
opportunities to all countries. Access to those 
technologies is particularly crucial for the social and 
economic development of developing countries. The 
sponsors recognize the dual-use character of many of 
the advances in science and technology. The potential 
of their use for both civilian and military applications 
is a legitimate cause of concern. However, 
discriminatory regimes deny access to those 
technologies to developing countries, even for peaceful 
development purposes.  

 The sponsors have consistently maintained that 
multilaterally negotiated and non-discriminatory 
agreements that are transparent and open to universal 
participation would be the best way to address 
proliferation concerns. The final document adopted last 
month at Havana by the Fourteenth Summit 
Conference of Heads of State or Government of the 
Non-Aligned Movement also reflected that approach. 
Even more than before, we need to develop an 
effective, inclusive and transparent system of export 
controls for technologies and materials that would 

achieve the objectives of non-proliferation in all its 
aspects while at the same time ensuring access to those 
technologies for peaceful applications. This draft 
resolution hopes to encourage and support such a 
process. 

 India, along with the other sponsors, hopes that 
draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.50 will receive the widest 
possible support. 

 The Chairperson: I now give the floor to the 
representative of Indonesia, will introduce draft 
resolutions A/C.1/61/L.6, A/C.1/61/L.7 and 
A/C.1/61/L.8. 

 Mr. Rachmianto (Indonesia): I have the honour 
to speak on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement 
(NAM) to introduce three draft resolutions on 
disarmament measures and international security. 
However, before doing that, allow me to read out a 
statement by the Coordinating Bureau of the Non-
Aligned Movement on the nuclear test conducted by 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.  

 “The Coordinating Bureau of the Movement 
of Non-Aligned Countries expresses its concern 
while recognizing the complexities arising from 
the nuclear test in the Korean peninsula which 
underlined the need to work even harder to 
achieve the Movement’s disarmament objectives, 
including elimination of nuclear weapons. The 
Movement calls upon the parties concerned in the 
region to exercise restraint, which contributes to 
regional security, to discontinue nuclear tests and 
not to transfer nuclear-weapons related materials, 
equipment and technology.  

 “The Movement expresses its desire for the 
realization of the denuclearization of the Korean 
peninsula and continues to support the 
resumption of the six-party talks at the soonest 
possible time. The Movement strongly believes 
that diplomacy and dialogue through peaceful 
means must continue to find a long-term solution 
to the Korean nuclear issue.  

 “In the light of this action, the Movement 
reaffirms its principled positions on nuclear 
disarmament, which remains its highest priority, 
and on the related issue of nuclear non-
proliferation in all its aspects, and stresses the 
importance that efforts aimed at non-proliferation 
should be parallel to simultaneous efforts aimed 
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at nuclear disarmament. It stresses its concern 
over the threat to humanity posed by the 
continued existence of nuclear weapons and of 
their possible use or threat of use. It reiterates 
deep concern over the slow pace of progress 
towards nuclear disarmament and the lack of 
progress by the nuclear-weapons States to 
accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear 
arsenals. It underscores the need for the nuclear-
weapons States to implement the unequivocal 
undertaking that they [provided] in 2000 so as to 
accomplish the total elimination of nuclear 
weapons and emphasizes, in this regard, the 
urgent need to commence negotiations without 
delay.  

 “The Movement stresses its principles and 
priorities on disarmament and international 
security, as adopted at the XIV Summit 
Conference of Heads of State or Government of 
the Non-Aligned Movement held in Havana, from 
11 to 16 September 2006.” 

 Following the issuance of that statement on 
13 October 2006, the Chairman of the Coordinating 
Bureau of the Non-Aligned Movement sent letters to 
the Presidents of the General Assembly and of the 
Security Council, requesting them to circulate the 
statement as an official document of the General 
Assembly and of the Security Council. 

 Allow me now to introduce two draft resolutions 
for the consideration of the Committee. Generally 
speaking, these draft resolutions have been drafted 
with some technical updating from previous resolutions 
under the same titles.  

 I turn first to the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/61/L.6, entitled “Promotion of 
multilateralism in the area of disarmament and non-
proliferation”, under agenda item 90 (i). NAM believes 
strongly in multilateralism and multilaterally agreed 
solutions, in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, as the only sustainable way of addressing 
disarmament and international security issues. NAM 
also believes that it is critical that the General 
Assembly adopt such resolutions to reflect our 
continued belief in the role of the United Nations in the 
area of disarmament and non-proliferation. NAM 
underscores that multilateralism is the core principle of 
negotiation in the area of disarmament and non-
proliferation with a view to maintaining and 

strengthening universal norms and enlarging their 
scope.  

 Secondly, with regard to the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C.1/61/L.7, entitled 
“Observance of environmental norms in the drafting 
and implementation of agreements on disarmament and 
arms control”, under agenda item 90 (j), NAM 
considers that the continued sustainability of the global 
environment is an issue of utmost importance, 
especially for succeeding generations. We should 
collectively endeavour to ensure that the necessary 
measures are taken to preserve and protect the 
environment, especially in the formulation and 
implementation of agreements concerning disarmament 
and arms control. We call upon all Member States to 
ensure the application of scientific and technological 
progress in the framework of international security, 
disarmament and other related fields, without detriment 
to the environment or to the effective contribution of 
such progress to attaining sustainable development.  

 Thirdly, with regard to draft resolution contained 
in document A/C.1/61/L.8, entitled “Relationship 
between disarmament and development”, under agenda 
item 90 (k), NAM believes that the symbiotic 
relationship between disarmament and development 
and the important role of security in this context cannot 
be denied. NAM is concerned at the increasing global 
military expenditures, which could otherwise be spent 
on development, poverty eradication and the 
elimination of disease, particularly in developing 
countries. NAM reiterates the importance of exercising 
restraint in military expenditures so that human and 
financial resources thus saved can be used for the 
ongoing efforts to eradicate poverty and achieve the 
Millennium Development Goals. In this connection, 
NAM welcomes the report of the Group of 
Governmental Experts on the relationship between 
disarmament and development (see A/59/111) and its 
reappraisal of this significant issue in the current 
international context. 

 We hope that all delegations will be able to join 
us in extending their support to the draft resolutions 
that my delegation has just introduced. 

 Ms. Fernando (Sri Lanka): Earlier, the 
representative of Japan told the Committee about the 
information and education programmes supported by 
his country, particularly with respect to the 
disarmament fellowships that are much appreciated by 
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Member States and that certainly provide valuable 
awareness-building for young diplomats. He also made 
a proposal regarding the lack of response from Member 
States to the questionnaires sent out by the Department 
for Disarmament Affairs. In his proposal, he suggested 
that when the responses are less than 10 per cent the 
Department could dispense with such reporting.  

 The reporting burden is in fact a serious problem 
for Member States. I am aware that in many forums we 
are looking at ways and means to address this problem. 
Of course, one way is the simplification of reporting 
formats. I have a question for the Under-Secretary-
General for Disarmament Affairs. Is he confident that 
all such means have been exhausted and that we have 
indeed come to the end of the road on this matter? 
Does he really feel that that is finally the way to go? 

 I would also point out that at the 17th meeting the 
Director of the United Nations Institute for 
Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) gave us an example 
of where reporting from Member States in fact 
increased following an awareness-building seminar 
that had been carried out by UNIDIR. On that 
occasion, it was the important subject of small arms 
and light weapons that was on the table. Similarly, it 
would seem to me that some of these reports could 
benefit from similar awareness-building. I wonder if 
the Under-Secretary-General could give us some views 
on this issue. 

 The Chairperson: I give the floor to Mr. Tanaka 
to respond. 

 Mr. Tanaka (Under-Secretary-General for 
Disarmament Affairs): In response to the query from 
the representative of Sri Lanka as to whether we have 
exhausted all means in addressing the reporting 
burden, let me say that, as a matter of fact, we in the 
Secretariat repeatedly sent out reminders about the 
filing of inputs to Member States that had no 
responded. Depending on the subject, we sent out a 
couple of reminders, and the result is what members 
have before them. 

 I do not know much about the experience of the 
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 
but, as far as the Department for Disarmament Affairs 
is concerned, I do not think one conference or another 
would make any difference in the submission of inputs. 
It is over, and the results are before members.  

 Mr. Kim Kwang Il (Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea): With regard to draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.13/Rev.1, introduced by the representative 
of Mexico, on the nuclear test conducted by the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, my delegation 
draws the attention of the Committee to the following 
points.  

 As we have repeatedly stressed, the nuclear test 
conducted by the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea in the exercise of its sovereignty is utterly 
attributable to the United States nuclear threat, 
sanctions and blockade against the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea. Although my country 
conducted the nuclear test because of the United States, 
we remain unchanged in our view that the Korean 
peninsula should be denuclearized through dialogue 
and negotiations.  

 The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea will 
feel no need to possess even a single nuke when it is no 
longer exposed to the United States threat, after that 
country has dropped its hostile policy towards the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and confidence 
has been built between the two countries.  

 If any delegations sincerely wish to resolve the 
nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula, they should 
include language in the draft resolution specifying that 
the abandonment of the nuclear threat and hostile 
policy of the United States against the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea is a critical element in 
resolving the nuclear issue.  

 The delegation of the Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea categorically rejects all unjust and 
biased draft resolutions, which do not help at all in 
resolving the nuclear issue on the Korean peninsula.  

 The Chairperson: We shall now move on to our 
thematic discussion on regional disarmament and 
security. I shall now call on those delegations wishing 
to make statements on that subject. 

 Mr. Da Rocha Paranhos (Brazil) (spoke in 
Spanish): I am taking the floor on behalf of the States 
members of the Common Market of the South 
(MERCOSUR) — Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, 
Uruguay and Venezuela — and the associated States 
Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru. 

 MERCOSUR and its associated States believe 
that confidence-building measures are an important 
tool for achieving world peace and security, 
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complementing disarmament and non-proliferation 
efforts. The objective of confidence-building measures 
is to reduce uncertainties and misperceptions regarding 
the conduct of States, thus reducing the risk of military 
confrontation.  

 Because that is a dynamic concept, MERCOSUR 
and its associated States are convinced that its 
implementation and consolidation will not only make it 
possible to prevent conflicts, but will also provide an 
effective tool that will enable us, through greater 
transparency and cooperation in the field of defence 
and security, to promote greater political, economic 
and cultural integration. That belief was expressed in 
the Political Declaration of MERCOSUR, Bolivia and 
Chile as a Zone of Peace, signed in 1998 at Ushuaia. In 
addition to declaring the subregion free of nuclear 
weapons, that instrument calls for, inter alia, the 
strengthening and progressive coordination of 
consultation and cooperation mechanisms on security 
and defence issues among member States.  

 We have made progress by identifying and 
implementing confidence- and security-building 
measures in most of the areas identified in the 1995 
Declaration of Santiago and the 1998 Declaration of 
San Salvador, by adopting the illustrative list of 
confidence- and security-building measures adopted at 
the meeting of governmental experts held in Miami in 
February 2003, and by adopting the Declaration on 
Security in the Americas as the outcome of the Special 
Conference on Security, held in Mexico City in 
October 2003.  

 In the belief that the exchange of information 
promotes the strengthening of confidence-building 
measures at the hemispheric level, we established the 
Organization of American States Information System in 
April 2005, at the first meeting of the Forum on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures, which 
has become a relevant mechanism for strengthening 
confidence-building measures.  

 With regard to agreements, the countries of 
MERCOSUR and its associated States are parties to the 
Inter-American Convention on Transparency in 
Conventional Weapons Acquisitions and the Inter-
American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing 
of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, 
Explosives and Other Related Materials. Furthermore, 
last year, thanks to the efforts of the MERCOSUR 
Working Group on Firearms, MERCOSUR countries 

and associated States adopted a memorandum of 
understanding to promote the exchange of information 
on the illicit manufacture of and trafficking in firearms 
in order to facilitate not only the tracing of firearms, 
but also the implementation of concrete measures in 
the policies carried out by the countries of the region. 

 MERCOSUR and its associated States are 
voluntarily building on bilateral and subregional 
experience related to the adoption of standardized 
methodologies for the assessment of military 
expenditures, the publication and exchange of white 
papers on defence and the organization of, inter alia, 
joint activities related to mine action and military 
exercises, border committee meetings and early 
warning actions to prevent natural disasters. 

 In parallel, we highlight the holding of high-level 
meetings of ministers for foreign affairs and defence 
and meetings to negotiate and coordinate common 
bilateral and subregional positions in order to establish 
frank and direct dialogue to jointly assess aspects of 
defence and security and to exchange ideas and points 
of view regarding national defence policy objectives 
and joint measures to address problems in that regard.  

 At the multilateral level, MERCOSUR and its 
associated States have demonstrated a high degree of 
compliance by submitting information to the United 
Nations Register of Conventional Arms and to the 
United Nations System for the Standardized Reporting 
of Military Expenditures. However, we, the countries 
of the region, believe that confidence-building 
measures are a dynamic concept that can be further 
strengthened in practice through full respect for the 
norms and principles of international law, including the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

 During the sixtieth session of the General 
Assembly, we Member States adopted resolution 60/82. 
Among its objectives is the strengthening of the 
exchange of information on confidence-building 
measures in the area of conventional weapons. 
Informal meetings have been held to provide for such 
an exchange of experiences. It will be necessary to 
fine-tune that mechanism by establishing a 
computerized database, which will make it possible to 
facilitate regular consultations on the progress made in 
the design and implementation of measures at the 
global level. We hope that database will be established 
in the coming months, so that we may have at our 
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disposal mechanisms that complement those already in 
existence at the United Nations. 

 Mr. Ismayil-Zada (Azerbaijan): Regional 
disarmament and security play a vital role in 
establishing peace in all conflict zones. Unfortunately, 
there are still many unresolved conflicts in the world, 
especially in our region, and they have become 
concentration points of uncontrolled arms. One such 
point is the Nagorny Karabakh region of Azerbaijan 
and the territories around it that are still under 
Armenian occupation. That area constitutes almost 20 
per cent of our territory. That region has become a key 
transit point for the illegal trade in arms, which has 
taken on threatening proportions for the security of my 
country. 

 During the past five years, Armenia has been 
intensively arming its military forces in the Nagorny 
Karabakh region of Azerbaijan. Data analysis indicates 
that during that time the amount of unaccounted-for 
and uncontrolled treaty-limited equipment in the 
occupied territories has increased consistently. As a 
result of that fact, according to the data provided 
through the Protocol on Notification and Exchange of 
Information to the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe, in 2005 Armenia had 316 battle tank 
units, 324 armoured combat vehicle units, 322 artillery 
units and 50,000 personnel. Those figures exceed the 
acceptable rates for Armenia. 

 In the light of that situation, Azerbaijan is obliged 
to take necessary measures as regards the existence of 
the unresolved conflict on its territory and the above-
mentioned increases in the occupied territories during 
the past 15 years. 

 With regard to the increase in Azerbaijan’s 
military budget, as we have stated previously, that is 
related to the overall economic development of the 
country and to a general increase in the State budget. In 
terms of quantitative indicators, we are not exceeding 
the usual levels of expenditure in peacetime, despite 
the fact of occupation and undeclared war. It should be 
taken into account that a considerable part of our 
expenditures go to the salaries, housing and other 
social needs of military personnel. Moreover, 
comparative analysis shows that in correlation to its 
population, Armenia is much more militarized in terms 
of the number of military personnel and the quantity of 
armaments. Armenia’s military budget as a percentage 

of its gross domestic product consists of 3.86 per cent, 
while Azerbaijan’s is 3.26 per cent. 

 Armenia’s Ministry of Defence has repeatedly 
stated that 

 “Armenia is not concerned about the increase in 
the military budget of Azerbaijan, because the 
military budget of Armenia is in no way lagging 
behind Azerbaijan’s military budget. Armenia’s 
military budget is not only financed by the 
Government, but also by the Armenian diaspora. 
Our military budget has other donors, but we do 
not talk about it and there is no need for that.” 

 As long as Armenia continues to follow its 
aggressive policy, any talks about peace, stability and 
all-inclusive cooperation in the region are irrelevant. 
First of all, Armenia should ask itself about the reasons 
for this situation. Not surprisingly, Armenia is again 
ma king another unsuccessful attempt to mislead the 
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe. 

 Perhaps it would be better to mention the 
situation in 2001, when Armenia, having circulated a 
new report on transfers under the United Nations 
Register of Conventional Arms, did not notify the 
Register about eight additional tanks it had acquired. 
The explanation given by Armenia at the time was that 
those eight battle tanks were recovered from various 
parts retrieved from the scene of border clashes. That 
made the situation even more contradictory. It was only 
after Azerbaijan’s statement on this issue that Armenia 
was obliged to provide information in the framework 
of the Joint Consultative Group. Armenia was also 
obliged to provide information about the purchase of 
10 Su-25 combat aircraft, after Azerbaijan raised the 
issue in 2005.  

 Azerbaijan is today in a state of war. Despite that 
fact, it is continuing to fulfil its commitments under the 
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe. 
Given the undeclared war by Armenia, Azerbaijan 
continues to have every reason to halt its 
implementation of the Treaty on its territory. However, 
we continue to refuse to take that step. Moreover, even 
in this difficult situation, we are doing our best to 
implement all the commitments flowing from the 
Treaty. 

 Ms. Ibrahim (Iraq) (spoke in Arabic): With 
regard to the agenda item on weapons of mass 
destruction, especially nuclear weapons, which pose 
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the greatest threat to the peoples of the world by virtue 
of their devastating destructive capacity, we must 
continue to bear in mind the destruction that those 
weapons can produce and the devastation they can 
cause to cities, mankind and the environment.  

 Iraq was subjected to extensive damage and 
destruction under the previous regime and its policies. 
The new Iraq would like to reiterate its respect for and 
commitment to the international treaties on weapons of 
mass destruction. In affirmation of that, paragraph (e) 
of article 9 of Iraq’s Constitution — which 79 per cent 
of the population supports — states that 

  “The Iraqi Government shall respect and 
implement Iraq’s international commitments 
regarding the non-proliferation, non-
development, non-production, and non-use of 
nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. 
Associated equipment, material, technologies, 
and communications systems for use in the 
development, manufacture, production, and use 
of such weapons shall be banned.” 

 The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) guarantees the right of States and 
peoples to invest in nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes. However, given the existing double 
standards, the use of nuclear energy must remain a 
priority. States have in the past claimed that their 
nuclear energy programmes were peaceful in purpose, 
but some of those programmes were quickly diverted 
to nuclear arms manufacturing. Therein lies the risk. 

 The NPT system will not be successful if other 
countries are denied the right to develop nuclear 
energy. We must therefore find a balance between the 
need to ensure non-proliferation and the possibility of 
developing nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 
Countries must have the right to develop nuclear 
energy for peaceful uses. At the same time, however, 
we must have measures in place to ensure that such 
programmes are not diverted for the purpose of 
manufacturing nuclear weapons. Thus there is a need 
for international treaties to be respected and for 
cooperation with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) and its safeguards regime. 

 We believe that the Middle East should become a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone. In that regard, we are 
cooperating with the United Nations, the League of 
Arab States and the IAEA to ensure adherence to 
international treaties and conventions and 

implementation of such a policy. We urge all countries 
without discrimination to adhere to non-proliferation 
instruments, in particular the NPT. 

 In addition, we call for the implementation of the 
IAEA’s international safeguards regime in the Middle 
East. In that regard, we emphasize the need to compel 
Israel to adhere to the NPT and to place all its nuclear 
installations under international controls and 
supervision.  

 Our position is based on article VII of the NPT, 
paragraph 14 of Security Council resolution 687 
(1991), the Final Document of the 1995 NPT Review 
and Extension Conference, and General Assembly 
resolutions on the subject. Our position enjoys 
international and regional support. We must now find 
the appropriate mechanisms to ensure the proper 
implementation of these policies. 

 Mr. Sougouri (Burkina Faso) (spoke in French): 
My delegation would like to thank you, Madam 
Chairperson, for giving us the opportunity to follow 
with great interest the statements made with regard to 
regional disarmament. Those interventions have 
enriched both our debate and the deliberations of the 
First Committee. 

 The state of the Regional Centre for Peace and 
Disarmament in Africa has drawn our attention in 
particular. As the Permanent Representative of Burkina 
Faso rightly recalled during his statement at the 5th 
meeting, during the Committee’s general debate on 
5 October 2006, the Lomé Centre is of particular 
importance to the continent — a continent that has 
been shaken by tension and all sorts of crises, both 
full-blown and emerging, and where the illegal 
circulation of small arms and light weapons has 
become a veritable scourge that has disastrous 
consequences for development. The threats facing the 
continent being dealt with by the Centre are so great 
that various steps must be taken to strengthen the legal 
and institutional disarmament framework.  

 In West Africa, for example, the Centre will no 
doubt be called upon to support the implementation of 
the Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons, 
Their Ammunition, and Other Related Materials, which 
was adopted by the Economic Community of West 
African States (ECOWAS) to replace the Bamako 
Moratorium on the Importation, Exportation and 
Manufacture of Small Arms and Light Weapons in 
West Africa. The Centre will also have a role to play in 
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conjunction with the group on light weapons 
established in June 2006 by ECOWAS to follow-up the 
implementation of its Small Arms Control Programme. 

 Burkina Faso would therefore like to express its 
grave concern at the difficulties confronting the Centre. 
In that regard, we would like to commend the 
important work done by the consultative mechanism 
since its establishment. We also hope that it will soon 
be able to complete its work, so as to breathe new life 
into the Centre. 

 My delegation believes that there is no doubt that 
we need a candid analysis of the situation of this tool 
for the promotion of peace and the culture of peace. 
However, that should be done with all the requisite 
flexibility and while taking into account the specific 
needs of the region. We hope that sufficient resources 
will be provided to the Centre, regardless of the 
mandate it is given. In other words, even with a revised 
and corrected mandate, the Centre will need adequate 
human, financial and material resources — resources 
that are, above all, predictable — to ensure that it can 
adequately carry out its mandate.  

 In the light of the report of the Secretary-General 
in document A/61/137, it is no exaggeration to say that 
the Lomé Centre is at a crossroads. The report 
indicates that, although the Centre has reduced both its 
activities and personnel, “the future of the Centre looks 
bleak, as there is no foreseeable reliable source of 
funding that would ensure its operational 
sustainability.” (A/61/137, para. 40) 

 That diagnosis, which could not be more clear or 
alarming, requires urgent and collective redress. It 
must be collective action because, after all, this is a 
United Nations Centre. 

 Mr. Al-Ma’Adheed (Qatar) (spoke in Arabic): 
The representative of Qatar, in his statement during the 
First Committee’s general debate regarding the agenda 
items relating to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-
free zones, referred to possible zones that could serve 
as examples to other regions of the world with regard 
to the implementation of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). For four 
decades now, that Treaty has been one of the major 
instruments for ensuring the maintenance of 
international peace and security.  

 In supporting the NPT, the First Committee 
annually adopts by consensus a draft resolution entitled 

“Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East”, in order to rid the region of 
the threats posed by nuclear weapons. The Committee 
also annually adopts, by an overwhelming majority, a 
draft resolution entitled “The risk of nuclear 
proliferation in the Middle East”. That draft resolution 
calls upon Israel, as the only State in the region not 
party to the NPT, to adhere, inter alia, to the Treaty 
without delay and to place all its nuclear facilities 
under the safeguards regime of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), so as to achieve the 
universality of the NPT and as an important 
confidence-building step among the States of the 
region aimed at strengthening peace and security. 

 International multilateralism seems to have lost 
its momentum and appears to be receding. Instead of 
taking decisions, we are incapable of implementing the 
resolutions we adopt, especially those relating to 
nuclear disarmament. In other words, there is clear 
selectivity as regards what the great Powers want and 
do not want to implement. 

 My delegation believes there should be a working 
mechanism for the implementation of disarmament 
draft resolutions originating in the First Committee and 
adopted by the General Assembly. Both the Security 
Council and the international community should adopt 
a comprehensive approach to prevent the proliferation 
of all weapons of mass destruction in every State of the 
Middle East without exception. 

 The existence of two standards when it comes to 
nuclear disarmament and weapons of mass destruction 
is only a prelude to chaos and instability. The State of 
Qatar therefore calls upon all Member States to 
implement resolutions relating to the establishment of a 
zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle 
East, so as to ensure security, stability, benefit and 
well-being for all the peoples of the region. We shall 
continue to make that appeal in all international 
forums, for we firmly believe that there is a need to 
make the Middle East, including Arabian Gulf 
countries, a zone free of weapons of mass destruction. 

 We believe that the possession of such destructive 
weapons by any State in the region would be a threat to 
the region and a source of great concern for all its 
peoples and the entire world. We urge all influential 
States to discharge their legal obligations and 
demonstrate their credibility and good faith vis-à-vis 



 A/C.1/61/PV.18

 

15 06-58075 
 

the Middle East by making it a region free of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

 Selectivity is not an option focusing all attention 
on a single country while others are completely 
ignored encourages the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. We therefore urge all States concerned to 
work seriously towards the implementation of General 
Assembly resolutions aimed at making the Middle East 
a region free of weapons of mass destruction, as well 
as the relevant resolutions regarding the danger of 
nuclear proliferation in the Middle East.  

 Mr. Al-Shamsi (United Arab Emirates) (spoke in 
Arabic): The Middle East and the Arabian Gulf regions 
are now among the tensest in the world. That is due not 
only to recurring wars and the ongoing Israeli 
occupation of Palestinian and other Arab territories, but 
also to Israel’s possession of an advanced arsenal of 
weapons of mass destruction, in particular nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery. It is also due to 
attempts by States of the region to build nuclear 
reactors outside the safeguards regime of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). We 
consider that to be a great source of danger and 
concern, both for the security and stability of 
neighbouring countries and peoples and for the entire 
region and the world as a whole. 

 The United Arab Emirates, which strongly 
condemns Israel’s continued unilateral policy as 
regards the development and possession of nuclear 
weapons, would therefore like to reiterate its appeal to 
the international community to take all the necessary 
steps to pressure the Israeli Government to implement 
without delay the requirements stipulated in the 
relevant Security Council and General Assembly 
resolutions and the decisions adopted by the 
Conferences of States Parties to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) calling for 
Israel to accede to the NPT, as all other States of the 
region have done. Israel should also place its entire 
nuclear arsenal and all its nuclear and fissile materials 
under the safeguards regime of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), in accordance with the 
resolution on the Middle East adopted at the 2000 NPT 
Review Conference and with the aim of strengthening 
the universality of the Treaty. In that connection, we 
would like to stress the following points. 

 First, Israel must cooperate with the IAEA by 
declaring all of its nuclear facilities and activities and 

accepting verification under the Agency’s safeguards 
regime. Secondly, Israel should be called upon to 
immediately stop its production and stockpiling of all 
fissile and other materials and equipment that can be 
used in the production of weapons of mass destruction. 
It should also immediately cease all nuclear testing and 
dismantle all its existing nuclear arsenals. Thirdly, all 
States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, should 
abide by the obligations set out in the relevant 
international resolutions that call for halting all 
technical, financial and scientific support that could 
lead to the upgrading of weapons of mass destruction 
by Israel. 

 Current international circumstances require 
serious and strenuous efforts aimed at the 
establishment in the Middle East of a zone free from 
all weapons of mass destruction, especially nuclear 
weapons. If that is achieved, it would greatly 
contribute to easing security tensions and instability in 
the region. It would also pave the way for the 
promotion of dialogue and the return to the process of 
peace negotiations among the parties concerned, with a 
view to arriving at a comprehensive, just and lasting 
settlement of the issue of Palestine and the Middle 
East. That would enhance peace and stability for all 
our peoples and countries. 

 In conclusion, we hope that delegations to the 
First Committee will support draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.1, on the establishment of a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in the Middle East and draft 
resolution A/C.1/61/L.2, on the risk of nuclear 
proliferation in the Middle East, especially given that 
they both reflect the disturbing reality in the Middle 
East. They are also in line with international efforts 
aimed at achieving comprehensive nuclear 
disarmament in order to spare our peoples and 
humankind as a whole from the destructive scourge of 
war. 

 Mr. Al Oqaab (Kuwait) (spoke in Arabic): The 
Middle East region continues to face security threats 
and dangers emanating from the proliferation and use 
of weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear 
weapons, which are a source of great concern for the 
region that must not be ignored.  

 That situation prompted the States of the region 
to emphasize the importance of making the Middle 
East region a zone free from nuclear weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction. The lack of progress in 
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that regard is due primarily to Israel’s refusal to accede 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) and to place all its nuclear facilities 
under the safeguards regime of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 

 Given that Israel is the only State in the Middle 
East to possess nuclear weapons, as well as the only 
such State not to have acceded to the NPT, my 
delegation demands that Israel immediately accede to 
the NPT, refrain from developing, producing, testing or 
acquiring nuclear weapons and abandon its pursuit of 
such weapons, in accordance with the relevant 
resolutions of the General Assembly. We also call on 
Israel to place all its nuclear facilities under full-scope 
IAEA safeguards, as that would build confidence 
among all the countries of the region and would be a 
step towards the promotion of peace and security in the 
region. 

 My delegation calls upon the international 
community to make efforts to end sales to Israel of 
scientific and technological tools and means that 
contribute to enhancing its nuclear weapons, as well as 
to any other State seeking to develop its programmes to 
produce weapons of mass destruction. Those steps are 
crucial to the establishment of a zone in the Middle 
East free of all weapons of mass destruction, which is 
an important element in promoting regional stability, in 
strengthening international peace and security and in 
bolstering the international NPT regime. 

 Mr. Benítez Versón (Cuba) (spoke in Spanish): 
Regional and international disarmament and non-
proliferation strategies complement one another, and 
should therefore be implemented simultaneously. That 
approach was agreed upon by consensus by all States 
Members of the United Nations — although often it is 
not carried out. The United Nations has a key role to 
play in ensuring complementarity between regional and 
international disarmament processes.  

 We acknowledge the positive steps that have been 
taken to that end by the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs, and especially by the Regional Disarmament 
Branch. However, much remains to be done. To be 
effective, any regional disarmament or non-
proliferation strategy must take into account the 
region’s specific characteristics and conditions. The 
goal must be to strengthen regional security and 
stability at the lowest possible level of armament and 

armed forces while not diminishing security for any 
participating States.  

 We believe that regional disarmament strategies 
must place priority on eliminating the military 
capabilities and imbalances that lead to greater 
instability. That should include eliminating the capacity 
to launch large-scale offensive operations and surprise 
attacks. 

 The United Nations regional centres for peace 
and disarmament can contribute considerably to 
cooperation and understanding among the States of 
each region. That is why Cuba firmly supports draft 
resolution A/C.1/61/L.9, on the regional centres, 
submitted to the Committee by the Non-Aligned 
Movement. Cuba is also a sponsor of draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.14, on the United Nations Regional Centre 
for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Latin 
America and the Caribbean. 

 It is essential that we continue to provide all the 
necessary support to the regional centres. We note that 
a number of donors of funds to the Centre in Latin 
America specify that those funds are to be used for 
specific projects of interest to them, which do not 
necessarily correspond to the disarmament priorities 
agreed by the United Nations. We emphasize that the 
limited resources available to the regional centres 
should be devoted to projects that take due account of 
agreed United Nations disarmament priorities, nuclear 
disarmament chief among them.  

 Ms. Tufail (Pakistan): I am taking the floor to 
address the theme of regional disarmament. 

 We thank Mr. Nobuaki Tanaka, Under-Secretary-
General for Disarmament Affairs, and all the other 
presenters, who have given us a comprehensive picture 
of the efforts being made at the regional and 
subregional levels to reinforce the synergy between the 
United Nations and regional organizations and entities. 
It was evident from their presentations that regional 
and subregional organizations make important 
contributions to peace and stability around the world. 
These organizations support and supplement the work 
of the United Nations. 

 Disarmament and conventional balance can be 
pursued in a very effective manner if global approaches 
are underpinned by sustained regional initiatives. Both 
should move in tandem. In that regard, three elements 
are important: confidence-building measures, conflict 
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resolution and credible measures towards regional 
disarmament. 

 The predominant concerns about nuclear weapons 
tend to blur the focus on the threat posed by the 
massive acquisition of advanced and sophisticated 
conventional weapons. Regions play a significant role 
in limiting conventional weapons and armed forces. 
The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe — 
or the CFE Treaty, as it is called — has made tangible 
progress in reducing conventional arms and elaborating 
confidence-building measures. Several such measures 
have been initiated by the Regional Forum of the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations and, recently, 
by the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Similarly, 
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe and the African Union are making singular 
contributions. 

 Nuclear-weapon-free zones have contributed to 
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation. There is 
overwhelming support for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.  

 Broader efforts to bring about peace and security 
should be anchored in peacemaking, peacekeeping, 
equitable economic and trade practices, the protection 
of civilians in conflict, dialogue among civilizations 
and disarmament. The approach to disarmament should 
not be fragmented. Increasingly, regional organizations 
are promoting these objectives. In particular, they are 
becoming involved in supporting peacekeeping 
operations. 

 We believe that efforts by countries to promote 
regional disarmament that take into account the 
specific characteristics of each region, in accordance 
with the principle of undiminished security at the 
lowest level of armament, would enhance the stability 
of all States. It is therefore highly advisable that States, 
wherever possible, conclude agreements on 
disarmament, non-proliferation and should confidence-
building measures at the regional and subregional 
levels. 

 The Chairperson: I call again on the delegation 
of Pakistan, to introduce draft resolutions 
A/C.1/61/L.42 and A/C.1/61/L.43. 

 Mr. Khalilullah (Pakistan): I would like to 
introduce draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.42, entitled 
“Confidence-building measures in the regional and 
subregional context”. Bangladesh, Colombia, Kuwait, 

Malaysia, Ukraine and Pakistan are the sponsors of the 
draft resolution.  

 While the United Nations Charter designates the 
maintenance of peace and security at the global level as 
the primary responsibility of the international 
community, in practice, tensions at the regional and 
subregional levels constitute the main source of 
instability. Such tensions contribute to the arms race, 
not only endangering international peace and security, 
but also undermining efforts aimed at arms control and 
disarmament. Consequently, a spiralling arms race, 
particularly in regions of tension and conflict, obstructs 
the peaceful settlement of disputes, rendering their 
resolution even more difficult; it widens poverty and 
spreads despair and anger.  

 Another reason that my delegation submitted this 
draft resolution is the availability of an overwhelming 
body of evidence clearly establishing that the initiation 
of confidence-building measures in tension-ridden 
regions has paid tangible dividends for peace. By 
lowering tension through confidence-building 
measures and peaceful dispute settlement, States can 
devote their resources and energies to the social and 
economic advancement of their peoples. Such an 
approach could also supplement arms control and 
disarmament efforts, since most threats to peace and 
security in the post-cold-war era arise mainly among 
States located in the same region or subregion.  

 The regional arms race is the bane of 
development. The acquisition of military arsenals 
beyond legitimate security requirements is the prime 
cause of economic debility in several parts of the 
world. There exists a symbiotic link between conflict 
and underdevelopment, between war and poverty. That 
insidious relationship must be broken in order to put an 
end to the suffering of vast segments of mankind. 

 The regional arms race must be stopped through 
the achievement of security at the lowest level of 
armament. Accordingly, a combination of political and 
military confidence-building measures could help in 
strengthening peace and security and also encourage 
regions of tension to take measures aimed at 
disarmament and arms control.  

 The draft resolution is representative of the 
aspirations of a wide body of the international 
community. It highlights several aspects of confidence-
building measures. First, confidence-building measures 
should be adopted by States locked in territorial or 
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other disputes in order to prevent armed conflict 
through bilateral, subregional or regional dialogue. 
Secondly, renunciation of the use or threat of use of 
force and reaffirmation of the Charter principles listed 
under Chapter VI may facilitate the pacific settlement 
of disputes among States. Thirdly, confidence-building 
measures should be developed that encourage the 
maintenance of military balance among the States of a 
region in the acquisition, development and deployment 
of various weapon systems. Finally, confidence-
building measures should be elaborated to strengthen 
peace along borders so as to avoid conflict and to 
prevent the unintended or accidental outbreak of 
hostilities, particularly in nuclearized theatres.  

 The preambular part of the draft resolution 
reiterates the basic purposes and principles of the 
United Nations Charter and recalls General Assembly 
and Disarmament Commission decisions relating to the 
prevention of armed conflict. It recognizes the need for 
peaceful dialogue in regions of tension in order to avert 
conflict, and it welcomes the peace processes already 
initiated in various regions to resolve disputes through 
peaceful means bilaterally or through mediation by 
third parties. It also recognizes that regions that have 
already developed confidence-building measures at 
bilateral, subregional and regional levels in the 
political and military fields, including arms control and 
disarmament, have greatly improved the climate of 
peace and security in their regions and have 
contributed to the improvement of the socio-economic 
conditions of their people. 

 In the operative paragraphs, the draft resolution 
call upon Member States to refrain from the use or 
threat of use of force, to reaffirm commitment to the 
peaceful settlement of disputes under Chapter VI of the 
Charter, and to open consultations and dialogue in 
regions of tension and conflict, without preconditions. 
It urges strict compliance with bilateral, regional and 
international arms control and disarmaments 
agreements to which the contending States are party. 

 The resolution also urges the maintenance of 
military balance in regions of tension in the acquisition 
of weapons systems and encourages the promotion 
bilateral and regional confidence-building measures to 
avoid conflict and prevent the unintended and 
accidental outbreak of hostilities. It also requests the 
Secretary-General to consult the regional States and 
ascertain their views with a view to promoting 
confidence-building measures in the regions of tension. 

 My delegation believes that the resolution serves 
as a platform for all regions of tension and conflict by 
encouraging States to address their disputes in a 
peaceful manner and to avert the spectre of war and 
destruction. Therefore my delegation and the other 
sponsors hope that draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.42 will 
be adopted with the full consent of this Committee. 

 I now wish to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.43, entitled “Conventional arms control at 
the regional and subregional levels”, on behalf of the 
delegations of Bangladesh, Belarus, Egypt, Germany, 
Liberia, Malaysia, Nepal, Peru, Spain, Syrian Arab 
Republic, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
Ukraine and my own delegation. 

 This draft resolution aims to promote 
disarmament endeavours in the area of conventional 
disarmament at the regional and subregional levels. 
Though its importance is evident, this issue has not 
received the attention and support it deserves. We need 
a sharp focus on conventional balance in arms control. 

 In its preamble, draft resolution L.43 outlines 
several principles and precepts, including the crucial 
role of arms control in peace and security, the threats to 
peace in the post-cold-war era arising mainly among 
States in the same region or subregion, preservation of 
a balance in the defence capabilities of States at the 
lowest level of armaments as a contribution to peace 
and stability, promotion of agreements to strengthen 
peace and security at the lowest possible level of 
armaments and military forces, a special responsibility 
of the militarily significant States and States with 
larger military capabilities in promoting agreements for 
regional peace and security, and the objective of 
preventing the possibility of military attack launched 
by surprise and of avoiding aggression. 

 The preamble also notes with particular interest 
the initiatives taken in various regions, including in a 
number of Latin American countries, and the proposals 
for conventional arms control in South Asia. It 
recognizes the relevance and value of the Treaty on 
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, which is 
described as a cornerstone of European security. 

 In its operative part, draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.43 decides to give urgent consideration to 
the issues involved in conventional disarmament at the 
regional and subregional levels and requests the 
Conference on Disarmament to consider formulating 
principles that could serve as a framework for regional 
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agreements. It also requests the Secretary-General to 
seek the views of Member States and to submit a report 
to the General Assembly at its sixty-second session. 

 The sponsors look forward to the Committee’s 
strong support for these draft resolutions, which reflect 
the core concerns and interests of the international 
community in the field of disarmament and arms 
control. There is an abiding interest in the 
recommendations contained in the resolutions and in 
their follow-up and faithful implementation. These 
draft resolutions also represent the considered views of 
several States and multiple constituents. 

 The Chairperson: There seem to be no more 
delegations wishing to make statements on the subject 
of regional disarmament. Let us then continue with the 
introduction of draft resolutions pertaining to regional 
disarmament and security. 

 Mr. El Hadj Ali (Algeria) (spoke in French): It is 
an honour and a pleasure for the Algerian delegation to 
once again introduce to the First Committee the draft 
resolution entitled “Strengthening of security and 
cooperation in the Mediterranean region”, 
A/C.1/61/L.34, on behalf of 36 delegations of Euro-
Mediterranean countries and Member States.  

 Through the sustained and regular introduction of 
this draft resolution, the sponsors demonstrate their 
unswerving desire to make the Mediterranean space an 
area of peace and stability. They reiterate their 
determination to take an active part in the preservation 
of peace and security internationally, just as they are 
expressing their determination to promote cooperation 
and solidarity in an area where throughout history the 
virtues of exchange between people have been shown.  

 The shared future of the people of the 
Mediterranean region has made dialogue necessary and 
appropriate, dialogue that has become more in depth in 
recent years because of the multiplication of 
frameworks for cooperation between the two sides of 
the Sea. That is the case, for example, in the 
Mediterranean Forum, the 5 + 5 talks and the 
Conference of Interior Ministers of the Western 
Mediterranean. Such initiatives show the growing 
awareness of the close link between security in Europe 
and security and stability in the Mediterranean. Since 
the Barcelona Conference — the tenth anniversary of 
which was marked last November — the countries of 
the European Union and those of the southern side of 
the Mediterranean have committed to a process of 

dialogue and partnership through the intensification of 
common efforts to promote and consolidate peace and 
security in the region and to lay the foundations for 
various types of cooperation. 

 Draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.34 takes up the 
contents of the resolution adopted at the previous 
session (resolution 60/94) and attempts to cover a 
broad range of topics linked to strengthening peace and 
cooperation in the Mediterranean region. It emphasizes 
the indivisible character of security in the 
Mediterranean and recalls the initiatives taken by 
Mediterranean countries to consolidate peace and 
security and cooperation. It reaffirms the duty of all 
States to help with the stability and prosperity of the 
Mediterranean region and their commitment to respect 
the principles of the United Nations Charter and the 
provisions of the Declaration on Principles of 
International Law pertaining to Friendly Relations and 
Cooperation among States. 

 The draft resolution also underscores the basic 
principles pursuant to which the efforts are being made 
by Mediterranean countries to eliminate all causes of 
tension in the region and to solve the problems 
prevailing there in a peaceful, just and lasting manner. 
It calls for the elimination of economic and social 
disparities and for the promotion of mutual respect and 
better understanding among the peoples and cultures of 
the Euro-Mediterranean region with a view to 
enhancing peace, security and cooperation. The text 
calls upon States of the region which have not yet done 
so to adhere to all multilaterally negotiated legal 
instruments related to the field of disarmament and 
nuclear non-proliferation and encourages all States to 
favour the establishment of confidence-building 
measures and to promote openness and transparency.  

 Through this draft resolution, the States of the 
region are also encouraged to strengthen further their 
cooperation in combating terrorism in all of its forms 
and manifestations, taking into account the relevant 
resolutions of the United Nations, and in combating 
organized crime, illicit arms transfers and illicit drug 
production and trafficking in drugs, which pose a threat 
to peace and stability. 

 This year, we have thought it timely to introduce 
a new preambular paragraph in order to highlight the 
first Euro-Mediterranean Summit which took place on 
27 and 28 November 2005 in Barcelona. That event 
reiterated the historically special nature of European-
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Mediterranean relations and emphasized the enormous 
reservoir of complementarity that should be further 
developed in the reciprocal interest of the States and 
peoples of the region. 

 We also wanted to emphasize, in the same 
paragraph, the Summit’s adoption of the Euro-
Mediterranean Code of Conduct on Countering 
Terrorism which, as we see it, is an additional 
milestone in the activity of the international 
community to establish a comprehensive unified 
multilateral cooperative framework to fight this 
transnational scourge.  

 Similarly, we also wanted to supplement 
operative paragraph 7 by including wording on 
combating the acquisition by terrorist groups of arms 
of mass destruction to bring it into line with other 
relevant texts adopted within the framework of the 
United Nations. 

 As with similar texts in previous sessions, the 
sponsors are confident that draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.34 will enjoy the support of all members of 
the Committee and that it will be adopted without a 
vote. 

 The Chairperson: Before giving the floor to the 
next speaker, I call on the Secretary for a brief 
announcement. 

 Mr. Sareva (Secretary of the Committee): 
Members of the Committee should by now have before 
them informal paper no. 1, which is a tool to guide the 
Committee in its work during the action part of the 
session next week. The informal paper lists all those 
draft resolutions that will be ready for action on 
Monday. Towards the end of today’s meeting, the 
Chairperson will read out some basic parameters 
concerning our work during the action part. Members 
will also get a fact sheet with ground rules for taking 
action. 

 I would like to inform members that oral 
statements will be made on Monday in connection with 
draft resolutions A/C.1/61/L.9, A/C.1/6l/L.14, 
A/C.1/61/L.18, A/C.1/61/L.27, A/C.1/61/L.33 and 
A/C.1/61/L.35. In accordance with the practice adopted 
last year, the texts of all those oral statements will be 
available today in room S-2977. 

 The Chairperson: I now give the floor to the 
representative of Rwanda to introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.33. 

 Mr. Nsengimana (Rwanda) (spoke in French): In 
my capacity as the current Chairman of the United 
Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security 
Questions in Central Africa, I have the honour to 
introduce the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/61/L.33, entitled “Regional confidence-building 
measures: activities of the United Nations Standing 
Advisory Committee on Security Questions in Central 
Africa”, on behalf of the sponsors, namely, Angola, 
Burundi, Cameroon, the Central African Republic, 
Chad, the Congo, the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and 
Principe and Rwanda. 

 For more than 15 years, the Central African 
subregion has faced harsh conflicts that have caused 
heavy losses of human life, massive uprooting of 
populations, refugee flows and endemic insecurity, as 
well as other harmful consequences for regional 
development.  

 Member States have recognized the urgent need 
for the Central African States to take measures that 
could reduce tension and misunderstanding among 
them. The draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/61/L.33 recognizes the importance and 
effectiveness of these confidence-building measures 
which comprehensively contribute to regional stability 
and to international peace and security. The draft 
resolution aims to promote confidence-building 
measures at the regional and subregional levels in 
order to reduce tension and conflict and thus to 
promote peace, security and development. 

 The impact of such confidence-building measures 
is very significant. The draft resolution notes with 
satisfaction that States of the subregion are making 
efforts to strengthen their bilateral relations. That has 
led to considerable improvements in the area of 
security as well as to a return to normality and to 
economic activity in areas previously ravaged by 
conflict. 

(spoke in English) 

 Several challenges that require the sustained 
attention of the international community remain. The 
draft resolution therefore requests the Secretary-
General to provide the members of the Standing 
Advisory Committee with the necessary support for the 
implementation and smooth functioning of the Council 
for Peace and Security in Central Africa and of the 
Subregional Centre for Human Rights and Democracy 
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in Central Africa. It is also essential that we continue to 
provide support to carry out the full programme of 
activities adopted at regional ministerial meetings, the 
most recent of which was held at Kigali, Rwanda, from 
25 to 29 September 2006. Among the outcomes of that 
meeting was the decision to convene a subregional 
conference at Yaoundé, Cameroon, to address 
transnational security problems in the subregion. That 
decision was prompted by the situation in Darfur, but 
also recognizing that similar transnational security 
problems also exist in other parts of the subregion. 

 There have been only minor changes to the 
language of draft resolution A/C.1/61/L.33 compared 
with the text adopted last year as resolution 60/87. The 
substance remains essentially the same. We therefore 
look forward to the support of all delegations for the 
draft resolution, previous versions of which have 
already had a positive impact on the security situation 
in the subregion. The adoption of the draft resolution 
by consensus would send a strong message about the 
international community’s continued commitment to 
comprehensively addressing the security challenges 
facing Central Africa. 

 The Chairperson: I give the floor to the 
representative of the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia, who will introduce draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.46. 

 Mr. Stevcevski (the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia): I have the honour to introduce draft 
resolution A/C.1/61/L.46, entitled “Maintenance of 
international security — good-neighbourliness, 
stability and development in South-Eastern Europe”. 

 This draft resolution is a follow-up to resolution 
59/59, which the General Assembly adopted in 2004 
without a vote and which was widely sponsored by the 
membership: it had 46 sponsors. It addresses the 
complexity of the issues of security, disarmament, 
stability and cooperation, and in that regard reflects the 
relevant developments in the region over the past two 
years: in 2002 this traditional resolution of the First 
Committee was biennialized. The thrust of the draft 
resolution remains the further promotion of good-
neighbourliness, cooperation and integration as crucial 
to security, lasting stability and sustainable 
development of the region. 

 South-Eastern Europe has undergone many 
positive changes that have brought about a positive 
climate in the region. These positive developments are 

duly reflected in the text of the draft resolution. 
Cooperation among the countries in the region has 
been intensified, especially in the economic field, and 
their rapprochement with the European Union (EU) 
and with the Euro-Atlantic institutions has been 
furthered. In the course of the past two years, the EU 
accession negotiations of Croatia and Turkey 
commenced, the Republic of Macedonia became a 
candidate country for membership in the European 
Union, Albania signed a Stabilization and Association 
Agreement with the EU, and Serbia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Montenegro all entered into 
negotiations with the EU on stabilization and 
association agreements. The United Nations, the 
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe and the 
South-East European Cooperation Process, as well as 
other regional organizations or initiatives, have all 
contributed to these positive processes, which could 
lead to full integration of all the countries of the region 
into the European Union and the Euro-Atlantic 
structures. 

 However, as we know, the region still faces 
challenges that could affect its overall security and 
stability. It is important that those challenges be 
managed in a way that can only bring more stability 
and security to the region. 

 Anti-personnel mines and explosive remnants of 
war continue to be an issue for certain parts of the 
region. The same is true of the illicit trade in small 
arms and light weapons, trafficking in human beings, 
drug trafficking, money laundering, organized crime 
and corruption, although progress has been made. A 
stronger and more continuous regional response and 
concerted efforts in strengthening the rule of law and 
enforcing appropriate measures are therefore required. 
There is a need for strengthened national, subregional 
and regional efforts and closer cooperation among 
States aimed at arms control, disarmament and 
confidence-building measures, non-proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction, demining and preventing 
all acts of terrorism. All those issues and actions are 
duly noted or requested in the draft resolution. 

 Responsibility for stability and development in 
South-Eastern Europe rests primarily with the 
countries of the region. It is encouraging that countries 
of the region have increased their efforts to overcome 
the so-called culture of dependency and are taking 
responsibility for and ownership of an enhanced 
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regional cooperation. The gradual transformation of the 
Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe into a more 
regionally owned cooperation framework bears 
witnesses to that effort. Also, the cooperation of the 
countries participating in the South-East European 
Cooperation Process has became more substantial and 
increasingly important. 

 My delegation trusts that draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.46 is forward-looking. Its aim remains to 
identify measures and efforts that will lead to the 
further stabilization of South-Eastern Europe, to the 
reduction and elimination of threats to its security and 
to the fostering of development. In the course of 
consultations thus far, many of the suggestions raised 
by interested delegations to improve the text have been 
taken on board and incorporated into the draft 
resolution. It is the wish of my delegation, as the 
traditional main sponsor of this draft resolution, to 
reach consensual support so that the Committee can 
adopt, without a vote, a text that is widely sponsored 
by the membership, as has been the case many times 
before. 

 To that end, my delegation will spare no effort in 
the coming days, in consultation and cooperation with 
all interested delegations, to reconcile the remaining 
differences that still exist over a few paragraphs. We 
will then submit a revised text of the draft resolution, 
which will be issued by the Secretariat as document 
A/C.1/61/L.46/Rev.1. 

 The Chairperson: We shall now proceed to our 
thematic discussion on disarmament machinery. I shall 
first give the floor to delegations wishing to make 
statements on that subject. 

 Mr. Kahiluoto (Finland): I am speaking on 
behalf of the European Union and the States that align 
themselves with this statement. 

 As a firm supporter of effective multilateralism, 
the European Union (EU) attaches great importance to 
a disarmament machinery that works. The European 
Union sees as mutually reinforcing the General 
Assembly and its First Committee, the Conference on 
Disarmament, the Disarmament Commission, and the 
various international treaties with their bodies and 
review processes. This disarmament machinery has 
played a fundamental role in producing vital pieces of 
international law as well as in creating mechanisms to 
monitor the implementation of and respect for the 
relevant treaties and norms. Each part of the machinery 

has its own role and tasks, with its own added value 
which should be used to the maximum, thus paving the 
way for decisions that make the world a safer place for 
all of our citizens. 

 The General Assembly and its Main Committees 
form a universal decision-making forum, and as such 
they must reflect the most pressing contemporary 
challenges in their work. The Committees also need to 
be able to respond to the growing interconnectedness 
of the issues before the General Assembly.  

 The European Union has been very committed to 
the revitalization of the First Committee. The EU 
welcomes the progress made on this matter with the 
principles agreed upon at the fifty-eighth and fifty-
ninth sessions of the General Assembly and agrees with 
those who stress the importance of implementation of 
those principles. There remains work to be done to this 
end, and the issues need to be kept under regular 
review. We would like to offer you, Madam 
Chairperson, and the secretariat of the Department for 
Disarmament Affairs, our encouragement and our 
thanks for your efforts on this issue. 

 The Conference on Disarmament is the single 
multilateral forum at the disposal of the international 
community for disarmament negotiations. For a 
decade, the lack of a shared analysis of threats and 
challenges to the maintenance of international peace 
and security has kept the Conference from conducting 
substantive negotiation work. However, this year has 
been different from previous years in the Conference on 
Disarmament, as new momentum has been developing 
as a result of the innovative initiative of the six 
Presidents of the Conference this year. The EU warmly 
welcomes the revitalization developments in the 
Conference this year: agreement on a schedule of 
activities, focused structured debates, valuable work 
done by the Friends of the Presidents and proposals 
made regarding the Conference’s future work, which 
have led to an increased level of activities. We 
sincerely hope that the focused structured debates the 
Conference on Disarmament has had this year will create 
sufficient momentum to overcome the current deadlock 
and bring that important body back to substantive 
negotiation work. 

 The Disarmament Commission too has an 
important role to play as a universal deliberative body 
on disarmament. The European Union welcomes the 
agreement on its agenda and the subsequent resumption 
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of its work this year, after several years of inactivity. 
The objective of the EU is that the UNDC agree on 
recommendations for achieving the objectives of 
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and on practical confidence-building 
measures in the field of conventional arms, in 
accordance with the substantive agenda items of the 
Commission’s current three-year cycle. The European 
Union wishes to see the full potential of the 
Disarmament Commission used now that it has 
resumed work and now that the effectiveness of the 
Commission’s working methods is being enhanced. 

 While there is room for further improvement, that 
machinery continues to have the basic potential to 
fulfil its functions. Naturally, the secretariat servicing 
this machinery, the Department for Disarmament 
Affairs, needs to be adequately resourced to do the 
everyday practical work. This year has brought some 
constructive and promising discussions, and we should 
use the momentum to build on them. In the end, what 
is essential if any machinery of this kind is to work is 
the political will to use it in good faith and to comply 
fully with the obligations and commitments that are 
produced. 

 Mr. Meyer (Canada): There is some symbolism 
to the fact that our discussions on the United Nations 
disarmament machinery are relegated to the bottom of 
the list of our thematic debates. I say this not because 
the subject is less important than the other clusters, but 
because it is in fact critical as we attempt to make 
progress on nuclear, conventional and other issues 
from our list. In this respect, it seems fitting to 
consider today’s subject as underpinning and 
supporting the discussions we have had over the past 
two weeks. 

 An objective assessment of the existing 
multilateral disarmament machinery in recent years 
suggests that it is not functioning as intended. The 
Conference on Disarmament last produced a new treaty 
in 1996, a decade ago. Virtually since then, it has been 
without even a programme of work. The Disarmament 
Commission agreed on an agenda for the first time 
since 2003, but it too has not managed to advance 
issues in recent years. It has been 18 years since States 
could agree to convene a special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament, arms control and the 
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 
More recent examples of the machinery’s troubles 
include this summer’s Conference to Review Progress 

Made in the Implementation of the Programme of 
Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons, which 
concluded without agreement on an outcome 
document, much like the May 2005 Review 
Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) before it. A great deal of time, 
money and effort went into the preparation and 
organization of those meetings, and we should ask 
ourselves if the results have been worth it. Are we 
seriously committed to the process, or are we merely 
going through the motions? 

 There is the argument that these outcomes are not 
the fault of the machinery itself, but rather a reflection 
of the lack of political will in the international 
community when it comes to disarmament issues. To 
be sure, political will is critical in pursuing nuclear 
disarmament, but it is critical also in robustly working 
to stem proliferation. In his address to the General 
Assembly during its general debate last month (see 
A/61/PV.14), Canada’s Prime Minister, Stephen 
Harper, noted that nuclear proliferation threatens us all 
and challenged the international community to ensure 
that Security Council decisions are implemented fully. 

 However, political will is not the only component 
of the equation. Sometimes it is the machinery that is 
not responding properly, and in those cases a proper 
tune-up can help get it going again. 

 This year in the Conference on Disarmament, we 
saw that a new approach of coordinated presidencies, 
the so-called Six Presidents initiative, led to a year-
long timetable of focused, structured debates on all 
agenda items, with expert participation. This 
represented an important improvement over the 
previous year. It also left us with some optimism that 
we can do better. The Conference on Disarmament has 
not yet resumed its expected level of work, or 
produced any concrete results, and a mere repetition of 
the Six Presidents initiative in 2007 could not be 
considered a success. Rather, we would need to see the 
Conference on Disarmament making far better use of the 
time allocated to it, with more attention paid to issues 
that are ripe for negotiation rather than equal treatment 
for all agenda items. We would also need to see a 
mechanism established for the Conference to carry its 
work forward in a consistent fashion throughout the 
year. The results of the 2006 session offer some hope 
that those relatively modest goals can be achieved. 
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 The First Committee is another example of where 
a recent tune-up has helped improve functioning. We 
are now in the routine of organizing our work in 
thematic clusters, and we have productive interactive 
debates, with invited speakers and representatives of 
non-governmental organizations. A more businesslike 
attitude to time management means we conclude the 
same amount of work in fewer meetings. There is still 
more to be done, for example securing agreement in 
General Committee to move formally to an agenda that 
reflects the issue areas we are dealing with rather than 
being a mere enumeration of resolution titles, and 
further rationalization of resolutions to minimize the 
annual repetition and to emphasize follow-up. Still, we 
feel that our work here can serve as an example to 
other disarmament forums. 

 Another way to tune up the machinery would be 
to convene a fourth special session of the General 
Assembly devoted to disarmament. Efforts have been 
ongoing since 1994 to convene such a gathering, which 
could be charged with a wider review of the 
disarmament machinery and with making 
recommendations for improvements, in addition to the 
necessary tasks of reviewing progress since the first 
special session and identifying priorities going 
forward. 

 Finally, we should keep an open mind on new and 
innovative ways to rejuvenate or augment the existing 
machinery when circumstances are deemed appropriate 
by the international community. Recent examples of 
such variable-geometry arrangements, such as the 
Ottawa Landmine Convention and the Protocols to the 
Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons, show 
how norms can be established and influence behaviour 
even when the instruments have less than universal 
adherence. Such approaches may not be valid for all 
issues, but if the existing machinery is not responding 
to real-world needs we should not shy away from 
exploring other ways of doing business. 

 With two more review conferences scheduled for 
later this year, with the improved atmosphere in the 
Conference on Disarmament and with the meetings of 
the Preparatory Committee for the 2010 NPT Review 
Conference to be held in the first part of 2007, we will 
have ample opportunity in the coming months to 
demonstrate that the machine can work better. Canada 
will certainly do its part to push for positive results, 
building upon our collective efforts to achieve 
permanence with accountability at the 2005 NPT 

Review Conference and with new working papers for 
the upcoming Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention Review Conference. If, however, events 
next year suggest that the machine may be beyond 
repair, we should not be afraid, a year hence, to look 
into new ideas for making progress on critical 
disarmament files. 

 The Chairperson: I call once again on the 
representative of Canada, to introduce draft decision 
A/C.1/61/L.22. 

 Mr. Meyer (Canada): Also under this cluster, I 
wish to introduce draft decision A/C.1/61/L.22, entitled 
“Verification in all its aspects, including the role of the 
United Nations in the field of verification”. The draft 
resolution follows from resolution 59/60, which two 
years ago created a Panel of Government Experts to 
review the question of verification. 

 As we heard from the Chair of that Panel in the 
presentation to our Committee on 16 October, the 
experts met three times in 2006. While the 
recommendations have been agreed upon, a few 
elements of the narrative text remain open, so the final 
report is not yet concluded. Nevertheless, consultations 
among Panel members continue, and the Chair is 
optimistic that a consensus will be reached in the near 
future. 

 Canada believes that the work done by the Panel, 
once completed, should be put forward for 
endorsement by the full General Assembly. Resolution 
59/60 mandated the Panel to report back to the General 
Assembly at the sixty-first session, so we had hoped 
that the First Committee could take up the report this 
year. However, since the sixty-first session lasts until 
next September, the report could be presented later this 
year or even early next year, according to the timeline 
established. In that case, the report could be taken up 
by the First Committee at its session in autumn 2007. 

 As it now appears impossible that the report will 
be ready for consideration by the First Committee this 
year, Canada has introduced draft decision 
A/C.1/61/L.22, which defers action to next year’s 
session. The draft decision also welcomes the update 
given by the Chair earlier this week and encourages the 
Panel to complete its work quickly. Resolution 59/60, 
which called for the establishment of the Panel, was 
adopted without a vote in 2004. We hope that this draft 
decision, which is essentially procedural and in the 
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same spirit, will likewise be adopted by consensus in 
the Committee. 

 Mr. Rapacki (Poland): As this is the first time 
that I have taken the floor at the present session of the 
First Committee, allow me to congratulate you, 
Madam, on your assumption of the chairmanship of the 
Committee. It is a reflection of your country’s long-
standing positive involvement in global disarmament 
and in efforts to make the disarmament machinery 
functional. 

 The representative of Finland has already spoken 
on behalf of the European Union during this thematic 
debate, and my country fully stands behind that 
statement. However, allow me to touch upon a few 
points from Poland’s national perspective. 

 This year, Poland has had the privilege to actively 
participate in the work of two bodies of the 
disarmament machinery: as a President of the 
Conference on Disarmament, in Geneva, and as a Vice-
Chair of the Disarmament Commission. Poland was 
also a Vice-Chair of the first United Nations 
Conference to Review Progress Made in the 
Implementation of the Programme of Action to 
Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in 
Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects. In 
addition, my country will have the privilege to serve as 
Vice-President of the Review Conference of the 
Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons, which 
will take place in Geneva in the near future. 

 All of that reflects Poland’s dedication to the 
cause of global disarmament and our belief that it is 
only through active involvement by everyone that we 
can make the disarmament machinery work. It was 
with great satisfaction that we were able to participate 
in the revival of work within those two bodies: the 
Disarmament Commission restarted its substantive 
work and held long-awaited deliberations, while the 
Conference on Disarmament developed new 
momentum. 

 One year ago, I spoke to the Committee about the 
plans of the incoming six Presidents of the Conference 
on Disarmament (see A/C.1/60/PV.14). Together with 
the Republic of Korea, Romania, the Russian 
Federation, Senegal and Slovakia, we have worked 
hard to fulfil those promises and commitments. This 
year, building on the positive activities of the 
Presidents of the Conference in 2004 and 2005, we 
scheduled the work of the Conference. The basis for 

that schedule was the Conference agenda. One-week 
structured debates have proved that the agenda is still 
valid and is broad enough to deal with all issues of 
major interest to member States.  

 The key for this year’s activities was the 
cooperation among the six Presidents of the session 
and the active involvement of all delegations. The 
cooperation among the Presidents enabled us to 
overcome shortcomings related to the four-week-long 
presidencies. The active involvement of all delegations 
and the participation of experts from capitals have 
proved that all member States believe that the 
Conference on Disarmament is an important body that 
can contribute to the field of international security and 
disarmament. 

 During 2006, we deepened our understanding of 
all key items of the Conference agenda. That helped 
delegations to determine which issues are riper for 
negotiations and which require further in-depth 
discussion before we start proper negotiations. We did 
not restart negotiations, which is the ultimate goal of 
the Conference, but we believe that we brought the 
Conference closer to reaching a consensus on doing so. 
I should also say that this year, the Conference on 
Disarmament, through the many debates it held, 
reviewed its agenda and methods of work. That should 
be a continuous process, and we are sure that it will 
continue next year. 

 The current President of the Conference on 
Disarmament, the representative of Slovakia, 
Mr. Anton Pinter, informed the Committee two days 
ago that the six Conference Presidents had presented 
their vision non-paper at the end of this year’s session. 
In the non-paper, the Presidents expressed their views 
regarding what is possible next year. At the beginning 
of the 2007 session, the Conference should consider to 
making a formal decision or decisions on the 
establishment of subsidiary bodies, working groups or 
expert groups to negotiate issues that are ripe for this, 
and to agree on a schedule of activities which would 
provide for substantive discussion on all other issues 
on the Conference agenda. 

 When thinking about negotiations in the 
Conference on Disarmament, we must keep in mind 
that all the issues cannot be negotiated at once. The 
history of the Conference shows that there has never 
been more than one full-fledged negotiation at a time. 
Therefore, we have to concentrate on those issues that 
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are closest to being brought to the negotiating table. In 
the opinion of the Polish delegation, the fissile material 
cut-off treaty is such an issue. At the same time, we 
should ensure that our attention is not diverted from 
other issues on the Conference agenda. That could best 
be done through the adoption of a schedule of activities 
based on all agenda items. 

 The experience of this year demonstrates that a 
schedule of activities would itself provide an efficient 
framework for advancing the substantive work of the 
Conference on Disarmament, pending agreement on a 
programme of work and on the establishment of 
subsidiary bodies, as well as the opening of de facto 
negotiations. Future structured debates that are not 
limited to a particular period could provide for regular 
debates throughout the year. A certain flexibility is 
needed to intensify discussion on issues requiring more 
attention. Experts should be invited not only from 
capitals, but also from the relevant international 
organizations and United Nations bodies — including 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, the 
Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, 
the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, 
the United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs and 
United Nations groups of governmental experts — as 
their presence is vital in order to keep the Conference 
open to the work of other organizations and, in a 
broader sense, to the realities of the outside world. 

 The Friends of the Presidents mechanism can be 
further strengthened with a view to seeking consensus 
on specific substantive issues, including possible 
mandates. Here, I wish to thank the Friends of this 
year’s Presidents — Ms. Sarala Fernando of Sri Lanka, 
Mr. Idriss Al-Jazairy of Algeria, Mr. Petko Draganov of 
Bulgaria, Mr. Juan Martabit of Chile, Mr. Carlo Trezza 
of Italy and Mr. Yoshiki Mine of Japan — who spared 
no efforts in supporting the Presidents of the 
Conference at its 2006 session. 

 The incoming Presidents of the Conference —
South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland 
and Syria — will have to look for even more 
innovative and creative solutions than we found this 
year. Positive developments will also require 
flexibility, cooperation and goodwill on the part of all 
member States. My delegation stands ready to continue 
its active participation in all efforts to advance the 
substantive work of the Conference on Disarmament. 

 In conclusion, I wish to express my hope that, 
after years of stalemate, unadopted final documents 
and general crisis in the disarmament machinery, 2007 
will prove to be a better year, marked by positive 
developments in the multilateral disarmament forums. 
As I said in the Conference earlier this year, the outside 
world wastes no time in seeking solutions that the 
United Nations machinery cannot provide, as shown 
by last week’s events. It is up to us — all Member 
States — to bring those forums closer to the realities of 
today’s world and to make them fully functional and 
able to deal with problems. 

 Mr. Costea (Romania) (spoke in French): As this 
is the first occasion on which the Romanian delegation 
has taken the floor during this session, I should like, as 
is customary, to congratulate you, Madam, on the way 
in which you are guiding our work. The advantage of 
speaking for the first time during the second half of the 
session is that those words of congratulation cannot be 
considered a mere formality, since we have had the 
benefit of watching you work over the past three 
weeks. 

 Romania supports the statement made by the 
representative of Finland on behalf of the European 
Union. I would respectfully ask Committee members to 
view my statement as a way of encouraging them to 
devote some time to the subject of the Conference on 
Disarmament, in particular those aspects pertaining to 
the apparently contradictory relationship between what 
the Conference is perceived to have done and what 
actually took place in the Council Chamber in Geneva. 

 I would like first of all to refer to the  
relationship — or, rather, the lack thereof — between 
the report on this year’s session (A/61/27) and what 
actually took place. I am referring here to the proposal 
made by the President of the Conference during the 
panel debate the day before yesterday, which is also 
reflected in the draft resolution on this year’s session 
of the Conference (A/C.1/61/L.29), on the need to see 
the records of the debates. We really need to read — or, 
at least, to see — those records in order to find out 
whether they provide evidence supporting the claim 
that the Conference has taken a small step forward by 
leaving behind the almost total passivity of recent 
years. But we must be attentive. There are always two 
ways of seeing a glass that is half full.  
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(spoke in English) 

 At this year’s session, the Conference came 
closer to the normal rhythm of work that such a body 
must have. The figures prove it: 49 formal and 22 
informal meetings were held in 2006, as against an 
average of 27 formal and 8 informal meetings for the 
previous six years. In terms of the structure and nature 
of the debates, we returned to the normal mix of 
political and technical components that the Conference 
on Disarmament needs to have in conducting its 
activities. Last but not least, because of the 
participation of experts, we acknowledged the high 
level of expertise on which deliberations and decisions 
need to rely. 

 Another aspect of the “half full” interpretation is 
what made it possible to move a small step away from 
the dire situation that the Conference on Disarmament 
had been in: the readiness of member States to accept 
and commit to a new approach to their work. Without 
that, the Six Presidents initiative would have remained 
nothing more than a good intention. We have heard 
several delegations asking for room to be made for 
creativity in our work. My understanding is that such a 
call is not restricted to the Presidents of the 
Conference. 

 However, we must also consider the other half of 
the glass. I have already alluded to one of its 
components — the weird relationship between the 
reality of what we did and the content of the report. 

 The most important shortcoming, however, is, of 
course, the obvious one: there was no negotiation. That 
means that, if nothing worthwhile for disarmament is 
undertaken, our reputation will be endangered; we will 
run the risk of losing the confidence of the nations of 
the world. Those are not my words, and they do not 
refer to the Conference on Disarmament. Some 80 
years ago, Lord Robert Cecil made similar remarks 
about the League of Nations. This year in the 
Conference on Disarmament we heard calls for 
attention to be paid to real life outside the Council 
Chamber. Being an optimist by nature and a realist by 
profession, I am hopeful that we will heed those calls 
before they turn into the deafening rumblings of 
conflict and destruction. 

 We can do that. Perhaps it will take a bit of effort 
to admit, for instance, that national priorities are not 
mutually exclusive — yet it is worth doing that. It is 
also important, in our view, to set aside — at least for a 

little while — the mistrust and fear of hidden agendas 
when we look at a new draft or a new proposal for 
work. 

 I found this saying in a book of great wisdom: “A 
job that is never started takes longest”. Likewise, we 
may soon face the difficult choice between what is 
right and what is easy. We certainly hope that the 
membership of the Conference on Disarmament will 
make the right choice. 

 Mr. Masood Khan (Pakistan): Two questions are 
asked frequently about the disarmament machinery: “Is 
it effective?”, and “Do we need to change it?” The 
intent of the questions is not fully clear. The General 
Assembly, its subsidiary bodies the First Committee 
and the Disarmament Commission, as well as the 
Conference on Disarmament, are the core standard-
setting and law-making organs. In addition to that we 
have the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on 
Disarmament Matters. The Department for 
Disarmament Affairs is the disarmament secretariat in 
New York and Geneva, and it has regional centres. The 
disarmament machinery’s basic three-tier architecture 
— deliberative, in the case of the Disarmament 
Commission; consensus-building, in the case of the 
First Committee; and negotiating treaties and 
conventions, in the case of the Conference on 
Disarmament — is sound, flexible and resilient. Its 
current weaknesses stem from a political malaise, not 
from structural or functional defects. 

 All of those bodies and entities are adequate and 
have the huge potential for producing optimal results. 
If member States have deep divergences, they cannot 
shift the blame to the machinery. The machinery will 
take Member States where they want to go. Of its own 
volition, the machinery cannot take initiatives or 
engage in unregulated movement. If there is no 
direction at the strategic level, the bodies dealing with 
disarmament and non-proliferation are bound to suffer 
from varying degrees of inaction and even reluctance 
to move forward. 

 During the past three years, there has been 
enhanced focus on disarmament and non-proliferation 
of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their 
means of delivery; small arms and light weapons; and 
landmines. The area that has been neglected is other 
conventional weapons. There was enhanced focus and 
dialogue on the broad areas that I have highlighted, but 
there were no results, because of the deep differences 



A/C.1/61/PV.18  
 

06-58075 28 
 

among Member States. That is seen as a setback, 
particularly the lack of an outcome at the Review 
Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, the 2005 World Summit and the 
review Conference on small arms and light weapons. 
The Secretary-General has pointed out that the lack of 
a reference to disarmament and non-proliferation in the 
September 2005 Summit Outcome Document was the 
result of posturing by States. But the malaise goes 
deeper than that. 

 Pakistan has repeatedly pointed out that those 
well publicized failures are symptomatic of the serious 
erosion of the existing consensus on the most critical 
issues: nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation. 
They are not the faults of the disarmament machinery 
per se.  

 We have therefore proposed the convening of an 
international conference to revisit the old consensus 
and craft a new one to enable the international 
community to walk out of a prolonged impasse. The 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission has also 
recommended a General Assembly summit on 
disarmament, non-proliferation and terrorist use of 
weapons of mass destruction, which could also discuss 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the disarmament 
machinery. We have deliberately kept the level of the 
conference vague and have suggested that it could be a 
special conference of the Disarmament Commission or 
the Conference on Disarmament. A fourth special 
session of the General Assembly on disarmament 
(SSOD IV) could be another venue for such 
discussions. 

 The 2005 Outcome Document did, however, 
partially address conventional arms in the context of 
peacekeeping. Implementation of the Programme of 
Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons was 
supported, and States parties to the Convention on 
Certain Conventional Weapons were asked to give 
greater assistance to mine-affected States. 

 The picture with regard to using the machinery 
under the well-known constraints has not been bleak. 
The First Committee has taken incremental but highly 
commendable steps to streamline the conduct of its 
meetings, particularly with regard to working methods, 
general debate, interactive debates and thematic 
clustering. Rationalization of the agenda, however, 
should not be used to remove subjects of vital 
importance because some countries are not comfortable 

with them. If the recommendations in the resolutions 
presented year after year are not heeded, ways should 
be explored to implement them more effectively — not 
to move them away from the table. 

 The Conference on Disarmament was energized 
this year through structured debates. It is true that the 
Conference is a negotiating, not a deliberative, forum, 
though discussion would always precede serious treaty-
making. We do not yet have a programme of work, 
without which we cannot break the chronic logjam in 
the Conference on Disarmament. There is nothing 
wrong with the rule of consensus followed by the 
Conference. The proposal to adopt its programme of 
work by a qualified majority of two-thirds of the 
members present and voting would lead to long debates 
in the Conference and deepen its impasse. 

 This year, the Disarmament Commission started 
making a transition towards a better appreciation of the 
threats to peace and security. Its new working methods 
should help make it more effective. 

 The existing machinery includes treaty bodies, 
some of which have performed well. The International 
Atomic Energy Agency is in good shape. During this 
session, the Organization for the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons has been repeatedly referred to as a 
success story. The States parties to the Biological 
Weapons Convention have been holding annual 
meetings to discussion confidence-building measures, 
new scientific and technological developments, 
biosecurity and codes of conduct. Let us hope their 
Sixth Review Conference will produce a solid 
outcome. The States parties to the Convention on 
Certain Conventional Weapons have been particularly 
busy. All these regimes have once again enhanced the 
confidence of the international community in the 
legitimacy, longevity and effectiveness of 
multilateralism, as opposed to short-lived, non-
institutionalized and exclusive forums. 

 We believe that the new Secretary-General should 
give fresh impetus, strength and direction to the 
Department for Disarmament Affairs. We have full 
confidence in Mr. Nobuaki Tanaka, who is heading the 
Department. He has joined it at the most opportune 
time. No attempt should be made to weaken the 
Department in any way. Its institutional and intellectual 
sinews must be strengthened. 

 It is also important to use the full potential of the 
Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters. It should not 
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merely replicate what Member States are doing. It can 
take up the challenge of providing advice on how the 
existing agreements on disarmament and non-
proliferation can be revalidated and how a new security 
consensus can be built. It should keep itself above 
minutiae and address strategic questions. 

 Under-Secretary-General Tanaka has given a 
good motto to the disarmament machinery, which is to 
take positive, practical steps [that] are within our 
reach. We should continue to do so until we have a new 
security consensus. We shall also reiterate our proposal 
of last year that every year the Chair of the First 
Committee should hold informal consultations to help 
the Committee focus on a host of institutional and 
substantive issues. 

 The Chairperson: We still have six speakers left 
on the list, as well as a number of delegations wishing 
to introduce draft resolutions. We will have to continue 
with the list on Monday afternoon, prior to beginning 
the action part of our work. In accordance with the 
Committee’s programme of work and timetable, the 
third and final phase of our work — action on all draft 
resolutions and decisions submitted under agenda items 
82 to 97 — will begin next week.  

 In this regard, I would like to draw your attention 
to the clustering paper containing document 
A/C.1/61/CRP.4, which was circulated in advance on 
Wednesday. The Committee will begin its work by first 
taking action on a number of draft resolutions that are 
contained in cluster 1, namely, “Nuclear weapons” on 
Monday, 23 October, before moving on to draft 
resolutions contained in the other clusters.  

 In this regard, an informal paper containing the 
list of draft resolutions that are ready for action in each 
of the seven clusters has been circulated by the 
Secretariat. It is my intention, with the Committee’s 
cooperation and on the basis of past practices and 
precedents, to move as efficiently as possible from one 
cluster to another upon the completion of action on 
each given cluster.  

 Nonetheless, while following this procedure, the 
Committee will maintain a certain degree of flexibility. 
It is my intention to follow the precedents set during 
the past session in proceeding with the action on all 
draft resolutions. Consequently, during the decision-
taking stage on each individual cluster, delegations will 
first have the last opportunity to introduce draft 
resolutions with regard to any particular cluster. 

Therefore, I would kindly request those delegations 
that plan on introducing the remaining draft resolutions 
to be as brief as possible when doing so. 

 In addition, delegations wishing to make general 
statements or comments other than explanations of 
vote on the draft resolutions in a specific cluster will 
be permitted to do so. Thereafter, delegations will be 
provided the opportunity to explain their positions or 
votes in a consolidated statement on all the draft 
resolutions and decisions contained in a particular 
cluster before the Committee proceeds to take action 
on them, one after the other, without any interruption 
in between. In other words, delegations will have the 
chance to make explanations of their positions or votes 
in a consolidated fashion on all the draft resolutions 
contained in the specific cluster on which action will 
be taken.  

 I intend, with members’ full cooperation, to 
strictly follow this procedure in order to ensure the full 
and efficient utilization of the time and conference 
resources allocated to the Committee. That is 
something I strongly believe all members of the 
Committee fully concur with. Consequently, I appeal to 
all delegations to strictly observe this procedure and to 
avoid any interruption once voting on a cluster begins.  

 Once the Committee completes action on all draft 
resolutions and decisions contained in a particular 
cluster, those delegations wishing to explain their 
positions or votes after the voting will be allowed to do 
so. However, like the consolidated explanations of vote 
before the voting, delegations are again requested to 
provide consolidated explanation of their positions 
after the voting on those respective draft resolutions in 
the given Cluster on which action was completed. 

 I would also like to stress that, in accordance with 
the rules of procedure, sponsors of draft resolutions are 
not permitted to make any statement in the explanation 
of their votes either before or after action is taken. 
Sponsors will, however, be permitted to make only 
general statements at the beginning of the meeting on a 
particular cluster. In order to avoid any 
misunderstandings, I strongly urge those delegations 
seeking recorded votes on any particular draft 
resolution to kindly inform the Secretariat of their 
intentions as early as possible before the Committee 
starts taking action on any individual cluster. 

 Finally, concerning the postponement of action 
on any draft resolution, I urge all delegations to inform 
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the Secretariat in advance at least one day before 
action is taken on the draft resolution. Every effort, 
however, should be made to refrain from resorting to a 
deferment of action.  

 In order to ascertain that every delegation fully 
understands the process for the action phase, the 
Secretariat has prepared an information sheet similar to 
the one that was circulated in previous years regarding 
the ground rules for taking action on draft resolutions.  

 It is my intention, with the agreement of the 
Committee, to follow the procedures that I have just 
outlined during the third phase of our work. May I take 
it that the Committee agrees with the procedure that I 
have just outlined? I hear no objection. 

 It was so decided. 

 In order to efficiently utilize the remaining time 
and facilities allocated to the Committee, I count on the 
full cooperation of all delegations in order to enable 
the Committee to conclude its work in a successful and 
efficient manner.  

 I now give the floor to the Secretary for a brief 
announcement. 

 Mr. Sareva (Secretary of the First Committee): I 
have just one piece of information. There will be an 
informal consultation on the draft resolution 
A/C.1/61/L.17, entitled “Declaration of the Fourth 
Disarmament Decade (2008-2018)”, as announced in 
today’s Journal. 

 The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 


