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The meeting was called to order at 10.35 a.m.

AGENDA  ITEMS 46 TO 65 AND 144 (continued)

COEiIDERATION  OF AND ACTION  ON DRAFT RFSBWTIONS  ON DISARMWENT  ITE%

The CRAIRMAN: The prograrfrn.? of wof  k for today will be in accordance with

my announcement at yesterday afternoon's meeting. Therefore this morning the

Committee will take decisions on draft resolutions listed under cluster 10 of the

informal paper distributed to the Committee, namely, A/C,1/4l/L.8,  L.35, L.61, L-67

and L.72.

Since no delegation wishes to introduce draft resolutions, I shall naw  call on

those delegations wishing to make Statements on the draft resolutions in cluster  10.

Mr. TEJA  (India): 1 have asked to spak  on the cluster of draft

resolutions on the question of a nuclear-test ban, in documents A/C.l./41/1_,.8,  L.35,

t.67 and L.72.

The question -of  a treaty on a nuclear-test ban has been a priority item of all

multilateral disarmament forums for over a quarter of a century. In the view of

the Indian delegation, the objective of such a ban axresponds  to what was stated

in the prear'dole  of the 1963 partial test-ban TreaQ, according to which the aim Of

any agreement on a coqrehensive  test ban had to be:

"to acnieve  the discontinuance  of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for

all time".

My delegation will therefore vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.8.

whose  manifest goal, clearly stated in its title, corresponds to the approach laid

down in the preamble of the partial test-ban Treaty.

My delegation will also vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.V41/L.35#

since we agree with the main purpose of that draft resolution of giving the

Conference cn Disarmament an unarrt>iguous  mandate on how it should proceed With
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(Mr. Taja,  India)

regard to the first and win Item on it.8 agenda, that  is, a nuclear-test ban. Ue

slpport  the draft re8olution  becauee  we believe that it is the urgent end

overriding reepomibility  of the Conference on  Disarmament to begin negotbtiona  on

a treaty on a nuclemr-tr)et  ban inuwdiatily.  My delegation notoo,  however, that tha

scope of the Tresty  a8 envisaged  in draft resolution A/C.u/Il/L.35  i8  at VariOnm

with  the  generally accepted eoopa  for au&  a treaty for the pet  quarter  century.

Our  Vote  on the &aft resolution is therefae  withalt  prejudice  to our position  in

the Conference on  Mearnsmnt  regerding  thr  organiaatiar of UIe  pograu  of wak

by the ad hoc cxwmnittee  to be  set up on the subject.
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(Wr. Tejs, India)- - -

In the context of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.S  and L-35, we would 41130 like

to note that India cannot accept the linksge  that has been suggested between 4

comprehensive test ban and the Treaty on the Won-Proliferation of Nuclear We4pOn4.

The international community has solemnly and repe4tedly  declared the objective  of a

compreheneive  teet ban as a matter of highest priority on Its  own irt.rindC

merits. There can be no dilution of smh  an unequivocal position by linking it to

any other issues.

Uy delegation would also like to place on record its view that, pending the

conclusion of 4 treaty, 411 nuclear-waapon  State8, and not only the depositaries of

the partial test-ban Treaty" should suspend the testing of nuclear weapons in order

to fscilttate  negotiations on 4 nuclear-weapon-teet b4n.

WY delegation will not be able to support draft resolutions L.61 and L.72 on

the notification of nuclear tests and the urgent need for 4 comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty. We are not convinced that the notification of nuclear

tests serves any useful purpoee in the context of seeking nuclear disarmament.

With reference to draft ra olution  L.72, my delegation has some reeervatione,

particularly on its operative paragraph 2, which limits the mandate of the

Conference on Disarmament  in dealing effectively with this subject. The mandate of

the Conference should focus on the need to commence negotiations on a comprehensive

teat ban.

Mr. CAPIWRA  (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): The delegation of- -

Argentina wishes to state thet it will vote in favour of draft resolutions L.8 and

L-35 on the ceaaation of nuclear teats in the present wording, bearing in mi,td the

clarity of the mandate entrusted to the Conference on Diaarnuwnent to initiate

negotiations to that end.



m/5 A/C.L/Il/W.I
7

(E. C8mpOra,  Argentina)

Tbe delegation of Argentina will also vote in favour of draft resolution L-61,

which proposes  the consideration of amendments  to the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear

Weapon Tests in ihe  Atmosphere, in Outer Space and  under Wate  .  . mis Treaty was

ratified by Argentina this year. prom  among the two coursee  that are proposed, we

would prefer the multilateral framework offered by the Conference on Diearmament

for the elaboration of a treaty V,I the ceseation  of nuclear-weapon tests, since  the

five nuclear-weapon Statea  are represented in the Conference on Disarmament,

something that dobe not obtain  with regard to the States parties to the 1963  Treaty.

We shall vote in favour  of draft resolution L.67 on notification of nuclear

tests, bearing in mind that it will help to provide the United Nations  *:ch  very

important information.

As for draft reeolut. ‘1 L.72, the delegation of Argentina will abstain  in the

vote , since that draft does not explicitly refer to the immediate conduct of

negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament with a view to the banning of

nuclear-weapon tests.

Mr.  AGSTNER  (Austr  la)  a The Austrian delegation is on record for having,

over the yeara,  voted for all reaiistic  initiatives aiming at dn end of nuclear

teetfng  and the earliest poseible  conclusion  of a comprchennive  teat-ban treaty.

At this session my delegation will continue this  tradition and will vote in favour

Of draft resolutions L.8, L-35, L.67 and  L.72.

Uy delegation harr  already spoken at length on the 1s5ue of a nuclear-test ban

and expressed its full support for  the propo5als  outlined in the Mexico Declaration

by the Head6  of State or Government of Argentina, Greece, India. Mexico, Sweden and

the United 'Republic of Tanzania. We therefore welco  te references to th<a

Declaration in the preambular parts of draft reoolutions  L.8, I,.35 and L.72.
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(WK.  Agatner, Austria)

We note with pleasure the invitation extended, in operative paragraph 5 of

draft resolution L.8, to all intet ?ed  State6 “to  establish an international

network for monitoring and verifying compliance with such a moratorium joined by

other  nuclear-weapon States”.

Austria, having actively participated in the world-wide  level 1 data

transniasion  tsat  in 1984 under the au6pices  of the Ad Hoc Expert Group of the

Conference on Disarmament, ia prepared to join in such an internntionaP  nOtWOKk.

To this end my country ha6 act up an inter-ministerial working group to examine the

nece66ary  financial a6 well ae local pre-conditions  of such participation and to

accelerate the creat,fc,~  ~z acisniific  experr’.iee  in this field.

A6 far a6 draft resolution L.61 is concerned, Austria will abstain in the

vote, since we do not believe that amending the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon TOutu

in  the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water to be the appropriate way to

arri, at a comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Austria co-sponsored  end will  vote in favour of draft resolution L.67 on

notification of nuclear teats  on thu  understanding that the mea6uce  envisaged doe6

not  6erve  a6 an excuse for further delaying  thr,  conclusion of 6 comprehensive

teat-ban treaty.

Wt.  NDNEZ  WCBQDBRA  (Cuba)(interpretation  from Spanish)8 Cuba ha6 always

attached the greatest ilmportance  to the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests by all

State6 in all environment6 For all time. Therefore, we shall vote in favour of

draft resolution6 L.35 and L.61.

HOWOVOK, we shall be unable to support draft resolution  L.67 because what  ie

necessary now i6 not a notification about when nuclear test8 are going  t0  be

carried out but what we should do to put an elid  to thoee  teate.
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(Mr. Nuflcz  Wosquera, Cuba)

For  the aamc  reasons we shall  be unable to support draft resolution L.72

because, to begin with, we think that we must clearly Rsk  the Conference on

Disarmament to initiate urgently the negotiation of a treaty on the pcohibitlon  of

nuclear-weapon tests and, Lcconcdly, because we  believe that the proposal for the

establlehr.reni  of an international eeiemic  monitoring network would only have

meaning  within the context of a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests,

something  that doea  not exist at present.

As for  draft resolution L.8, my delegation wishes to recall that, at the

recent Eighth Conference of Heads of State or Goverr mnt  of Non-Aligned Countrlee,

held at Harare, from 1 to 6 Septembe  r, the Heads of State or Government pointed out:

“The continuance of nuclear-weapon testing fuels the nuclear-arms race and

increases the danger of nuclear war. In this regard, the Heads of State or

Government emphanized  the pressing need to negotiate and conclude a

ComprerWIsive  multilateral nuclear-test-ban treaty ;acohibiting  ~~11

nuclear-weapon tests in all environments for all time.” (A/41/697)
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(Mr.  Nuflet  Mosquera,  Cuba)

In that light, my delegation wishes to propose  ‘~1 amendment to draft

resolution A/C.Z/IL/L.HI the insertion of a new paragraph aa  the third preambular

paragraph, to read as follcWst

(spoke  in  Rngliah)

“mphasizing  the preesing  need to negotiatr and conclude a comprehensive

multilateral nuclear-test-ban treaty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon  tests tY

all States in all environments for all time*.

(continued in Spanish)

That text is taken from paragraph 44 of the Political Declaration of the eighth

Conference of Reads  of State or mvernment  of Ron-Aligned Countries (A/41/697).

Mr. MEXSZTRR  (Hungary) I- I ati speaking as a sponeor  of draft resolution

A/C.l/Il/L.B. Yesterday, towards the end of our afternoon meeting, the

representative of Ireland introduced an amendment to draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.S,

axl  just a moment ago a new proposal was made  by the representative of Cuba,

SWJgeeting  a new preambular paragraph. Owing to the ..ack  of time I have naturally

not had the opportunity to conduct the necessary  consultations with all the

sponsors of these proposals.

Therefore, I wish to say in the name of my delegation, first, that we would

prefer to have our draft resolution adopted by the First Committee in its Original

wording, but if the two delegations wish to retain the ideas contained in their

amendments, and if that is the wish of the Committee, my delegation can accept

those amendments. My delegations would do this on the understanding that the

delegations of Ireland and Cuba put forward their amendments in the desire to be

able to support draft resolution A/C.1/4l/L.S.
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Mr. CLERCKX (Belyj  urn)  (interpretation from French) : The Belgian

delegation wiehes  to explain its poeition on draft resolutiarm  ~/C.l/ll/L.67  and

L.72.

Draft  resolution A/C.l/b,l/L.67  calls on States conducting nuclear teats to

give notice of them, to provide systemntic  information on them, and to provide data

about each test. This is an interesting initiatives the systematic provision to

other Statee of concrete data, specifically abaut  the location, characteristica  and

Yield of thene  explosions would contribute to advancing candour  and transparency,

in an area which has a vital impact on any effort to achieve disarmament  or any

nuclear -a rms l imitat ion . We see that. aa  E qood,  concrete opening, of which Full

advantage should be taken.

Of courr3e, the trajeparency  of such a procedure would  be all the greater were

the data to be provided by States examined and interpreted by an independent body

of compete it  specialiets. We are thinking here of the Conference on Disarmament’s

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International b-operative Measures

to Detect and Identify Seismic Eventa. That Group could be ueeful were the data

made available to it, for example , through the international programme on the

exchange of seismic data. The Ad Hoc Group’~  work would be greatly encouraged, and

made more effective and credible, were nuclear Powera,to  proceed in that way,

demonstrating their interest in  this matter.

Fly  delegation thinks thio  proposal might be developed further at a Later

atage. We feel too that - within the framework also of draft renolution

A/C.l/41/1..72  on a comprehensive nuclear-teat ban - we should uee  the concept of

limiting the overall number of nuclear testla  by nuclear WwBrs,  ktginr,inq  with  the

two major Powers, under an agreement to limit those tests to a strict minimum.
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(Mr. Clerckx, Belgium)-

That agreament would be accompanied, of course, by appropr Late verification

measures and by an undertaking to provide all the data necessary for that

verification.

The Foreign Minister of Belgium put that idea forward early in this session of

the General Assembly in the context uf  a graduL1  reduction in nuclear arsenal.6.  We

belleve  this would be a first step in +he  right direction that would make  it

possible from the outset to reconcile the quest for a total halt to nuclear tests

with the security needs that can compel States to carry crut  such tests for the

foreseeable future. We view this as an interim solution, within the framework of a

gradual and realistic approach. we are aware that in the cklrrent:  circumstances a

total halt to nuclear tests is not really likely in the short term.

Having put forward those  ideas, and having put our position in context, I wish

to say that my d*‘.egation  will vote in favour of draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.6’7

and L-72,  with a view to movl- -awards  the goal of a total prohibition of nuclear

tests, first of all through limited, b-v+  still concrete and realietic,  measures.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT  (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish) I My delegation

will vote in favour of all the draft resolutions in cluster 10. In our view, the

most effective way to bring about the cessation of nuclear tests is through

negotiation ot  a treaty, with the participation of all States, especially those

with  the capability of conducting such tests and those on a level of technological

development placing  them on the threshold of that capability. We consider that the

cessation of nuclear tests is the most effective step that could be taken

immediately to contribute to making existing nuclear weapons obsolete, to halting

the development of such weapons, to reducing the danger of horizontal proliferation

and to preventing the dc Ielopment  of new weapons, based on new technologies, which

could be used in strategic defensive systems.
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(Mr. Taylhardat, Ven4zuela)- -

A key reason for putting an end to all nuclear-weapon test.8 - and not  Only

nuclear-weapon tests - is that such tests are being used to develop IUV  kinds of

weapons, such as laser weapons, and in particular the so-called X-ray laser

weapons, fundamental elements of the projected strategic defence  system.

Venezuela will vote in favour of draft resolution L.72 although ~4  ar4  not

entirely satisfied  with ito  approach to the activltfes  to b4  carried out by th4

Confsrence  OL,  Disarmsment in connation  vith the prohibition  of nuclear  tc4tS.

According to paragra!,h  2 (a), the Conferencs  on Disarm4  nsnt should commence

practical vork on a nuclear-tast-ban  treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear

testa. In our view, howovor, the only activity that should be undertak4n  by the

Conference is the commencement  as soon an possible of substantive  negotiations on

the conclusion  of a coqxehensive  treaty on the prohibition of nuclasr tests.

Similarly, v4  have doubts regarding the activities reouestod  of the  Confaroncs

on Disarmsment in paraqrapiw  3 (a) and (c), which do not appear  to be in ksoping

with  its function as a negotiating body.

However, folloving  its traditional support for a’l.  initiatives and efforts

aimcd  at the speedy achiavsment  of the cessation of nuclsar-weapon tests, Venezuela

will vote in favour of draft resolution L.72 and th4  other  draft r4solutions  on th4

same subject in clumter  1U.

Mr. ODE0  (C&e d’  Ivoice)  ( interpretation from French) : Any reduction or

limitation cl  0 vnaments,  if it is to be lasting, must be brought about through

seriously negotiate+<  agreements that are  mutually accepted and properly respected.

Therefore, instead of unilateral proclamations, par:icularly  with regard t0

disarmament, my country favours something that should be given high priority,

namely tte conclusion of treaties, particularly with a viav to halting and

prohibiting nuclear-veapob?  tests. Formerly, of COUD  se, in a peg  tad  of entente and
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(MY. Ohe’~,  Cbte  d’ Tvoire)

dbtenta, uni lateral  decisione  cou ld  fo r  a  time curb  or even halt  the growth of

certain armnments. Rut today. in the current cl imate of mistrust, any uni latera l

decisions nuch  as those in paragrapha 3 and 4 ot’  dra f t  reso lut ion L .8 ,  which

certain deleqations  have conuidered  an important  step in  the process  of

disarmament, are  in  our  v iew unl ike ly  to contcihute substantially  to the cessat ion

or  immediate  prohihit ion of  nuclear-ueqxx?  tcstn.

In the circumstances, my delegation will abstain when the Committee Vote-I  cn

draft resolution L-8.

Mr .  MacFHIONNBHAIRR  (Ireland) t- At our last  meeting my delegation

introduced amendments to the draft resolution contained in A/C.l/Il/L.R,  which have

heen  reproduced in A/C.l/4l/L.S2. I  note that  the sponsore  of  L .8  find  those

amendments acceptable. It is the view of my delegation that our slight amendments

on the ouest  ion of scope, which were made in a constructive spirit aimed at

convergence in the way in which the Cormnittee  presents the goal of achieving a halt

to a l l  test  explosions, w i l l  contribute to the ca l l  qpon  those States which

continue to  re fuse  to  negot iate  on the conclusion of the test-ban treaty.

We believe that the neutral formuLations  which we have proposed contribute in

that direction and vi11  increase  the possibilities  for a common approach on that

auestion  on  which  we wi l l  he  ab le  to  hui ld  further  in  the  future  both  in  th is

Committee and  in the multilateral negotiating forum on disarmament.

I should  also like to refer to the amendment which has been proposed orally hy

the delegation of Cuba. The language proposed in that amendment would in fact

return the text  to the ear l ier  version contained in L.8. ‘I  pointed out yesterday,

and do so again, that the language the delegation of Cuba has now proposed in fact

in  d rawn from paragraph 44 o f  the  Harare  Declarat ion of  the non-a l igned countr ies .
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(Mr. MacthionnbhairfL  Irelsnd)

An I pointed out yesterday. tlrls  10  a Cotmnittee  of thr whole in which w g are

attempting to build conneneum, end the formulation contained in that  declaration

will  not neceessrily  contrlhute  to that conBen8ue.

Yesterday I auotud  from two documents. The  fir&  wee the non-proliferation

Treaty, with itr LSL  members from  all eocio-econtmtic  groups and  all regions  of the

world, which calls  for  a multilateral teat-ban  treaty banning all nuclear teats by

all States in all environment@  for all time. The second  warn  the five-continent

disarmament ipjtiative  undertaken by the Headm  of State  or Government of  Argentina,

Greece, Mexico, India, the United Republic  of Tanzania and Bueden,  which called for

the urqent end crucial cessation of all nuclear teete.

I believe that those neutral formulatione  from forums representing all  Parts

of the worl(r  and all groupe of countries, which are reflected in our amendments,

will build towards convergence. Aowvec,  I am suite  certain that t,he  Cuban

amendment will not do so. It will only divide one very large group from other

qroups  wi th in  th i s  Committee.
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(Mr. MacFhionnbhairc,  Ireland)-

I wou ld  therefore reoueat  the Cuban deleqst ion to  ref lect  on this ouestion  and

to understand that the natura  o f  o u r  amondmentm  conduces to a converqence  hetwoen

one draft  resolution and another on this subject. I would hope that our amendments

to draft resolution L.R are accoptahlo  to the l ponaora am  a constructive

contribution and that he will therefore withdraw hia  amendment.

Mr .  MEISZTlSR  (Hungary)! I should l ike  to  make a very short addit ion to

my previous statement, namely that in the meantime WY have consulted the sponsors

of draft resolution L.8 and I am now in a position to announce on their hehalf  also

that we can qo along with the amendments proposed  by the representatives of Ireland

and Cuba.

Mr. GYI (Burma):- - Tht  prohib i t ion  of nuclear - teat  explos ions  for  a l l  t ime

hau  been  a subject of common concern to the international community for over three

decades. The number  of resolutions  on this item exceeds that on a l l  other

disarmament items. In thie  period the General Assembly has adopted over 70

resolutions.

The deleqatio:r  of Burme,  both here in the United Nations and in the Conference

on Disarmament, has qiven earneast  support to a!1  efforts on the complete cessation

of Nuclear -test  explonions. Tu  achieve this objective  w e  have jo ined in  a l l

endeavouru beinq made in the Conference on Diaarmamcnt directed at m*lltilateral

neqotiations  on the test-ban Treaty.

My delegation bel ieves that  here in this Committee there is  a general

convergence of  approaches on the draft  resolut ions on this subject,  and that they

are directed towardo the achievement of a comprehensive treaty on the prohihltion

of  nuc lear  testfl.

The Committee now has before it five draft reaolutiona. We consider  i t

necemaary to  expla in  our pos i t ion  be fore  cestinq our votes on them.
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(Mr. Gyi, Burma)

My  delectation  w i l l  support draft  romlution  A/C.l/rl/L.g,  entit led

“Ymplementation  o f  Genera l  Aaeebly eeolu  ion  40/M  on the imnediate  cessation  and

prohihition of nuclear-weapon tomtag. In voting fo r  that  dra f t  resolution  w e  will

he  consistent  with  our  long - • tanding  position  that,  pending achiaverent  o f  a

comprehensive treaty on the prohih i t ion  of a l l  nuclear-teat  exPlosion6,  there

should be a suspension  of  a l l  tent  explos ions .

With regard to  draft  reeolut ion A/C.l/rl/t.ZS,  on the cessat ion of  a l l

nuclear-test  explosiona,  ve alao  supported as the main objective OC the draft  the

promot ion  o f  the  establishment  hy the ConCerence  at the hegmning  of ite 1987

eeRaion  of  an ad hoc committee  with  the  ob ject ive  o f  carry ing  out mult i latera l

negot iat ions on a treaty on the complete  cessation of  nuclear - teat  explos ions.

However, my delegation is  unable to asmcia.te  i t se l f  with relevant texts relat ing

to the non- proferation  Treaty aa w are not a party  thereto .

My de legat ion  wi l l  vote  fo r  dra f t  reao lut ion  A/C.l/Il/L.Cl,  on the CeasatiOn

of  a l l  nuc lear - test  exploeions. However, we believe that there are certalra

ambiguit ies  with regard to  the f o rmu la t ion  o f  the text oC  paragraph 1  o f  this dra f t

reso lut ion . We would also state that we do not wish to prejudge the outcome of the

pract ica l  steps to be taken with reqard  to the convening of a confermce  of State8

part ies  to  the partial  teat-ban Treaty.

My de legat ion  wi l l  support  dra f t  reso lut ion  A/C.l/ll/L.67,  re lat ing  to

nottfication  o f  nuc lear  tests as we believe that, as  stated In that draf t ,

compl iance hy  a l l  States ,  which i t  urgea, wou ld  Cacilitnte  thu early conclusion Of

a valuable treaty on a comprehensive nuclaar-test  tin.

The delegation of Burma will vote in favou o f  d r a f t  resolution  A/C.l/4l/L.72,

concerninq  the urqent need Cor a cowprehensive  nuclear-teat-hsn  treaty. However ,
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(Mr.  Gyi, Burma)

we note that there ie  a lack of epecificity  in pacagreph 2 in urging the Conference

on Dinarmament, the only mult  ilatoral  neqotiating forum, to wmmence  practical work

on a nuclear-tnat-ban treaty at the beginninq  of its 1987 8888iOn.

Mr.  CURBEM  (Cubs) (interpratatioo  from Spaniah)r  My  delegetion  has

proposed  an amendment to draft resolution L.8, ouoting,  in fact, a text taken from

the Declaration of the recent  Conference in warare.

The repreaentative of Iroland  he8  commented on that  amendment, and  I

appreciate his remarka, a8 I aleo appreciate the spirit in which hi8  delegation has

mado  ita proposal. It ia underetood  that he ia  trying to achieve 88  gen8tal  a

point of view a8 possible while at the aame  time seeking conaeneue  in this

Conraittee.

I should like to recall that the Harars  Declarstion  of the non-aligned

countries is a recent expreaaion of opinion by a group of wuntriea that ib

important in international relationa. I  do not think there ie  any contradiction

between what has been said by the roprcsentative of Ireland and my owd propw3al.  I

should like to recall that some  of the ignetoriea of the document mentioned by the

representative ot! Ireland are alao aiqnatoriaa of the wararo  Declaration. That

fact ia in itself representative of the ayreement the repreeentative  of Ireland

meek a. Thus we support that view with our own proposal.
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Mr..- FTGCIWR  (Uruguay) (interpretation from Span,sh)  t Among the draft

resolutions on vhlch  ma  are ahou~  to vote is one on the key ouestion  of the

cessation of nuclear tests. ‘it is my deleqation’s  UMaerrlrtanding  that small

countries with no great power and outside the nuclear confrontation are in no

pOBitiOn  to prsjudqe  or even truly assess the value thak measures adopted by the

super-powers may have in the strategic  nuclear field. we do not have the

technological meanr or the specialized data enabling WI to make a conclusivt

aosessment. rlence  we could hardly place  ourselves in the po  “.ion  of one or the

other parties in the confrontation.

At the same tine, we cannot disregarc levelopmenta in keeping with the

aspirations and the demands of the international community on the cessation of

nuclear teats. For this reason, and as stated recently in the Declaration by the

six statesmen in Mexico, in taking accoun t of those develop;rents  w6 lay emphanit

upon the aspiration that a unilateral moratorium will become  a bilateral, mutual

moratorium hetween the super-Powers, and that this will be the point of departure

for a multilateral treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests. My delegation’s

vote will. be base6  on this critet,ion.

Mr. MacFHIONNtWAIRR  (Ireland) I My delegation has listened to the

statement made by the delegation of Cuba propoainq  an amendment to the draft

resolu:ion  contained in document A/C.l/4l/L.U. Indesld, as he and I have recalled,

the languaoe  he has proposed, in addition to the language I hav6  propoec?d,  is

contained in the Harars  Declaration, which states:

“The Heads  of State or Government ew,phasizcd t-he  pressing need to negotiate

and conclude a comprehensive multilateral nuclear--test-bat) treaty prohibitinq

all nuclear-weapon tests by all States in all environment6 for all time”.

/A /41/697,  para.  44)
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(Mr.  Maclhionnhhairr,  I r e l a n d )

The languaqe in this proposed amendment is of course  in large measure lanquaqe

to vhtch we all  suhscrihe. There is in fact only  one vord in that amendment -

drawn accurately as it ia from the Harace  Decbration  - which will not 8ecure  the

kind of support my delegation vishen  to achieve  in the Committee, and that word in

“weapon*. That is the word vhich  will impede the  achievement of the kind of

convergence my delegation is attempting to reach  here.

So my deleqation would now like to propose  .~a  ZI  Iendment  to the Cuban proposal,

which is merely to take out one word, the word vhiclr  will divide rather than bring

us toqether ,  and that ia  the vord %eaponn hefore  the vord “tests’. Instead of

“al?. nuclear-weapon teatn” as in the Harare  Declaration, it would be *all  nuclear

tests’ or “teat explosions”. Then I think that, eincc  the  sponsors  of doci*ment

A/C.l/Il/L.B  are content to accept both the Irish and the Cuban amendments, If we

remove that word, we would indeed be huildinq consensus in the Comrrittee.

Mr. van SCHMIK  (Netherlands) I Ky  delegation wishea to explain its

position r,n draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.B,  L.35 and  L.61, all on the subject of  a

nuclear-test ban.

Before doinq 80, I vieh  to inform the Committee that my country is pleased to

co-spansor  draft resolution A/C.l/ll/L.72.

The Netherlanb  will ahstain  in the vot.es  on draft resolutions A/C.l/4l/L.8,

L.35 and L.61. The situation vith regard to nuclear tests has significantly

changed over the last  fev months. Convergence of the viewpoints of the major

nucl  ar Powers resulted in talks in Geneva earlier thie  year hetween  expeb’ta  of

both  major nuclear countriee  on the full range of nucaear  testing issues, the third

round of which is in sessian  at this vary  moment. We learned that t.hie development

was confirmed at the hiqheut level in Reykjavik. We understand that a broad

measure of agreement was reached on the course to fol,low  towards a test ban:



MM/et A/C. 1/4l/W.43
28-30

(Mr.  van Schaik, Netherlands)

fir-At, !.he  threshold Treaties of 1974 and 1.976 would halve  to be ratified, followed

b' discussions on further resl.rictions  on teats linked to reductions in the nuclear

arsenale.

My deleqation considers this La  be a useful track to follow  toward6  a

comprehensive test ban. The Netherlands look with great interest at theflz

developments, which may hrinq  ahout  the hceakthrouqh we have sought for au< h a long

time.

l)raft resolutions L.6 snd  L.35 do not take account of those developent: . The

fourth preambular  paragraph of L.8 in fact goes  so  far as to suggest  that tht.

sponsors  do not wish to reflect on the approach of reducing nuclear tests in

parallel with reductions in nuclear arsenals. Furthermore, it puta  emphasis on a

moratorium. We do not dispute that a moratorium could have a useful effect under

certatn  circumstances, hut we c,lnnot  consider a moratorium to be a solution to the

problem of how to realize a verifiable agreement on the elimination of nuclear

tests. Moreover, draft resclutione  L.8  and ~.35  contain language that prejudges

procedural decisions  to be taken by the Conference on Disarmament.

For those reasons, the Netherlands will abstain in the vote on those two draft

reso lu t ions . Rut I wish to add that we have not failed to note certain positive

developments in both. One such dcvelr  pment  is, in our view,  the call made in draft

resolution L.O to work toward6 the cetahlishmenl  of an international seismic

network, albeit that this idea is exclusively presented  In the co,*text of the

Soviet moratortum.
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(Mr. van Schsih Netherlande)

I
In draft relIolution  L.35, we appreciate, in addition, that other changes -

such  ae  the amendment of the title and the disappearance of certain formulae in

respect of verification - have been made.

Cinslly, a few words about draft reeolution  L.61. The Netherlands will

ahstain  in the vote on this draft because we conuider  the idea of arriving at a

colnprehenrive  test ban via the detour of an amendment of the partial teat-ban

Treaty am  tantamount to a denial of 25 yeara  of the negotiating  history of a

comprehensive test han. A conference for the purpose  of amending this Treaty would

reauire  the participation of all the nuclear Po~re  concerned. we f e a r  t h a t  thie

would detract from more realistic  activities  leading UII  to a teat han.

Mr. MARTyNrJV  (Byelorussian  Soviet Socialist Republic)(interpretation  from

Russtan): In connection with the statement8 of the delujation of Leeland  on the

Cuban proposal, I would like to draw the attention of the representative of

Ireland, and icdeed  of all the other members  of our Committee, to the fact that, in

the search for a coneensue, which is proposed by the representative  of Ireland, we

should not forget that the lanquage propowd  by Cuba is reflected also in a

ccmaensue  document, namely the Final Document of the firnt  special session of the

General Assembly  devoted to diearmament. This language may be found in

paragraph 51, which reads an follows:

“The cessa:ion of nuclear-weapon testing hy all States  within the

framework of an effective nuclear disarmament process  would be in the intereat

of mankind: (resolut  io,r  S-10/2)

Accordirqly, the Cuhan propolral  in no sencle  contradicts the poeeibility of

achieving  aqreemant  in the Committee. Furthermore, the proposal of Ireland to

remove the word “weapon” from thin  proposal would actually run counter to the

language of the Final Document of the first npecial  eeeeion of the General Aesemhly
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devoted to disarmament, which was unanimously and solemnly confirmed by all states

at the  second special seasion  of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

In the circumstance@, our delegation would reouemt the delagation  of Iceland

not to press its amendment to the amendment by Cuba.

Mr. ISSRARLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlica)(interpretation  from

Russian)  x In connection with the votes on the draft resolutfone on the prohibition

of nuclear tests, the Soviet delegation would like to make the following statement.

The Soviet Union eupportn  the idea of the early ceeaatlon  and prohibition of

nuclear-weapon tosts, in the form of a treaty. As members will recall, the Soviet

Union on 6 Augu8t  1985 introduced a noratotium  on all nuclear tests, which it later

extended four timem. we think that a moratorium creates the sole historical

possibility for progress  towards the conclusion of a treaty 38 general ar.d complete

prohibition of nuclear tests by all Staten and for all time. A moratorium,

initially bilateral and subseauently  multilateral, would be the moat effective

interim meaeure for achieving this goal.

The Soviet aide  has repeatedly expressed its readiness to work for agreement

on the strictast  verification moaeures, including on-site inspection and the use of

all possible data provided by seismic control.

In our delegation’s view, draft resolutions A/C.l/4l/L.8,  L.35 and L-61  all

reflect the urgent need for a cessation and prohibition of nuclear tests  and

emphasize the significance of a possible solution to this prohlem for the

limitation, reduction and ultimate elimination of nuclear armaments, and we will

support them. The Soviet Union im  convincad  that, for *he  purposes of limiting the

race in the latest types of armamenta, there must he a full, total cessation  and

prohihition of tests of nuclear weapons.

L
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Therefore the Soviet Union believes that what is proposed in draft resolution

L.67, notif  ication  of nuclear tests, must simply precede the factual cessation of

tests. It. is viewed only as a temporary measure for strengthening tcuet in the

cq’urse  Of appropriate negotiations.

However, in any circumstances, the major goal of negotiations in any context

and in any forum must be the prohibition of nuclear  teats by all nuclear Powers

ever  ywhece  I Unfortunately, this does  not emerge from L.67. In this regard our

delegation i:,  unable to support this draft resolution and will abstain in the vote

on it.

With regard to  draft resolution L.72, the Soviet delegatior will vote in

favour bzcaune  of its general thruet in favour of an early beginning of

negotiations on and the conclusion of a treaty on a comprehensive prohibition of

nuclear tests. The Soviet Union is  ready immediately to embark on full-scale talks

on total ctssat ion c Z nuclear explosions, in the course of which it would be

possible to consider also questions of limiting nuclear explosions and the

r at if ication  of the 1974 and 1976 Treaties.

Mr. MUTSVAN(;kJA  (Zimbabwe) I There have been some exchanges on the wording

of paragraph 44 of the Political Declaration adopted at the Eighth Conference of

Heads  of State or Government of Won-Aligned Countries, held at Harare  in

September. Some delegations are of the view that that particular paragraph should

be amended. The Zimbabwe delegation doen  not hold it proper that a con ‘nsus,

laboriously agreed upon by the Movement’s Heac’j.r of State or Government during that

summit-  meeting , should be amended rn  any way and we would strongly urge that the

pzr;riraph  be retained as ‘.. is.
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Mr. NUNRZ  MDRQJL:IrU  (Cuba) (interpretation  from Bpsniah)  t.__I I- ..,“S”. I  apo log ize  fo r

I apeaking,  but in the liqhit:  of the amendment  proposed by thr representa’ive  o f

Ireland to my own amen&newt, I  f e e l  conpelled  t o  mke  some  short  commonto.

To beqin with, my delcsqaticn has nothinq to do with  the Irimh  amendment.  If

the representat ive  of  :trelulnd  puts hia  amendment to the vote,  my delegation cotild

support it with no difflwlty.
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My d3legation’s proposal would amond  thv  preambular  part of draft. resolution

A/C.l/Il/L.B in the light of the Cecleration  of the Headx  of State  or Government of

non-aligned oountriea, meeting at Harare.

I must  confess that I am somewhat concerned  at the dobate  that has arisen thie

morning. If we examine the Final Docuaant  of the first special session ( f the

Qneral  Assembly devoted to dixarnanant, adopted by concensus in 1978, we nee  a

reference to the cessation of nucloar-wapon tO8tS. TWI  years later, 4.n 1980, the

three States engaged in trilateral rmgotiationa  aubrittod  a rmport  to the

Conference on DLaarmasmnt  stating  their awaroneaa  of the valve for mankind of a

prohibition of explosions  of nuclear weapons in all l nvironmonts. w years later,

in 19b2,  at ite  second special session devoted to diaarmrwnt,  the General AseemblY

itself ratifed the 1978 consensus. More recently, +XI  7 August 1986, the tleads  of

State or Government of the 8j-t  countries  untioned by the representative of

Ireland, meetinq  in Mexico, issued a declaration in which they ntated thdir

conviction that no issue was more urgrnt and cruc?al  today than bringing to an end

all nuclear teats, that both the qualitative  and the quantitative developl.dnt  of

nuclear weapons  exacerbate the arms race, and that both would be halted by the

complete abolition of nuclear-weapon testing.

More  recently still, at the Iiarare  summit, more than 100 Staten, 8omC

repreeented  at the highest level, agreed to stress the pressing need for the

negotiation and adoption of a comprehensive multilateral  treaty on the total

prohibition of all nuclear-weapon teats.

Thus,  our formulation has been supported by all delegations here, 80  I do not

see  the difficulty with the amendment I have proposed. I agree with our colleague

from Zimbabwe that it would be going too far to ask US to put forward an amendment

to a text adopted by the Heads of State or Government of a large number of

countr  iee.
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1 reiterate that my amendment has nothin+f  to do with that proposed by the

representative of Irelal‘d, and that if he insists  on his amendment being voted on

I  sha l l  vote  in  favour  o f  i t . Rut  since I see that my amendment creates

difficultlee  for him, if he withdraws his amendment I shall withdraw mine.

The CHAIRMAN: I would  ask the- - -

of  the dehate on the proposed nmendments

Insint  on his sub-amendment to the Cuban

M r .  MacFliIONNBHAIRR_  1Ireland)  :

representative of  I re land tf, in  the l ight

to  dra f t  reso lut ion ~/C.1/41/L.8,  he  w i l l

amendment.

I have l istened to the remarka o f  the

reprees*ntative  of Cuba and Others, in  part icular  those o f  the representat ive  of

Z imbabwe. Indeed he i s  per fect ly  correct  in  not  viahing  to  see  the Cuban text

amended, i f  It  is  represented as a text from the non-al igned sutmnit  at  Harare. Hut

it  is  something else to br ing  a  text  f rom a  forum l ike  that  o f  Hnrare  into  th is

Committee of the Whole.

6 lmendmente, contained in document A/C.l/Il/L.BZ,  come from no group. T h e

tmendmente produced by m delegation  are not designed to represent the view Of any

group;  they ar ise  f rom the pr incipled approach  that  ve should br ing draft

resolut ions together ;  that  we should br ing delegat ions together  to  improve d ra f t

resolut ions In such a  way that  ve can reduce the number o f  dra f t  reso lut ions  and

speak  w i t h  a single voice; and that  we  should  not  IX divided.

In those circumstances, I  wou ld  reauest  that the representative of Cuba

consider whether his additional  language is  necessary for  those purposes. AS I

have lnaicatea,  i t  i s  the  v iew o f  my delegation that .:t w i l l  not bring us, as a

Committee,  together. Tha  Harare  Declaration,  OP course,  represents the View o f  a

lacqe numher of States, hut it is the  v i ew  o f  a grollp  o f  States. Mg  proposed
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amendments are not: they are intrinsic to the text;  they are aimed at improvinq

the texti  they speak for  nohody hut  the delegat ion of  I re land,  which ie  attetnptinq

to build consensus here.

The anewer  to your auestion,  Wr,  Chairman, Is that perhaps we should have

another  look  at  this lanquaqe and perhaps we should  consult  further  on this  text

w i th  the  sponcors  o f  the  dra f t  reao lut ion , with a view to achieviny  the purposes  my

delegat ion set  out  at  the outset ,  which are ,  i t  would appear ,  auite  d i f ferent  frc

tho8c which have ken  stated by the representative of  Cuba. I t  ie  n o t  customary  i n

the As8embly  to br ing declarations representing the v i e w  o f  one group or  another

into  the  operat ive  part  c f  a  dra f t  reeolution, which is intrineically  at  the f entre

o f  a  text . In operative paraqraphe one ee to  f ind  language  which wi l l  achieve

the qreatest amount of coneensue. One can always recall in the preamhular part the

Harare  Declarat ion on this  auestSon. There would be no dieficulty  there. But when

one move6  into  the intr insic and central  operative part ,  and tr ies  to  foia’.:  o n

others  lanquaqc that  wi l l  not  secure consensus, this would appear not to be

conducive to the activity my  deleqation has emharked  upon in  re la t ion  to  dra f t

reso lut ion A/C. ’  ‘41/1..8.

Mr. LE  HOAI TRUNG  (Viet Nam) :- My dalegation  is speaking as a sponsor OC

draft  reso lut ion A/C.1/4l/L.8. we believe in the constructive  intent that prompted

the delegat ion of  I re land to proFoee an amendment to that draf t  reso lut ion. That

im  why we agreed to  accommodate  the  approach of  the  delqation  of  Ire land.  Ait  the

same time, the amendment put  forward by the representat ive of  Cuba re f lects  our

deep concern regarding the ouestion  o f  the  proh ih i t ion  o f  nuc lear -weapon  taste,  a

concern shared by a great number of countries. W e  wish to  appea l  to  th?  deleqatton

of  I re land to  re f lect ,  and to  accommodate  the approach of  other  clountriee,  CS  We

accommodated the approach  of his delegation.
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The CHAIRMAN:.-- In order  to  make a final  attenpt  to  bring  the epnsors  o f

draft  resolution A/C.1/41/L.8  and the pcopo8er8 of  the vacfoua  amendnente  together ,

takinq  into account the importance of the rlueetion  involved, which hae  been

reflected In the debate on the drsft  raaolution,  I propose now, if there ie no

objection, to suepend  tho meetinq.
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‘?he  meeting was  euspended at 11.50 n-m. and resumed at 12.10 p.m.

The  CHAIRMAN : The  consultationo  have been successful and I am i n  a

position  to inform the Committee that the aponeora  of the various amendment8 to

draft  reso lut ion A/C.1/4l/L.R  do not  insist  on  them. I refer to the amendment of

Ireland contained in document A/C.l/Il/L.RZ, the oral amersdment  submitted by the

roplesentative  of Cuha at this morninq’n  meeting, and the sub-amendment to that

amendment. Accordinqly,  we  eha l l  now take act ion on dra f t  reso lut ion A/C.l/41/G.f)

an i t  s tands ,  in  itfl  oriqlnal  version.

We sha l l  now  beqin  t.he  voting on the draft  reaoluttone  l isted in  cluster  10,

beg inning  with  A/C.l/Il/L.FJ,  ent i t led “Implementation of General Assembly

ro8olution  4U/J38  on the immediate cessation  and prohihition of nuclear-weapon

tests-. ‘1rJe  dra f t  reso lut ion wa8  introduced by the representative of  Hungary at

the 29th meet ing  o f  the First  Committe,?, on 3 November 1986, and has the following

sponeof  8: Afghanistan,  Angola,  Bulgaria , Byeloruseian  Soviet  Socia l ist  Republ ic ,

Cxechoalovakia,  German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Lao People’s  Democratic

Repuhllc, Mongolia, Poland,  Ukrainian Soviet  Socia l ist  Republic  and Viet  Nam.  A

recorded vote has been reoueeted.

A recorded vote waB taken.

sn favour: Afghanif ltan,  Algeria,  Angola,  Argentina,  Austria,  Ballamas,
Bahrain, Banqladeeh, Benin, Bhutan, Rolivia,  Botswana, Brunei
Daruesalam,  Bulgar ia ,  Burkina Fileo, Burma, Burundi ,  Byeloruseian
Soviet  Socia l ist  Repub:,ic,  Cameroon, Colombia,  Congo, Cotta  Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt,  Ethiopia, Finland, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, HungarTr,  India,  Indonesia, lran
(Islamic  Repuhlfc  o f ) , Iraa,  Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People ’s
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia,  Lihyan Arah Jamahiriya,
Madaqaacar , Malaysia, Mali, Ivlexico,  Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozamhiaue, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, tkirrtsn,  Panama,

Papua New Guinea,  Paraguay,  Peru,  Phi l ippines,  Poland,  Qatar ,
Romania,  Saint Vincent and the Grenadinee,  Senegal ,  Sierra Leone,
Somalia,  Sri  Lanka,  Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Thailand,  Toqo,
Tr in idad  and Tohago, IJganda, Ukrainian Soviet  Socia l ist  Republic,
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Union of Soviet  Socialist  Repuhlicfi,  United Arah Emirates,  United
Republic of Tanzania, Uruquay,  Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yuqoslavia,  Zaire

*et: France,- IJnited Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Statefl  of Amer ica

Abfita inlncj: Australia,  Belqium,  Brazi l ,  Canada,  Chad,  Chi le ,  China,  C&e
d’Ivoire,  Denmark,  Gabon,  Germany, Federa l  Republic  of ,  Greece,
Iceland,  Ireland,  Israel ,  Italy,  Japan,  Luxembourq,  Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portuqal, Samoa, Spain, Tunisia, Turkey

Draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.8  was adopted by 90 votea  to 3,  with
26 abstent ions.*

The CHAIRMAN: I should  l ike to express my appreciat ion to the

delegations involvea  in the informal consultations on draft  resl,lution  A/C.l/Ql/L.E.

We now come to draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.34,  ent i t led “Cessation  of all

nuclear- test  explosions”. It was  introduced by tne representative of Mexico at  the

36th meeting of the First Committee, on 6 November 1986, and has the followinq

sponaore: Finland I Indonesia,  Ireland,  Kenya,  Mexico,  Pakietan, Peru, Sri  Lanka,

Sweden, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. A recorded vote ha8 heen  reauested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour : Afghanistan, Alqeria,  Angola,  Antiqu,s  and Barbuda, Argentina,
Australia,  Austria,  Bahamas,  Bahrain,  Ranqladesh,  Benin,  Bhutan,
Bolivia,  Botswana,  Brunei Darussalam,  Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burma, Burundi,  Byelorussian  Soviet  SoCialiRt  Republic,  CameraeOn,

Chad, Chile,  Colombia, Congo, Costa qica,  C&e d’Ivoire,  Cuba,
Cyprus,  Czechoslovakia, Democratic 1 emen, Denmark, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt,  Ethiopia, Finland, <;&on,  German Democratic
Republic,  Ghana,  Greece,  Guatemala,  Guinea,  Guyana,  Hungary,
I nr.! i a , Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),  Iraa,  Ireland,
Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,  Lao People’s Democrat ic  Republic,
Lehanon, Letiotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madaqaecar,
Malaysia,  Maltliven, Mall, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,
Paktetan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, baraquay,  Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint  Vincent and the Grenadines,
Samoa, Saudi Arabia,  Seneqal,  Sierra,Leone,  Somalia,  Sri  Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Thailand, T&go, Trinidad and Tobago,

*Subaeauently  the deleqationfl  of Lesotho, the Syrian Arah Republic and
zimhabwe  advised  the Secretariat  that  they had intended to vote in favour;  the
deleqation of the Central  African Republic  had intended to abstain.
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Against :

Absta  iningr

Tuniaia, Uganda, Ukrainian Sot;iet  Swialiet  Republic, Union oE
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic
of Tanzania, Uruquay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia

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

Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Gerr lny, Federal Republic of,
Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan@  Luxembourq,  Netherlanda, Portugal,
Spain, Turkey

Draft resolution  A/C.l/Il/L.35  was  adopted by 110  vote8 to 3, with
14  abUzentionx.*

l Subeeauently the deleqatbone  of the CantraP  African Republ  ic, the Syrian Arab
Republic  and Zimbabwe advised the Recrekarinr  that they had intended to vote in
f  amour  .
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The CHAIRMAN: Next, w e  s h a l l  take II~  *lr  $fl I +*wLut.ion  A/C. 1/41/L-61,

entttled  “Cessation of  a l l  nuclear -teat  exploeione”. It  was introduced by the

representative I)f Mex ico  a t  the 36th meeting of  the First  Committee,  on

6 November  1986,  and has the f o l l o w i n g  eponsorsr Bo l iv ia , Indonesia, Mexico, Peru,

Sr i  Lanka and Yugloslavia. A recorded vote  has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

I n  favour: Afghanistan, Algeria,  Angola,  Argentina,  Bahrain,  Bangladesh,
Benin,  Bhutan, Bol iv ia ,  Botswana,  Braz i l ,  Brunei  Darussalam,
Bulgaria ,  Burkina Faso,  Burma, Burundi ,  Byelorussian Soviet

social ist  Republ ic ,  Cameroon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros,

Congo, Costa Rica, C8te  d’Ivoire,  Cuba, Cyprus,  Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti ,  Ecuador,  Egypt,  Ethiopia,  Gabon,
German Dsmocratic  Republic,  Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,  Guinea,
Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, I ran ( Is lamic  Republ ic  o f )  ,
Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’li  Democratic

Republic,  Lebanon, Lesotho,  Liberia,  Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar,  Malaysia, Maldi-ree,  Ma l i ,  Maur i t ius ,  Mexico ,
Mongo l i a ,  Morocco ,  Mozambique,  Nepal ,  Nicaragua,  Niger ,  Nigeria ,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,
Phi l ippines, Poland, Qatar,  Romanka,  Rwanda,  Saudi  Arabia ,
Senegal , S ierra  Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,  Tunisia,  Uganda,  Ukrainian
Soviet  Socia l ist  Republ ic , Union  o f  Soviet  Social ist  Republ ics ,
United Arab Emirates,  United Republ ic  of  Tanzania,  Uruguay,
Venezuela,  Viet  Nam, Yemen,  Yugoslavia,  Zaire

Against x France, United Kinqdom  of  Great  Britain and Northern Ire land,
United States of America

Abstainillg,:  Antigua and Barbuda, Australia,  Austria,  Bahamas,  Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Finl.and,  Germany, Federal  Republic of ,  Iceland,
Ireland, Israel,  Italy, ,,jpan,  Luxembourg,  Netherlands,  New
Zealand,  Norway,  Portugal, Sa!nt  Vincent and the Grenadines,
Samoa, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, Zambia

Draft resolution ~@~1~41./L.61  was adopted by 100 votes to 3, with
25 abstentions. *

- - - -

*Subsequently the delegations of  the Central  Afcic  an Republic,  the Syrian Arab
Republic and Zimbabwe advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote  in
f avour  .
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The CHAIRMANr  The next draft resolution bef)re  us is  ~/C.l/ll/L.67,

entitled %eneral and complete disarmamsntt Notification of nuclear tests”. It

was introduced by the representative of Aumtralia  at the 34th meeting of the First

Committee, on 5 November 1986, and has the following sponsors: Australia, Austriat

Cameroon, Fiji, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Samoa and

Sweden. IA  recorded vot.e  has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.- -

In favourg

Againstr

Abstaining1

Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Banglademh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia,  Botswana,  Brunei Darusmalam,  Burkina Faso, Burma,
Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Oomoros,  Congo,
Costa Rica, C&O  d’Ivoire,  Cyprum,  Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Israel,  Italy, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait , Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Lasotho,  Liberia, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Walta,  Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Dman,  Pakistan, Panama, Papua
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,  Philippines, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sama,  Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,  Somalia, Spain, sri  Lanka,
Suriname, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, V&et  Nan,  Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia

PKance

Angola, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byeloruasian Soviet Socialist Republic,
China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, German Democratic
Republic, Hungary, India, Iraq, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, MexicoI Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland, Sudan, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Ilnion  of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Iraland, United
States of America

Drift  resolution A/C.l/4l/L.67  was adopted by 107 votes to 1, with
23  abzitntions.*

*Subsequently the delegation of the Central African Republic advised the
Secretariat that it. had intended to vote in favour;  the delegations of the Syrian
Arab Republic and Zimbabwe had intended to abstain.
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The CHAIRMAN: The last draEt  resolution before ua in  cluster 10 is

contained in document A/C.l/ll/L.72,  entitled YJrgent need for a comprehensive

nuclear-te: t-ban treaty”. It was  introduced by the representative of Auetralia  at

the 34th meeting of the First Committee, on 5 November 1986. The sponsors area

Australia, Austria, Cameroon, Canada, Uenmark, Fiji,  Finland,  Greece,  Iceland,

Ireland, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Liberia, Halayeia,  the Netherlands, New Zealand,

Norway, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, Samoa, Singapore, Solomon Islands,

Sweden, Thailand and Vanuatu.

Separate, recorded rotea on operative paragraphs 2 and 3 have been requested.

We shall  vote first  on operative paragraph 2.

A recorc 3te  was taken.

In favour 8 Antigua and Barbuda,  Australia,  Austria, Bahamas, Bahrljin,
Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam,
Bulgaria,  Burundi,  Byeloruasian Soviet Socialist  Republ ic ,
Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros,  Costa Rica,
C8te  d’Ivoire,  Czechoslovakia,  Denmark, Djibouti, Fcuador,  Piji,
Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal
Republic of,  Ghana,  Greece,  Guyana,  Hungary, Iceland, I ran
(Islamic Republic of),  Iraq,  Ireland,  Italy,  Jamaica,  Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Malaysia,  Maldiveu,  Mali ,  Malta,  Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger,
Nigeria,  Norway, Cknsn,  Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Phil ippines,  Poland, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and
the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore,  Somalia, Spain, Suriname, Sweden, Tbailnnd,  Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist  Republic,  Unic*l  of  Soviet  Social ist  Republics,  United
Arab Emirates,  United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania,  Uruguay, Yemen, Zaire

Against ; France
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Abatainigr Afghan4atan,  Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Benin, Btrlivia, Brazil,
Burkina Paso, Burma, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic
Yemen, Egypt,  Ethiopia, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, India,
Indonesia, Israel: Lao People’s Uemocratic  Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya,  Madagamzar,  Nicaragua, Peru, Portugal, -mania,
Sri  Lanka, Sudan.  United  States of America, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yugoelav  is, Zambia

Qperat ive paragraph ? of draft resolution A/C.l/ll/L.72  was adopted by
zvotes  to 1,  with ~5  abstentions.*- -

The CHAIRMANX I now put to the vote operative paragraph 7 OF  draft

resolution A/C.l/ll/L.72.

A recorded vote was taken.

I n  favour: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Botswana,  Brunei Daruesalam,
Bulgaria, Burundi, Byeloruosian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cameroon, Canada?  Chad, Qlile,  Colombia, Comoros,  Costa Rica,
C&e d’lvoize,  Caechoslovakia,  Denmark,  Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt,
Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German Qsmocratic  Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland,
Indonesia, Iran (Irlamic  Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Ya*aica* Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait. Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Luxembourg, Malaysia,  Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritius,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Monawbique,  ‘“-:lal,  Netherlandn,  New
Zeslar:d,  Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,  Pa,kistan,  Papua New
Guinea, Pr  :aguay,  Phillppinea, Poland, Qatar, Rcman’a,  lhjanda,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, SnkIi  Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra LIsone,  Singapore, Somalia,  Bpain,  Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Sweden, Thailand, Pago,  Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Renubllcs, tinited  Arab Rmirates,  United Republic
of Tanzania, united States of America, Uruguay, Yemen, Zaire

Again-  *-I d o n e

*Subsequently the delegations  of the Central African Republic and the Syrian
Arab Republic advised the Secretariat that they had intended to abstain.
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Abete!:.1(J,  - ,hanidtan,  Alyerla, Angola, Argentina,  Benin,  Bol iv ia,  Brazi l ,- - .
btirkina  Faso, Burma, Conqo,  Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic Yellen,
FXhiopia,  France,  (,uatemala,  Guinea-Bissa1?,  India,  Lao People’s
DemLw~  at ic Republic , Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,  nadaysscar,
~icarsguaa,  Panama, Peru, Portugal, United Kingdon  of Great
Britain  and Nortnerq  Ireland,  Venezuela,  viet  Nam, Yugoslavia,
Zambia

Operative paci-g3ph  3 of draft resolution A/C. 1/4l/L.72  was adopted by
101 vsto  none,  with  30 abstentions.*- - -

ThC  CHAIHMAN: We shall  now vote on draft  resolution A/C.l/ll/L.72,  as a

IshoLe. A recorded vote has been requested.

A KC :ord&  vote  was  taken .

I n  favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Australia,
Austria, &hamas,  Bahrain,  Bane  La&  Th,  Bt?ir;ium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brunei DarussalaH,  Bulgar  1, Burkina Faso, Burma,
Burundi,  Byeloruuaian Soviet  Socialist  Republic,  Canewon,
Canada,  Chad,  Chile,  Colombia,  Comoros,  Congo, Costa Rica, C&e
d'Ivoire,  Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic  Yemen, Denmark,
Djibouti,  Ecuador, Egypt,  Ethiopia,  riji, Finland,  Gabon,  German
mmocratic  F ?ublic,  Germany, Federal Republic of,  Ghana,  Greater
Gwtenala,  c m e a ,  G u i n e a - B i s s a u ,  Guynna#  Rung* Iceland,  Iran
(1 lamlc  RBpublic  of),  Iraq, Ireland, Italy,  Ja car Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,  Malta,
Mauritiur,  Mexico, Mongolia, HOCocCo,  Mozambique, Nepal,
hbtherlanda,  New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, OMn,  Pakistan,
Panama,  Papua New Guinea ,  Paraguay, Peru,  Phil ippines,  Poland,
Qatar,  Romania, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa,
SawJi  Arabia ,  Senegal,  Sierra Leone,  Singapore,  Somalia,  Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand,  Togo,  Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Ukrainian Soviet  Social is t  Republic,  Union of Soviet  Social is t
tepublics, United ??zab  Emirates,  United Republic of  Tanrania,

IJrugua:‘,  Veneruela,  Yemen, Yugoslavia,  Zaire

l Subsequently the delegation of the Syrian Arab Republic advised the
Secretariat  that  i t  had intendti  to vote in favours  the delegation of the Zef’hraLr.

African Republic had intended to abstain.
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Against8 France-

AbOtaini.8  Argentina, Benin, Brsril,  Chin&, Cuba, India, Indonesia, Israel,
Lao mop10’6  Demratic  Republic, Nadaga6car.  Nicaragu  ,
Portugal,  United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern’  Ireland,
United States of America,  viet mm,  Zambia

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.72,  aa a whole,  wa6  adopted by 117 votes to 1,
with 16 6b6tenthn.*

*Subsequently the dolegations  of the Central African Republic and the Syrl(.n
Arab Republic advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favouct  tile
delegation of Zimbabue  had intended co abstain.
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The CHAIRMN: I hall  nay  call cm &legeticne  wishing to l pak in

explmatim  of vote after the vLti  1 cn &aft  ruolutions  In  clwter  lo.

Mr. nALLBB  (Brarillr I wioh  to explain my delegation’s vote on the dr8ft- -

reeolutionr  in  cllnter 1D. First of all, it le  ti  be regretted thet  there Bould

be  00 meny  propose10  addreesing  nemtially  the maw l rbjeut. The pcoliferetiar  of

often  conflicting  tixte doer not cartribute  either  to  conceptual irpcavement  Or  ti

pcocebural  progrus  in the reoonBendetions  we ehould  make to the  Cartarena  on

PLearmament  o n  such  a n  iaportmt  leeua. UIfaturataly  I as wa8 the  camei last y*U,

my delegetion  wee  not eble  to l upper t most of the draft reeolutiona  uhioh hew  juet

been voted upoll.

Draft reeolution  A/C.l/Il/L.B is a auccesea  to other taxts  that drew our

afflrwtive  vote in the p-t beceuse they objectively  addressed  in e balanced

manner the ne9ottLation  proper, in the  appropciata  boUy,  of e oo~eheneive  test

b m . Am  frcm  leet  yeer, hcuevor, thie  initiative began to hi*llght  viewe  which

oonstitute  a depcture  from  the previoue  pth. As a wnmquenc~  w e ab8talned  in

the vote on the drkft reeolutian.

Draft  resolut ion A/C.1/44L.35  wntains  come  positive elements  such  ae the-

recommendetion  that an ad hoc comittee  be rttilirhed in the Conference on

Diearmansnt  for the multilateral negotiation  of a test-ban  treaty. Yet it also

devours  linkage8  and aseunptlons  not in line with  my Wern.-.nt*e  view on the

matter . Therefore, w e could rrot  euppor  t this  dreft reoolutlcn  either.

Am  for draft resolutione  A/C.l/41/L.67  and L.72, while the latter no lcnger

avon  XXItemplatQs  a negotiating mandate  for  the Conference On DisnrMment,

cantr:rtlng  ltaelf  insteed 1 4th  collateral meeeuree.  the former would seemW

further legitimize the tee that are being carried out by nuclear-weapon Parer8 by

eetebli&hir.g  a  body whcme  tack  would be to mnitor rather than  curb theme testi.
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( H r .  Sallee,  Rraail)-

Reqarding  the remaining  text in the clueter  , w e  atpported  draft  reeolution

A/C.l/4l&,61,  on the  convers ion of  the  part ia l  teet-b&n  Treaty into  a

CC48pcehen8  Ive teat-ban treety  , in  the  hope  that  i t  w i l l  encournge  canpl  iance  with

corPlitmente undertaken by the nuclear-weapon  Peers  under +.bat  instrument. I would

add that my Government, aa  we have stated t ime and  again, ie  d-ply  cmittsd  to

the multlLatera1  negot iat ion  o f  a  non-discriminatr;ry  universa l  nuclear -weapon-teat

ban.

Mr  . HALACHEV  (Bu lgac  icr)  t Th#t  eulgarian  de legat ion would  l ike  to  expla in

ita  vote  on the draft  reeolutione  cariained  in &>cumen+a  A,‘C.1/41/L.35,  L-61 and

L.72, 11  o f  which  re late  to  the quest ion of  nuclear  teats.

The  Psople’e  ~spltrlic  o f  Bu lgar ia  atticties  great impatance to the immediate

ceeeation . nd general  and  complete  prohib i t ion  o f  nuc lear -weapon test ing  and

accordingly  to  the formulat ion md conclueion  o f  a  treaty on  that  subject  w i thou t

delay. Proceedinq  f r om that  pos i t ion , we  agree  wi th  the  main  thrust  o f  theue  d ra f t

reeolutions  and voted in Pavoclr  o f  a l l  o f  t h e m . However, i t  ia a  matter  o f  regret

and dieappointment for  ny delogaticrn  that  none  o f  these  dra f t  reso lut ions ,  or  dra f t

reso lut ion A/C.l/41/L.67, ref lects  a  hard fact  that ,  in  our  v iew,  ia  o f  g reat

pJi(zI  it1 ante: that  fo r  mre  than a  year  the Union of  Soviet  acialiet  Republ ics

haa been abiding by a unilateral  moratorium on a l l  nuclear  euplcn3ione. In  our

opinion, that step by the Soviet Union is extremelv  important and merite  much

greater  attent ion in  draft  reaolut ione on the aS:ect  o f  a  canpreheneive  teat  ban.

It  jR our  8trcaq  f e e l i n g  that  i f  t h e  o t h e r  m a j o r  nuclear  Pcwer  j o i n e d  i n  t h a t

moratorium we would have the neceesary  basis for the formulation of a canprehene  ive

ten  t-ban treaty . In our view, this  1~  a  notion  thdt  c o u l d  ~1ave  f o u n d  a  place  i n

the language  o f  the  dra f t  reeo lut ione.
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(Mr  . Hallrthev,  Ew  lgac  ia)

AB  for  draft remluticm  A/C.1/41/1..67,  my delegation would like to expreee  ite

sinoece  regret that ue  were unable to auppoct it. In our vleu,  the draft

resolution left conmider&le  room fix  mpcejudiced  doubt am  to &ether  the pcopcae*

notification prooB&ree, am  formulated in the text, would not misdirect the  oftorte

of Metier  8tatee  into the unproductive task of l imply registering nuclear  toeta

without.  taking action  actually to stop  or prohibit them.

Mr. UJNLNSO  (Norway): I M speaking to explain Nccway*8  vote cn draft

Se0OlUtic#bs A/C.1/4&/~.35,  L.8, ~.6l. and  L67. A corprebanrrive  teat ban is an

impartant  issue cm the international disarmament agenda. Efrcxts  rho&  ld  be

inteneified  with a view to  concluding a teat-ban treaty at an early  date. A te8t

ban must be ccmpehenaive. It nmt  prohibit both nuclear-weepm  teete  nd  nuclear

expla3iaW for peaceful purposes It should also be appl iceble to all State8  in

all envfrcnmente  cn  a peramcnt  basin. Such  a treesty  would repreeent  a simificmt

contribution to the aims  of’ preventing further proliferation of nuclser  weepone  and

of halting the nuclear-arma  race.
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(Mr.  Lundbo, Norway)

AcJainst  that background Norway welcomed the initiation of talks between the

United States and the Soviet  Union on the ent i re  scope of  nuclear testing issues.

Norway has further  Bupported init iat ives  that would  enab le  the  Conference  on

Disarmament to  resume its  pract ica l  work or.  test-bon issues,  in particular scope,

ver i f icat ion and compl iance.

Draft  resolut ion L.35,  introduced by Mexico,  on the cessat ion of  a l l

nuclear-test explosions,  is  based on a comprehensive scope.  Furthermore,  it

speci f ies  concrete quest ions that  should be dealt  with at  the Conference on

Disarmament. W e  h a v e  noted with sat is fact ion that  that  draft  reso lut ion contskns

signi f icant changes compared with the s imilar  resolutio;a  adopted at  the fort ieth

sess ion of the General  Assembly. Those rrngen  have brought.  the .jraft  reso lut ion

c loser  to  the  concept  o f  dra f t  reso lut ion L-72 sponsored8  among othera,  by  Norway.

For  those reasons Norway voted in  favuur  of  dra f t  reso lut ion L-35, The draft

reso lut ion re fers ,  however , only  to  the  three  depos i tary  powers  o f  t’,e  part ia l

teat-ban Treaty and omits any mention oE the other two nuclear iwwers.

Norway has abstained in the vote on draft  resolut ion L-8,  introduced by

Hungary. That  dra f t  resolut.ion  requests the Conference on Diaatmament  t o  p r ep a r e  a

draft  treaty banning test  explosions of  nuclear  weapons. Accsrding  to  that  dra f t

reso lut ion , the t.reaty  is  supposed to contain provisronu  acceptable  to  a l l ,

Preventing the c ircumvention of  t,his ban by means  o f  nucLtmr  explosionn  f o r

peace fu l  purpc  ses.

In  the  op in ion  o f  the  Norweg ian  Cover:nment.  i t .  wou ld  bowever,  In practice be

impossible to work out an arrangement for undertaking nucl.ear explosions for

peacefIlL  purposes that.  wcuM  preclude the acgui~jition  o f  mi l i tary  benefita.  As

regards moratoria  on nucJ.cnr  explosions. No rway  t6 o f  the  opinton  that.  such interim
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(Mr. hlnmc,  Norway)-.

meaeuree  should be verifiable and agreed between the par  ties  concerned and thOreby

contribute to the advancement oE  the work Wwacda  a test-ban Weaty. In the

opinion of the Nawegian Government a global  seismological netwak should apply  not

Only to a moratxvrium  but aluo  to a comprehhtneive  teat ban.

Norway  hae also abstained in the vote on  draft resolution L.61,  introduced by

Mt3XiCO. Norway coneiders  that it would  not be feasible to cxmsfdcr.  aasndramta to

the partial test-ban Treaty with  a view to converting it into a canprehensive

tue t-ban treaty . It would be more productive to devote all eeforta to  advmce

practical work towards resolving the outstanding  issusra  in r:onnection  With a

conyrehensive  test ban.

Finally, Norway vo@d in favour of draft resolution L.67, intro&ad by

Austcalta. That Graft  resolution calls  on  all States  cmcwned.  to ptcvride  to 010

Secretary-General relr9vant  ineormati+.wr  ooncerninq  ea& nuclear explosion. In

addition the Secretary-General ie  rf~~uested to ieeue an annual register Of all

n o t i f i e d  t e s t  explosicrns. ThrouJn  the Nocwegtan  Seismic Array (NoRSAR),  rfhi&  18

one  of tie worl.d  ‘s largest selemoloqital observatories, Naway has special

ocsnrpetxwcr+ in this field. In fact,  NDRSAR  publ ishes a monthly bul let in Qontaining

data ccncerninq  detficted  and located seismic events. At present  this bulletin is

distiibut~2d  to eeiaiiuslogicd  inatit3tione  in more tnan 30 countries.

Mr. KORSGAARD-PFDERSRN  (Denmark) : I should  L ike to explain my--^. ^ ,,-.--.

delegation’s  VOCSP on  draft resolution8  L.  3 5 , L.61, L.67 and L.72, all concerning

t h e  teet-ban  ieuue. The nuclear*t,s%st  han issue  renm  tns  a vital question in

irrtern~~tlcmal  arm axhtr01.. wreement:  on a unnprrehensivc  test ban would play a key

r01.e  tn the  praarent:Lon  of furthor  developmerkt  and prdiferation  of  nuclear

weapons. Therefore we support the earliest possible conclusion  of a treaty banning
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all nuclear teetdnq  by all States  in all  environments and for all time. Those  are

four basic condi  tione  a test-btm treaty nuat meet. A conpreheneive  teet ban must

deal in a satiefactory  way with  the queetions  of soope,  verification and

conpl  iance  . Denmark has therefore over the years  not only voted in favour of but

also co-sponsored the Australian-New Zealmd  draft resolution. This year it was

eubmitted  in t.72, which, in our view, offer8  the most constructive and reaLiatic

approati  towarda  the conclusion of a ctxnprdrensive  nuclear-test-ban treaty.

The Suedieh-Mexican  &aft ceeoluticm, L.35, ihis year has undergone certain

pcaitive  developments. ~lthou*  it still contains  elements to which we do not

subscribe fully, we have none  the lesr)  voted in favour of L. 35, as we find it to be

movement in the right direction. It ia  our hope that that development will also be

reflected in the negotiations at the Conferonce  LW  Disarmament  and that it will be

possible to establish an ad hoc -ittee  cm  the question of a canprehensive  teat

bm  at the beginning of next year ‘8 l e~~ssicn.

tmmark  also cast a pcsi  tive  vote on L 67, the draft resolution on

noti  fica ticn. We did that became  we shared the viewpoint of the  representative of

Australia *hen  he introduced the draft resolution. of  course we share the final

goal Of a oomprehensive  test ban also envisaged in draft resolution L.6l,  although

in present  circumtancen  we do not find that the appromch  suggested would be the

ri@t  way forward, and we therefore abstained in the vote cm it.

Mr. BUTLER  (Amtralia)r The early ccmclueion  of a caprehens ive

nuclarr-teat-ban treaty is an cbjectivo  of primary importsnice  to the Australian

Governmvrt. For that reancn  we have worksd enorqeticaIly  alt the Conference on

Disarmament and  elswhere  for a hard-heabd  and practical awroad,  to  addressing

the remining  diffitllties,  namely, thcUle  of mmp~,  verifiatim  and cmfliance.
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Became  the issue of a ccmprshensive  teat-ban treaty is of such  universal

importancxi  w e have beer war  king towards bringing  aboet  convergence between  the main

approaches that have been taken on  the issue as well as seeking where possible

Suppoc  t for our cwn approach. In particular we have worked towards aonverganti

between the  CSeral  Assembly  reeolutior,s  on A caapcshensive  test-ban tieatY#

Specially  between the  Auetralia-New  Zealand text and  the neutral, non-aliwed

text, on which  mxiw  md &eden  have taken the lead. It  is  a matter oC

considerable gratification to  us that at the c Trent  seeeiw  of the Osnacal

Assembly  such convergence has taken a strong  step faward because a nud>ez  of

MeMar  States identified with each  of those two draft resolutions have been able  to

vote positively Ca each other *s  draft resolutions.

We have particularly  appreciated in this context the enormously significant

role that has bear. played by the Anbassador  of Mxico,  Aubasaador

Al Coneo Garcia Robles, toward securing this most positive developnont. Having made

this very impoccant  point, I am bound to explain our attitude toward8 one  aepact  of

the draft resolution the text of whidr  was given in document L. 35. This ia a

queetion  of a call for a joint or separate moeatocium  pending the conclusion  of a

a>npceheneive nuclear-test-ban treaty. In other words, the terms of paragraph 7 of

the draft resolution in document.  L.35.
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Australia  helievea that there la  no suhetitute for tackling head on the issues

that have to be resolved before we can conclude a legally hinding, effectively

verifiable and conseauently  durable comprehensive  nuclear-test-ban treaty that

would  bring all nuclear testing by all States to an end for all time.

Australia would be delighted if all the nuclear-weapon States separately

dscided  to suspend their nuc?par-test  programmes  while they negotiated, and then

implemented, a r&gime  formally and permanently to put an end to such tests - that

lm,  if they negotiated, signed and ratif  ied  a comprehensively nuclear-test-ban

treaty.

Rowwar, this 15 not an approach that we are prep.tred  to advocate even though,

for l xanple , there was yesterday another nuclear test by France in the

south Pacific - the fifth test that that State has conducted this year.

Thin (httitude  of ours towards a moratorium rests on two grounds.

First, a moratorium is by definition unilateral, impermanent and not

inherently  verifiable. If one begins to speak of collaborative and verifiable

arrangements between two  OK  more nuclear-weapon States, ‘he term “moratorium’

beconws  lnappropt iate. One is then speaking of working towards a comprehensive

nuclear-test-ban treaty, and the draft resolution of Australia and New Zealand in

L.72, and indeed the thrust of L.35, for uhich  we voted, describes how we think we

should proceed towards this objective.

Secondly, Australia considers it pnrticularly  important  to find ways of

securing practical progress towards a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty, and it

ie an observable fact that most nuclear-weapon States are not attracted to

declaring moratoria on nuclear testing.

With regard to draft resolutbon L.8, the text uponsoled hy sop rocialiet

countries, we abstained in the vote because, though the draft resoJ.ution  given
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considerable  prominence to moratoria on nuclear testing, and for the reaflona  I have

just  described,  in addition the operative part of L-8  invites the United  States and

other nuclear-weapon State to join a moratorium, and suheeauent to doinq  so to set

ahout  establishng a c&ime  to verify compliance.

Now, Austrslia  reqarde confidence in the nhility to verify compliance as

central to arms-control and disarmament arranqements. The verif  icat  ton rb+iime  can

be agreed before or together with the substantive limitations nt  issue, hut not

afterwards,

Secondly, L.R ers throughout to nuclear-weapon tests. we acknowledge t.hat

paraqraph 1 calls for a regime for peaceful nuclear explosions that preclude9

circumvention of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty. But I can only ceiter.:hte

that Auetralia’a  strong preference and policy objective is a treaty that bans  all

nuclear explusione  in all environments  for all time.

With regard to draft r&solution  L.61 , corltaininq  the so-called conversion

proposal, Australia abstained in the vote because of our preference to proceed

towards a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty in the manner reflected hy t.he

terms of the draft resolution of which Australia was  a sponsor, that is L.72.

Nevertheless I should like to make it very clear that. we recogniz,:  the real

potential of the proposal referred to in L.61, and we certainly appreciate  the work

being  done on it by the parliamentarians’ qlobal  scI  Ic)n.

Finally, and in conclusion, may T express the appreciation of my delegation

for the votes qiven  today on the draft. resolutions Auntrnlia  co-eponaored undw

cluster lo.

Mr. PETERS (Federal kiepuhlic  of Germany): My Aelegatinn  would like  to

explain its votes on  the draft resolutions contained in cluster 10,  on which  t-he

committee has juet taken action.
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We voted in favour  of draft resolutions L.67 and L.72 to emphasize our

interest In the realization of a comprehef-‘,ve  nuclear-test ban, which we would

like to see ma erialize  at the earliert possible date. The head of the Federal

CXNernment, Chancellor Kohl, expressed this firm opfnion  in his letter to the six

Heads of State or Government when they met in Mexico City in .\uguflt  of this  year.

What the Pedcral Republic of Germany advocates is a step-by-step approach. We read

encouraging signs  of a aP1i1ar  interest in this approach in the speech which the

President of the United b dtes  gave before the General Assembly this autumn,

One should not mistake such a test of our intermediate measures in the

direction of! a comprehensive test-ban treaty as being a aubstit-ute  for substantial

reductirins  nf  existing nuclear: arsenals. Poor  my Government, reliable verification

of aqy test stop, also of a limited or intermediate one, is a sine qua noo-  for such

a measure. We .,re  convinced that the technical  pcoblemu  related to such

verification can be solved, the necessary techniques being on the way to succeesful

developmen  1 .

An important element in this process will be a global seismic monitoring

system. My  delegation proposed its establishment last year in  the conference on

Diearmr.lont  in Geneva. We will continue ta contribute to the speedy  development

ani’  installation of such a !rys!.ern.

What we do not support, however, is the establishment of unilateral. test

moratoria. The:’  Lompel  nobody to comply, and for that reason they nra  not a

healthy basis PO a solution  of the problem. We therefore did not vote for those

draft r~solutione  that favour test moreol  aria of! ~32 ioue kin&  %. What we a JOCatC

are legally binding, reliably verifiable undertaktnya  of inturested  parties, and

nothing less.

It Is not of highest priority to talk  or negotiat,e  about the comprehensive

test ban tomocrow, but  to lay the  legal and technical yroundwo;k  so that a
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comprehensive teat ban can safely and swiftly be agreed upon when cho  enaantial

deciaionk  to reduce nuclear ar.asn&le  are  mado.

e. YAMAM  (J>pan)r With reapact  to the draft reaolutiona on 8

conprehensive  nuclear-teat ban, my delegation voted in tavaur of those  in

documark  L.72 and abatained on thoae in documenta  L-8  and L.35.

- wiah to place on record the followiny poaition of Japan on the gusation  of a

comprehensive nuclear-teat ban.

In the Lield  of nuclear disarmament, the CtireLnma;rt  of Jirpan  haa  alwaya  placed

the higbeat  prinrrty on the issue of a nuclear-test ban, and ha8 bean one of tha

mout  active participants in efforta  to achieve this objective in the Conference  on

Diaarnament  and lsawhora. Recognixing  that a c aprehensive nur:lear-teat  ban would

directly affact  tine national security  of St&es, we have atreaaed the importance  of

reaolving the vari  Pication  iaaue, including on-nits  inapectioc,  ao au to l naure

compliance with treaty obliiationa.

It was from that perspective that Japan made a etep-by-stap proposal at the

Conference on Disarmament Ln  1981. TO follow up on that proposal, Japan proposed

developing a system aa part of en international aeiamic daka  exchange through  mich

more accurate data on seismic waveforma  could ba aharad,i? order to improve

verification capabilities. Together with other intersated countries,  Jepan  intend8

to begin an exchange of Bud  b data on an axperimentrl  basia  next month.

w e rsgret  that the Conference on Dlsarh\anent  has for the laat three years been

unable to eetablish an ad hoc canmittee  on a nuclear-test ban b8C8U80  Of

diragraement  over ita mandate. In view of the urgency of the  inaue,  Japan

mincerely  bopsa  that the States  concnrned  wi?l  oe  able to overcome their

difielsnces  regarding the mandate 110 t,hat  w can raach  early agreemant  on a

framcswxk  F 1. corlductiug  subrtantive  work on a nsclear-teet ban at the coming

( spring  aeaslon  of the  Confcrance  on Diearmament.
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.  ‘4cmLL  ( N e w  Z e a l a n d )  IMr NCW  Zealand voted in favour of the draft

resolution contained in document ~/C.l/Ql/L.35  that wan  introduced hy  the

representative of Mexico. I am pleaned  to note that the deleqatiun  of Mexico nnd

several  other co-sponsors also  ,.rotcd  for  the  dra f t  reso lut ion  sponoored hy

A*iatra\ia  and New  Zealand,  contained  in document A/C.l/Ol/L.7&. This  rec iproca l

support  hy the -ponsora  o f  thr  two  d ra f t  remlutiona  is  recognit ion of a common

interest we ;rzv.~ lnnq  sb.?red in  promot  Lnq  the conclusion c~f a  comprehensive

test-ban treaty. We  ure qrnteFu1  to the deleqatlon  of  Mexico f o r  mcdifying  M)mQ

e lements  of  the c.raE’t  reeolution it  sponsored that had prevented us from nupportirg

similec  resolutions in recent yearn That was at the same  time a qracious  and a

substantive qesture. We hcpe  that this  spir i t  c&’  co -operat ion  betwcsn the sponsors

of those draft resolutions on nuclear teatinq ~1.1  continue and be expanded next

year.

Ideally the Ajsemhly  should wlopt a sing. .; rtrsolution,  dea l ing  with  thir,  vitai

auestion. On an isflue an important as nuclear testing, or stopping nuclear

test ing,  the overr id ing need is  for  co-operat ion within the United Nations and in

the Conference rrn Disarmament, rather  than separate  votes  on  two or  three  d i f ferent

texts.

New Zealand wishes to say that we would have preferrrd  the call for a

moratorium on nuclear testing in operative paragraph 7 of draft resolution

A/C.l/41/~.35  to have heen more comprehensive. New Zeal.and recogniren that there

may hn  more than one route to a comprehensive  test ban. Tht. iraft  we sponsored  in

dowmen: A/C.1/41&.‘2  ma1 “8  that cl.ear. A moratorium can give va.**ahle  time for

negot iat ion and can  delay the danqer of escalat ion. we helirtve,  however, that a

general  o a l l  f o r  a moratoriulr  should apply  to  all  fil. o f  the d4tclared

nnclear-weapon  Sta an. That helfef  is only reinforced by the regrettable  news that
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Prance hso  within the last 24  hours undertaken  yet anotuar  nuclesr  test at

Mururoa Atol l .

New Zealand ahat.ained  in the vote on the draft. resolution contained in

document  A/C.l/4l/L.O  becauseI notwithstandinq  some improvements on the aueotion  Of

Scope.  the draft st i l l  CQcuees  on the prohibit ion of  nuci,car-weapon tests and  dQeo

not take sufficient account, of the need to ensure that n test-ban treaty is not

circumvented through resort to peaceful nuclear explunions. We also  have

reservations ahout  operative paraqraph 5 of that draf-t,  pcoposinq  the tstahlishwnt

of a seismic monitoring network follcwinq  - not preceding - an aqroed  moratorium by

all nuclear-weapon Staten. We do not believe that the estahllshment of such a

network need await an actual end ta  tostinq. As is clear from operative

paragraph 3 of the draft resolution New Zealand sponnorcd,  we heliove  that  a

network CC’I  be set up in advance of a test halt. At the same time, we ~lcome  the

support of mcst  sponsors of ‘draft rasolution A/C.l/Il/L.S  for our own draft

resolution and we look forward, as I said before, to a single text next year on

this vital subject.

New Zealand  wan unahle to support the draft resolution contained in document

A/C.3/41/L.61,  proposinq  the conversion  of  the partial t!est+an Treaty intO  a

comprehrnaive  teat-ban treaty. We recoqnire  the sincerity oP  the smnwrm#  we

acknowledge that this suqqestion  has appeal. Hut we do not believe that a

conference  to convert the partisl  test-ban Treaty is  a  realistic  ,?ption  at th is

at.age. We believe that multilateral efforts to achieve a comprehennive test-ban

treaty should be devoted to qottinq  down auickly  to practical work at the

Conference on DEsarmamnnt. The hrnad support given today to the draft rewlutqons

in documents A/C.l/ll/L.35  and L.72 Indicates that such work is indeed poss!hle.

W e re  qreatly encouraged by this development.
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The  CHAIFU4ANr- - There are still a number of repreeentatlvee  wishing to

8peak  i n  sxplanatior vote after the voting on the draft resolutions ltsted  und

clueter 10: France, Sri Lanka, the United Kinqdom,  the United States of America,

Canada, Leoothc  and Zlmh&we. we have an exteneion  of only 15 minutes for  thtn

morninq’r  meeting and I intend to adjourn after the statement  by the representative

of ?cance. We shall etart thla  afternoon with  the continuation of explanationE  of

vote after the voting on cluster 10 uith  Sri Lanka - and reouest3  for explanation

of vote are still coh.lng  in, Mexico  having already been noted.

Mr. MDREL  (Franc,) linterpretation from  Ptench)r I should like briefly

to explain the negative vote of th:: French deleqation on all draft reoolutiona

relating to the auestion  of nuclear tests in clue&or  10. These various texts  do

not reflect, in our view, appcopriz’,e  treatment of the cuestion  of nuclear tests.

The banning of nuclear teats should be within the framework of an effective

prcceme  of nuclear disarmament, and thts  is indeed ncted in paragraph 51 of the

Final Docunont  of the special  sl7ssion  of 1978. This can only come about when

prcqrees  in di#a~mament  has made poseible  the laying down  of the foundation6 of

internati.>nal  eecurity. It muet  therefore not be seen a6 a pro-ccndition  nor be

given priority over a very substantial reduction of the nuclear arsenals of the two

molt  heavily armed Powers.

France, !!or  ita part, is conducting nuc:lear  test8  to maintain its deterrent

Corm  at the  minimum love1 of credibility indispensable  for its security. My

dologation  had occasion  yerrterday  to recall the condltion#  under which France could

sarociate itself with negotiations on nuclear dirarmament. Those  condit ions  apply,

obviously  , to any conunitment  relating to nuclear ta8t8.
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ORGANIZATION OF WORK

The CHAIRMAN: Before adjourning the meeting, I should like to inform

members that, as 1 have already said, we shall continue at the beginning of the

afternoon's meeting with explanations of vote after the voting on draft resolutions

listed under cluster 10, Then we shall hear the introduction of draft resolution

A/C.1/41/L.68/Rev.l,  listed in cluster 5, by the representative of Peru and, it is

to be hoped, take a decision on it,

Next we shall take up draft resolutions listed under cluster 6:

A/C.l/41/L.l7,  L.29, L.66/Rev.l  and L.26. We shall go on TV draft resolutions

under cluster 12: A/C.1/4l/L.46/Rev.l  and L.51, to be followed by the draft

resolution on the Indian Ocean contained in document A/C.1/41/29,  Next will come

cluster 9: draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.3  and L-52;  and the decision proposed by

the Chairman, contained in document A/C.1/41/L.78.

I now call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. KHKRADI  (Secretary of the Committee): .I wish to announce that

Guatemala has joined the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/41/L.6S/Rev.l.

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m.


