
Unifrd  Nations

GENERAL

ASSEMBLY
F3KWflRST  SL!!SII)N

k’ I It :;‘I’ (t bMM 1’1”1’k:l~:
4Sth meting

held on
14 NoveItber 1986

nt 10 a.m.
NC-W  Yak

_. . . . __. ...~..-_.__---_-.--I_-
I~I____--__

VERRATIM  RECDRD OF THE: 45th MEkX'ING

Chairman: Mr. ZACmANN (German Lkm@c%atic  kpublic)

(XINTENTS

DNilDERATION  OF AND ACTION UPON DRAFT RESOWTIONS ON DISARMAMENT ITFIS

1RGANIZATlDN  OF WORK



m/3 A/C.1/41/W.45
2-5

The meeting was called to order at 10.25 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 46 TO 65 AND 144 (continued)

CONSIDERATION  OF ANB ACTION UPON DRAF'T RESOLUTIONS ON DIS-@T I=S

The CHAIRMAN: This morning the Committee will take decisions on draft

resolutions listed in cluster 12 of the informal paper distributed to Committee

members, namely those in documents A/C.1/4l/L.46/Rev.l,  L.51, L.53/Rev.l and

L.69/Rev,l and the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean (A/41/29).

Before we proceed to take action on draft resolutions, I shall call on those

delegations wishing to introduce draft resolutions,

Mr. van SCBAIK (Netherlands): Allow me to introduce draft resolution

L.69/Rev.l on agenda item 62 (b), on the report of the Conference on Disarmament.

The revised text is sponsored by Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the

Federal Republic of Germany, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Norway, Partugal, Spain,

Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and my own

country.
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(Mr. van Schaj k, Net.herlandn)_I__--

When my delegation introduced draEt  resolution L.69 in thie Committee on

5 November, we stressed that it was our desire to offer a draft which would present

a basis for consensus) the consensus nature of the report of the Conference on

Disarmament would thus be duly reflected. In consultations over the past two weeks

we have solicited the views of other membera  of the Committee. Tt was considered

desirable by some of them that the language be improved on Borne  points, so aci to

enable delegations to adopt the draft resolution by consensus. Let me point out

the revisions we devised.

It was explained to us that, in the second preambular paragraph and in

operative paragraph 2, references to “consideration” of disarmament agreements or

items ahould be avoided. So first we deleted the notion of consideration  and

revised the second preambular paragraph, which now attributes “a central role” to

the Conference on Disarmament ‘as the sinqle  multtlateral  diaarmament negotiating

forum . . . in the implementation of the Programme of Action set forth in section III

of the Final  Document of the tenth special seeeion of the General Assembly”. It is

appropriate to recall here that the Programme of Action referred to includes the

concept of negotiations on all items on the agenda oi’ the Conference on Disarmament.

Secondly, in operative paragraph 2, the words “the consideration of all items

on itfi agenda” - that fs, the agenda of the Conference - were replnc.:ed  by “the work

on all f.tems  on its agenda”, as “work” is a g.!neric  term which covers all aspects

and stages of the activities of the Conference on Disarmament.

Thirdly, a strong desire was conveyed to us to include a reference to the

priorities in the disarmament negotiations, as spelled qut in paragraph 45 of the

Final Document. We have done RO in the revised text of operative paragraph 2.

We sincerely belteve that we have thus provided the basis for a consensus.

‘rhe text is not in conflict with any of the other draft resolutions. Tn efforts lo
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reach consensus, various parties have to make concessi,?ns  ir the search for such

language  as is acceptable to all . With the new l.rnquage  in A/C. 1/41./1,.69/Rev.  1, we

sincere1.y hope that we have Found the commDn ground that will permit all

delegations to accept the draft resolution.

It follows from what I have just said that it is the der:ire of its sponsors

that draft resolution 1..69/Rev.l  ’ e adopted without. a vote-

Mr. GRUNDMANN (German Democratic Republic) t The deleqation of the German

Democratic Republic would like, first of all, to thank Ambassador wijewardane of

Sri Lanka, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, for presenting

document A/41/29 at the 25th meeting of the First Committee, on 29 October 1986.

That document contains the Ad Hoc Committee’s report, as well as a consensus draft- -

resolution recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee for adoption by the General Assembly.

Bearing in mind the importance of the task of creatinq a zone of peace in the

lnd ian Ocean, my delegation iJishes  to explain its position on the draft resolution

recommended in paraqraph 17 of the report oE the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian-~

Ocean (A/41/29).

The creation of a zone of peace in that large region of our globe is growing

ever more urgent since the Indian Ocean is increasingly becominq a zone of military

act iv i t i es . The German Democratic Republic shares the concern of many Member

States, expressed in the General Assembly and in this Committee. over the dangers

inherent in imperialist plans for increasing militarization of the Indian Ocean

reqfon. Particularly danqerous  are plans, and even practical steps, tc involve the

[ndian  Ocean in efiorts aimed at the militarization of outer space. This entails

threats to the security and independence of non-aligned littoral and hinterland

States, as well as strdteqic  threats to other States.
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Therefore the German Democratic Republic welcomes all actlvitiee  undertaken by

the countries of the reqion and by other Staten aimed at scaling &wn tenaions  an6

cresting a climate of stability and security.

In that context, we should like to support the statement contained in the

Political Declaration adopted at the Zghth Conference  of Heads of State OK

Covornment of Ron-Aligned Countriea, meeting at Rorare,  that

I . . . the convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean at Colombo, Sri

Lanka, has been inordinately delayed because of the obetructioniet  attitude

adopted by some States”. (Aj41/697,  p .  931

At the same time we welcome the readiness of the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics to reach an aqreemtiai. with the United States and other m.,jor naval Powers

on the freezing and substantial reduction of military activities in the Indian

Ocean.

In view of the aqyravated situation in the Indian Ocean, we consider it more

imperative than ever to convene the international conference on the transformation

of the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace, for which intensive prep>,ations  have

been made for years by the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.



w/5 A/C. 1/4l/PV.  45
11
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In reading the report of the Ad I - Committee on the Indian Ocean, it becomes

clear that the Committee has done exteneive uorr~ towards fulfilling its mandate.

@ly delegation holds the view that solid foundations have been laid for convening

the Colombo Conference within the agreed time frame , ae f ixed in resolution 40/153

and reaffirmed in the draft resolution contained in document A/41/29. what is

necessary is:

“to complete preparatory work relating to the Conference on the Indian Ocean

during 1987 i;l order to enable the opening of the Conference at Colombo &t an

early date soon thereafter, but not Later  than 1988n. (A/41/29, para.  17,

operat ive  para. 51

This provides a good orientation for the future work of the Ad Hoc Committee

on the Indian Ocean. Therefore the Jelegation of the German Democratic Republic

supports the adoption of the present draft resolution contained in paragraph 17 of

document A/41/29.

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic looks forward to the

menbership of Zimbabwe, the current Chairman of the Non-Aligned Movement, in the

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.- - We are sure this step will add ‘-3 the

efforts for establishing a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean.

In conclusion, allow me to express the appreciation of my delegation to

Ambassador Wijewardane of Sri Lanka for having once again steered the proceedingr

of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean rith diplomatic skil l ,  patinnce and

wisdom.

Mr. RODRIO  (Sri Lanka) 8 Let me, at the outaet, thank the Chairman of

the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, Ambassador Wijewardanc, for all his- -

efforts to promote consensus in the Ad Hoc Committee in respect of ito report and- -

recommendations contained in document A/41/29. It ie my hope, au Co-ordinator for
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the Group of Ron-Aligned States in the Committee, as well  as represtntative  of the

host country of the proposed Conference on the Indian Tlcean,  that the report and

recommendations will be adopted by consensus in the Piret committee.

The proposal for the establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean was

born of the determination of the peoples in the area to preserve their

independerce  , sovereignty and territorial  integrity and to resolve their  political,

economic and social problems under conditions of peace and tranquillity-

Regrettably, the Indian Ocean area continues to be tense because of developmente  in

the area gravely affecting the independence and territurial  integrity of the

littortl and hinterland States aB well aB international peace and security.

The continued military presence of the great Rowers given a special urgency to

the n e e d  t o  achieve the abjectives  of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone

of Peace. At the Eighth Conference of Heads of State or Government of Ron-Aligned

Countries, held at Harare  a few months ago, the Head2 of state resolved;

I . . . to continue theit endeavours to ensure that the Conference on the Indian

Ocean would be held at Colombo at the earliest possible date, but not later

than 1988” and “called for full and active participation in the Conference by

all the Permanent members of the Security Council and the major maritime

users, as well as co-operation by those States with the littoral and

hinterland States, which was essential for

(A/41/697, Ppa 93-94)

the BUCC~.SS  of th.  Conference.’

In chapter II, the report of the Committee gives a brief outline of its work

as the Preparatory Committee for the Conference on the Indian Ocean at Colombo.

This Conference, which waB originally called for seven years ago by consensus

resolution Z4/80 B to take place in 1981, would constitute an essential step

towards the implementation of the Declal  crtr.on of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of
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Peace. Its postponement several times is therefore greatly regretted. Its

importance has increased rather than diminished.

A renewed effort of co-operation is required during 1987 on the part of all

members of the CohunLttee to complete the prep.*ratory work, both procedural and

substantive, necessary for the convening of the Conference.

With regard to procedural matters, much work has already been achieved and,

when the Conference dates are closer and more exact, many of the remaining

~~~lreaolved queetione  - for example, in respect of the rules of procedure and tile

l eve l  o f  participation - will not prove intractable and can be f inalized.

With regard to the substantive aspects of the work, some preliminary, though

informal, work has indeed taken place and, given an exertion of political  will,

this work, too, could be advanced and completed to the extent required for a

fruitful and meaningful Conference to take place.

The discussion in the Working Group referred  to in operative paragraph 2 of

the draft resolution helped to identify those areas on which further negotiaticns

are required and assisted in cataloging  those issues in a more systematic fashion.

A number of ieauee of substance were discussed in the Working Group, including the

question of confidence-building measures.

It is hoped that, during 1987, further work on the substantive issues can be

completed. It is essential that all the delegations co-operate to reach agreement

on a suitable framework In the context of which these issues can be engaged in an

open, frank and pragmatic manner. Such a framework could be worked out within the

mandate of the Working Group. This is essential if the momentum built up during

1986 in discussing these issues is not to be frittered away in fruitless procedural

wranglirag. The discussions that took place in the Working Group this year clearly

revealed the need for a structured and orqanized engagement of substantive matters,

including elements which miqht be taken into consideration in t.hp  subsequent
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preparation of the eventual draft final docurlent  of the Colcnnbo Conference.

Operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution, which sets out the time frame

for the preparatory proc-ss  and the Conference itself, indicates an understanding

that, if the Ad Hoc Committee is unab.-e  to complete the necessary preparatory work,

serious consideration *ill need to be qivel; to ways and means of m’,re  ef EectivelY

organizing work in the Ad Hoc Committee to enable it to fulfil its mandate.- -

My own delegation and the delegations of other non-aligned countries in the

Committee will, if the need arises, give careful consideration to the implicationa

of this paragraph, particularly in the context of the current review of the

functioning of the United  Nations. The understanding of the non-aliqned State6 is

clearly that this paragraph neither involves change in nor derogation from the

existinq  mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee which is renewed in operative paraqraph 10.

The delegations of the nq+aligned  States members of the COIV~?:.L..  Inok

forward to the membership in the Committee of Zimbabwe, current Chairman of the

Non-Aligntd Movement, which has applied for membership.

This year the Ad Hoc Committee was able to complete its work on its report and

draft resolution before the openinq of the forty-first session of the General

Assembly. This is in happy contrast to the situation last year, when the draft

resolution on the Indian Ocean was the last to come before the First Committee.

What is required now is to transl.ate  into action the consensus that has been built

up in past years in which all members of the Committee have concurred. As thp

Foreign Minister of Sri Lanka,  Mr. Hameed, stated in resprct of the rndian Ocean

initiative at this session of the General Assembly:

“The United Nations functions on the basis of consenslls, and what. is now

required is an exercise of yreater political will and a sense of commitment to

decisions already adopted which ~~11 ensure the establishment of d zont? of

peace. ” (A&l/PV.12,  p. 11)-.-.



AMHPi A/C. 1/41/W.  4 i
15

Mr. RATH  (India) : We have before ua the report of the ?,d Hoc Committee

on the Indian Ocean, adopted by consensus, along with the consensus recommendation

of that Committee for adoption by the General Assembly in document ~/41/29.  z

express my delegation’s deep appreciation for the work Ambassador wtjewardane of

Sri Lanka has done in his capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee for llaving- -

brc,ught forth a consensus report and -ecommendation  at the last meet’r?  of the

Committee.

India attaches great importance to the early convening of the Conference on

the Indian Ocean as a necesnary  step for the implementation of the Declaration

adopted in 1971. The draft resolution emphasizes that the Conference on the Indian

Ocean and the establishment and maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace

reguiree the full and active participation and co-operation of all the permanent

members of the S-zurity Council, the rrajor maritime users and the littoral and

hinterland States.
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We belAeve that the Colomho Conference, to be Q~~cQ~I(R~u~,  should be attended

in a Rpirit  of COJIstrUCtive  CO-Operation  hy the great Powers and major maritime

11sel‘s, as well afl the littoral and hinterland States. Indeed , to be meaningful,

tt- Indian Ocean Conference should have the participation of the great Powers and

major marit.ime  users. We therefore urge the concerned States to display the

necessary political will and to co-operate actively in the task of establishing a

zone of peace in the Indian Ocean.

We should all work towards the successful Convening c the Colombo Conference

to complete the preparatory work relating to the Conference on the Indian Ocean

during 1987, in order to enable the opening of the Conference at Colombo at an

early date soon thereafter, but not later than 1988, so that the objectives of the

1971 Drclaration  on the ?ndian Ocean aa a Zone of Peace can he realized.

Mr. AL-ALFI (Democratic Yemen) (interpretation from Arabic)  : Concerning- -

the recommendation contained in thQ report A/41/29, my delegation would like to

express its appreciation for the sustained QffOrtfJ of the Permanent Representative

of Sri Lanka, Chairman of the Ad hoc Colnnittee  on thQ Indian Ocean, in carrying out- -

the mandate of the Ati hoc Committee as defined in the relevant resolutions, despite

PrOCraStinatiOn  and obntructive  manoQuvrQs which as in previoua years have impeded

the Committee’s work and the realiration of the objectives of the Declaration of

the Indian Ocean ac a Zor>e  of Peace, as set forth in resolution 28/32 (XXVI) I

adopted by tia.4.  General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session. These objactives

could be suinmarize(;  as follows: e l i m i n a t i n g  f r o m  t h e  I n d i a n  O c e a n  a l l  b a s e s ,

military installations, nuclear weapons and other weapon8  of mass dcetruction and

any manifefltation of qreat-Power military prQSQncQ in the Indian OcQan COnCQiVQd in

the context of great-Power rivalry.

Thp General ASSembly  hae repeatedly stated theQe objectives,  recently in
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General Assembly  reaolut ion 40/153, in which it expreaees the need for their early

achievement and calls for the convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean In

Colomho as a necessary step for the implementation of the Declaration.

It reauests  the Ad hoc Committee to complete in 1986 preparatory work for the

convening of the Conference and to continue its work with riqour and determination

in order to enable the openinq of the Conference at Cnlomho at an early date soon

thereafter, hut not later thtn 1988.

That wan the haRis on which we aqreed to postpone  the Conference, after much

procrastination, and here T refer to General Aesemhly reuolution 34/80 B. we hope

we shall meet with a ponitive  response 80 that General Assembly resolution 40/153

can be implemented and the Zone of Peace.! in the Indian Ocean may be eetahlished.

This rwuiree the full and effective participation and co-operation of ail Lhe

permanent members of the Security Council, the major maritime user8 and the

littoral and hinterland States, in order to avoid the postponement of the convening

of the Conference from becoming a tradition in the General Annemhly.

It iR reqrettahle to note that, deapfte the auetained efforts of the

non-aligned countries members of the Ad hoc Committee to complete the preparatory

work on orqanizational and procedural matters related to the convening of the

Conference - efforts which were support.ed  by all ite other members - and despite

the work done hy the open-ended Workinq  Group set up to facilitate agreement on

substantive issuen, the Ad Hoc Committee was unable  to fulfil its mandate owing to- -

the ohetacleR created hy some Western Countries.

My deleqation would like tn take this opportunity to say that we have aqr?ed

to the adoption by consensus of the draft reRolution  on the Implementation of the

Declaration on the Indian Ocean afl a Zone of Peace, in the hope that the Conference

can he held in Colombo  as soon as possible, hut not later than 1988. II. par t icu lar
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we aqree with the statement in the draft resolution  that the conveninq  of the

Conference 1~ a necessary step for the implementation of the Declaration of the

Indian  Ocean as a Zone of Pe,ce adopted in 1971, and with the call for the renewal

of  qenuinely  conatructtve  efforts through the exercise of the political wil l

neceeear::  r’::.r the achievement of the ohjectivae 0; the Declarat.ion.

We hone that. all countries will show the necessary political will in the Ad-

Hoc Committee and the Working Group durinq 1987, 80 that the Ad Hoc Cormnittee will

be able to fulfil Its mandate and complete the preparatory work for the convening

of the Conferenct  .

In thiR connection, the achievement of thin objective ceouiree the full and

effective participation and co-operation of all the permanent members of the

Securi  y Council, the major maritime  users and the littoral and hinterland States,

in view of the fact that the Ad Hoc Conunittee hae now conplettd so much of the

preparatory work for the convening of the Conference.

In conclusion, my delegation welcomee the propoeal that Zimbabwe become a

member of the Ad hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.- -

Mr. TIMERBAEV  (Union of Soviet Social ist Repuhli?n)  ( interpretation from

Russian) : In view of the importance  of the aueetian  of eatabliehin~  a zone of

Peace  in the Indian Ocean, the Soviet deleqation would like to explain itrs position

before the vote on the draft resolution contained in the report of the Ad hoc

Commit.tee  on the Indian Ocean (A/41/29).

Each year the task of estah1 irrhinq a zone of peace in this vast and important

reqion assumes increasing urqency, since the Indian Ocean is being  tranformed

intensively into a zone of massive  hull. -up of armaments, and thie inevitably

undermines the security of 11) toral and hinterland States of the Indian ocean

itself and of other partr,  of the world.
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That :eqion involves aomethinq that qoes Far beyond itn own confines in term6

of the qlohal arme race, a new spiral of which Lhreatens  to ertend it to eater

space. The critical and difficult situation in the Indian Ocean of course make8  it

particularly urqent to convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean  as a Zone of

Peace, preparations for which are being undertaken by the United Nations Ad Hoc

Committee on the Indian  Ocean. In order to promote the early conveninq  and success

of that Conference, we are ready to work towards an aqreement with the (Inited

States and other major naval Powers to freeze aad substantially redur-rh all military

activities in the Indian Ocean.

We whole-heartedly share the concern expressed by the Head8 of State or

Government of the non-aliqned countries in Harare  when they noted that:

“the conveninq of the Conference had been inordinately delayed because of tile

ohstructi~~nist  attitude adopted by some StateM.”  (A/41/697, p. 93)

I hear a qreat noise in this room. It would appear that the representatives

are actively discussing the very important Conference we are to hold in Cclomho.  T

hope that this discussion *Ill Facilitate the convening of the Conference in 1988,

In confokmity  with the resolution we will be adopting shortly. Once again we wish

to emphasize  the need for unconditional compliance with the timetahle for the

holdinq of the Conference as provided for last year in General Assembly resolution

40/153  and confirmed in the draft resolution ‘&fore  us in document A/41/29.

We have to conclude the preparations for the Conference in Colomho by 1987 in

order to ensure the conveninq of the Conference no later than 1988. Up to now, an

we can see from the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, it has done a qreat deal of- -

work towards diacharqinq the mandate entrusted to it by the General Amm ‘11.y~  and

there in every reason to believe that the solid foundation which has heen laid will
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make it posoihle, qiven political will on the part of all members of the Committee,

to convene the Conference within the scheduled  time.

The Soviet delegation and indead the majority of members of the Ad Hoc

Committee do possess that political will. That has been shown in the profound

discussions that have taken place and the productive ideas that have heen expressed

hy many representatives especially in the course of the last session of the Ad Hoc

Comnittce, which w s greatly facilitated by the workinq Group the Committee set UP

to coneider auestiona of substance for the purpose of preparing a final document of

the Conference.

In the view of the Soviet delegation the draft ceaolution contained in

document: A/41/29 correctly assesses  the amount of work done and the work still

ahead of us. It also indicates that the Ah Aoc Committee must take ewift action to- -

discharqe  itr mandate with reqard to the Cont’erence  in Colombo. Therefore ffly

delegation expresses its support for the adoption of and unswervinq  compliance with

that draft resolution.

Mr.  H A G O S S  (Eth iop ia ) :  My deleqation has  alrsady  the opportunity  to

pronounce itself on the urgency of convening the international Conference on the

I n d i a n  O c e a n . H o w e v e r , l e t  me re fe r  to  some1 ImportatW  p o i n t s  ar rculated  i n  Che

draft resolution contained in document A/41/29, entltltd “Implementation  of tht

Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace”.

At the outset let me avail myself of this opportunlty to thank the C h a i r m a n  of

the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, His Excellency

Ambassador Nissanka Wijewardane  of Sri Lanka for the able manner in which he has

led the work of the Committee. II? the name v,ein I should  like to express my

delegation’s appreciation of the commendable effort8 of Ambaaec..dor  Nihal Rodrigo  Of

Sri Lanka in his capacity as Chairman of the Working Group.
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In our view, the draft resolution before ua highlights the precarious and

indeed deteriorating condition of security in the Indian Ocean  region and the

urqency of conveninq the long-awaited international Conference on the Indian

Ocean. That IR as it should he.

We are also happy to note that due importance in given to the auinteastntial

outstion  of the participation of the permanent members of the Security Council and

other major maritime users at the forthcominq  conference.

kty delegation maintains that by its very nuture  the conversion of the Indian

Ocean into a zone of ),ence IR not a responsibility to be shouldered by the

hinterland and littoral States alone. ~11 maritime users of the Indian Ocean, and

indeed all those in favour of securing a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, l hould

take an active part in that endeavour.

We hope that all concerned will work towards the implementation  of the

contents of the draft resolution before us. As a member of the Ad Hoc Conarittee on

the Indian Ocean, Ethiopia for its part fully supports the draft resolution btfOrt

us and shall endeavour relentlessly to attain tts implementation.

M r .  OKKLY  (AUBtra1i.a): My country is an Indian Ocean littoral State. We

thus have vital and endurinq interests in the reqion and have conaiatently

supported the establishment of a zone of peace n the Indian Ocean region.

Australia’s participation as a member and Vice-Chairman of the Preparatory

Committee for nn International C:,nferenct  to eetahlieh the Indian Ocean Region as a

Zone of Peace has over the yeara that the Ad Hoc L’ommittte  has been in exi8tOnC0,

heen  both active and. hopefully, constructive.
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t.4y  delegation has maintained strongly that such a Conference must be preceded

by t-hOrOU$  preparation if  its objective of the esCahlFshment of a zcme of peace is

to be real ized. This preparation, in our view, mutlt include a frank and detailed

examination of issues of  substance,  particularly as they relate to regional peace

and security issues. The purpcse  of Buch an examination should be to achieve

harmonization  of views that are at present divergent. It is on these issues  of

substance that the Preparatory Committee should focus it9 future wOCk.

The Ad Hoc Comni ttee, tutder the  p a t i e n t  and excelle!rt  cha i rmanship  o f

.,sbassador  Wijewardane of Sri  Lanka, pur Ied with  it13 dIaCaCLeriBtiC  V i g o u r  its

objective of a Conference at the earliest possible date. In preparing their

report, however, some metiers of the Ad Hoc Committee strongly felt  that,-_-

ccneidering  progress over the years there was a need to loDk clos~.ly  but

constructively at the way the Al Yr,c Committee fulfils it8 mandat-.- -

Progress has been SLIM. The continuing exisknce  of an adveree political and

security ClinErte in the region has meant aim$y that the establishment of a ZOne of

p?ace in the Indian Ocean region must await the amelioration of at least some of

the problems that confront us there.

Zones  of peace cannot be impoucd; nor should thy be regarded aa a means of

solving regional problems. Their establ.ishment  should flow from a situation of

relative peace, security and Btability  and serve to reinforce that 8ituaticn.

t4y delegation welcomes the report of the pd ~oc Committee on tble  establishment- -

of a zcne of peace in the Indian Ocean togion. We shall jo:n in a consensus on the

adoption of that report (~/4l/29)  which includes a draft reso'!ltion.

Australia warmly welcomes and supports the application by Zimbabwe to become a

metier of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.
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(Mr.  Okely, Aust ra l i a ).-

I n  calcluBicn, I wish to express my delegation’s Batiafaction that the

busLness  of negotiating and concludinq  the M Hoc Co~maittee~s report this year was

dcne with a dsqree of rncharacter  istic expedition. The guiding hand of Our

Chairman was invaluable in achieving that result , and my delegation pays tr ibutx to

his  e f fo r ts .

To0 often in past years delegations hwe fallen prey to the maxim that work

expands tco f i l l  the t ime available. It was a welcome &anqe this year not to have

to go through the tar tuous business of attemptinq to negotiate a c.,nsensus draft

resolution throucfi the busy period of the General  Assetily. We have thus

established a most welcoms precedent.

MC. MANSUR (Pskistan): My delegatial  would like to comment  briefly on

the report of the Ad Hoc Cosxnittee  on the ~ndi~r~  Ocean, curtained in document- -

A/41/29, but before I do SO I wish to colnpliment  &nbassa&r  ~ijewardane  of

Sri Lanka on having guided the work  of the Ad Hoc Connnittec  most patiently and with- - -

great skill and under standing.

Pakistan will join in the consensus on the draft resolution contained in

Qcument A/4 l/29, in the interest of advancing the djective of a zone of peace in

the Indian Ocean. Among the several initiatives undsrtaken  within the United

Nations framework for the strengthening of peace and security in our pdrt of the

wor ld , the Sri Lankan  proposal for the creation of a zcne of peace in the Indian

0cem region is al l -encanpassing, and the most crxnprehensive  initiative.

The concept of a zone of peace in the Tndisn Ocean region was enbodied  in an

embryonic form in the 1971  Declaration. The idea was further developed in the

shape of certain principles adopted by the littoral and hinterland States which met

in Juiy 1979. Soon thereafter the region w&s  rlilaken  by foreign military

intervention in a hinterland State, which cast a bleak shadow on the already

troubled political and security climate of the region.
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(Mr. Mansuc Pakistan)-------1-e----

Pakistan has expressei  its views in detail on a nurrt,er  of prWiOUs  occasions

On the principles and ~BBU~B  relevant to the creation of a zOne of pea* in the

Indian ocean reqion, but I should like briefly to touch upon one issue which we

believe is central to the concept of a zone of peace, namely, the security of the

littoral md hinterland States.

This issue has two ?JBpCtBt first, the threat emanating from within the

region and, BecOnd, the extrareqional threats arising from foreiqn mili'  riY

presence in the reqion, including the terrttiries of the l ittoral and hir erland

States. Extensive military activity, deployments or build-up in the vicinity  of

the region also COnBtitUteB an extrareqional threat to the security of the l ittoral

and hinterland states.

It ts our hope that the ptoposed Colo&o Conference on the Indian Ocean, which

is to take place not later than 1988, will focus on all these aspects and define

appropriate commitments  and obliqations on the psrt of both the regional States and

the extraregional Powers.

Pakistan i8 keenly interested in ensuring a successful Conference. EOC this

purr-e, intensive wock in the preparatory plase cannot be over-em@asized. I t  is

our hope, therefore, that the preparatory 8e~~ion~  hext year of the Ad Hoc- -

Committee wil l  ful ly address al l  the issues relevant to the estab\ishment  of a zcne

of peace in the Indian Wean. Less than adequate preparation would only hurt the

attainment of the objectives that we all &are.

.  H&WDJWI ( I r a q )  ( i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f r o m  A r a b i c ) :MC The question of the

Indian Ocean iS cne of the most important iSSUeS for both the Littoral and the

hinterland States. It is an issue that was first presented at the Conferences of

Heads of State or Government of Non-Ali(pled c:ountries  in Cairo in 1964 alit; ill

LUBaka i n  1970. Since 1971 the Unitr?d  Naticna has been seized of this question
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(Mr. Hadda wi [L-w)I-_--__

through the Ad Hoc Conxni ttee on the Indian Ocean without the achievement of- -

positive results, because of the obstinate obstruction of cer t.ain States outside

the ceqicn.

The ocean and its natural extensions have a cer -in im;nr tance for the Arab

reqicsr. Certain States have decided to use it as a centre for military build-up-,

with the presence of nuclear weapona and also nuclear submarines, and this places

our area and our people ii: jeopardy. k+e demtild  that the Indian (X‘ean be turned

into a zone of peace and we uzye that the Conference he held at the earliest

opportunity , since this ccncerns  our security and the security of the entire worlti.

The Indian &ean I:; a major artery for maritime users and for world trd&.  A

handful of nat.ions  should not for selfish reasons obstruct the conveninq of the

Conference, thus jeopacdizing peace in the area. Iraq supper ts turninq the Indian

Ocean into a zcnr of peace and considers that the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on

t.he Indian &ean provides a basis for urqinq  the countries that are obstructing the

conveninq of the ConEerence  or continuinq their military build-ups in the Indidn

Wean  to cease such activities forthwith, if  they are really serious ahout the

att.ainment  of world peace and security.
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(Mr Had& wi KrRc.j)- - - L - - - - - . - - L - . - -

The countries of the Indian Ocean reject the presence of military bases aa

well as surveillance and military weapons. They call on all internattonal  forum8

to assume their responaibilitien, and on those countrtes  to dismantle fiuch baRaR

and remove all such weapona from the Indian (lean as we1 1. as its natural

extensions. We hope that the Committee will unanimor?.~ly  accept the report.

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the Secretary of the Cormni ttee.

Mr. KHWADI (Secretary of the Committee) : I  wi.sh to  Lnform the  CommIt.tee

that B~rkina  Faso has become a sponsor of draft resolution A/C,1/41/L.S3/Hev.l.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on thhose delegations wishing to explain

their vote6 before the voting on the draft resolutions in clueter 12 before UR thAe

mccning.

MT . DXJKIC  (Yugoslavia) : I should like to expl< in the vote 01 my

delegation on draft reeolution  ~/C.l/41/L.6Y/Kev.l  cn the report of the Conference

on Diearmanmnt.

Yugoslavia attache@ the greatest importance to the work of the Conference on

Diaar mament  . We believe that we are all agreed that, a9 the single multi lateral

diaarrnanrsnt negotiating forum, the Conference on Disarmament plays an exceptionally

important role in the negotiations on queetions  of disarmament, particularly thWe

ti which We accorded priority at the first special session of the General  Assembly

on disarmament. We aleo believe that we al l  agree that the priority iSSUe!R  of

diaarmamant  are those concerning the halting of the nuclear-arms race, nuclear

diearmament and the prevention of nuclear war - in a word. the survival. of mankind.

This is clearly borne out by thtlee parts of thn Final mcument  ot the first

epecial  session related to the Conference on Disarmament and the priority tasks in

diearmament negotiationri. Therefore, we believe that the ConfTrrencr on bisnrmampnt

should qot be a body that will negotiate on some selective> cquestionn of disnrmnmc?rlt
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(Mr. Djok ic, Yugoslavia)

alone, nor a forum that will only discuse  the questions of diaarmament. tw ala0

believe that it would not be acceptable for group of questions to be sinqled out

in accordance with the interests of certain ment~ere  as queati%s  on whidr the

Conference can or cannot newtiate. The Conference should be a body that vi11

necesearily  negotiate on all subtltartial  issues  of disarmament on its agenda - in

other rrords, all thoee questiona  that concern the security  of all countries.

We ate with regret that such an spproach  to the Conference on Diearmament  and

it-s r o l e  i s otntained  in draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.69/Rev.l. We appreciat5

the efforts made by the sponeas to ensure that it meets with the understanding of

the metiers of our Committee. We have considered the revi  ?d text attentively a.ij

f ind it  to be a sl ight imprcveme> mer the oriqinal draft. However, regrettably,

the new draft has not removed our reservations with respect to the subetance  of the

‘*.aft, resolution. In its key operative paragraph 2, the Conference on Disarmament

. + called upon to continue, dur inq itfr 1987 session, work on all the items on its

aqenda. We conaider that it ie not enough only to call upon the Conference On

Disarmament to continue its work. The General AssenJsly can and should point to the

priority issues  I,f disarmament and request the Conference on Diearmament to con&lct

negotiations on them. We therefore cannot. agree with the essence  Of the request

contained  in  th i s  dra f t .

Our mervage to the Ccnference on Disarmament concerning the need to proceed to

rwgntia  tions on key ienuee of dI~arma%nt  should  be pit in maquivocal and pcecise

terms. We consider  it to be indi?ipennable  bbcauee  of the importance  we all attach

to the Conference on ‘lisarmament and the role it play8 in mul.‘ilateral  negotiaLion8

on disarmanjnt. Draft resole ion A/C.1/41/L.G9/.1ev.l,  in our opinion, does not

contain such a clear mesn,Aqe. For  tboee CeaROn~, my delegation is unfortunately

unable tc> <-upport t:,e draft resolution and will abstain in the vote on it.
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explain its vote befort,? the votfnq  cm the two df,Jft  r~olutions  su.>mitted  wi tb

regard to the annc~,!,l I:luynor t of the Conference :*1 Disarmaant  precisely becaune two

draft resolutions h 1v<! been aubmltted. The first (A/c.l/41/L.51)  has been

sjubmitted  by the delFl<>i%tiC)(I  of Yugn~l.nvia  on behalf c‘f a number  of delegations, and

the second (A/C.1~41,‘:,.69/Rev.l)  has been submitted by the reprH.<entative  of the

Wtherlands a l s o  on hthalf o f  a  nunher 6 deleqatlons.

The representati.c.re  of Yugoalavla  has juq.4 given LIS an analysis of draft.

resolution A/C.1/41JI:,.,69/Rev.l. Without wishing to engage in any particular

argument with him, I :luggest  that a stmi’  IC analysis could he conducted wi th

rFpect to dra f t  reso lut ion  A/2.1/41/1,.51. I shall not do that,  hut 7 Rhall  make

tke following p o i n t .

The opecatlve section oE that draft. resolution draws selectively from

arguments and propmals made and ccnclusions  then arrived at by consensus in the

process of the drawing LIP of the report tzf the Cmfeceqce  on Disarmament on its

lY86 session. In those clrcunratances, nuch an approach is not acceptable to my

delegation because it is inevitably distorted. If we were t reprodllco  in the

operative paragraphs of a resolution an Objective and correct presentation of what

had been ooncluded  for the report of the Conference on Disarmam-nt  in 1986, we

wou1.d  in E,*ct have to reproduce the repkxt  of the Conference aL; such. And this is

precisely our point. The Conferen- on Disarmament works by consensus. The repor  t

that it adopts at the end of its year ‘A work is a report adopted b-1 consensus. Thy

cxjntent of that  rspxt  re f l ects  mmpletily  and  adquatt*ly  Lhe pr lpnsals,

differences, recommendations , agreements and disagreements which were

charactesistic  of the work of the Conference  during the year beinq reported on, and

that is all clearly recorded. tht in  toto tile rapx-t itI atbbted  hy consensus .
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(Hr.  Eutler,  Australia)

Now, at a time rhen we are in fact rttraptLng  to rationalise the ucxk of this

colli ttao, it makaa no sense to my delegntlon bo seek in any way to reopen what ha8

been discussed in Geneva. It make8  no aense to do mything  regarding thle draft

reeolution other than to act m the basic  of conmnmm, whi& characterised  the

adoption @? the report by the Ccnfetma. Thim Caamittee  should act on the report

by oonmmaus.

In theme circunmtences, the draft reeoluticn  that commands itself  to my

delegm tion is self -evident, because  we ore a ~ponmoc of itr Is t h e  no contained

tn document A/C.1/43/L.69/Rev.l. In our firm view, that draft  resolution prwidee

for the appopriate action by the F.luembly  on the report 02 the Conference on

Disarmarnt  on itn work in 1986. That is why it in uritton aa it  is. Because the

report of the ConCorence  wm a conaonsue report, thin draft roeolution  has been

written in a way tnat should make possible its adaptiar by consen8um,
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(Mr. Butler, AUS tr al la)

From rrhar hae I <en aaid thla morninq, we have learned that that. will not he

the case. We deeply reqret  that, and we hope that the future wil.l see a different

RI tua tion. Foe our part., of course, we will vote in favour of that draft

resolution, and, of course, consistent with what I have just said, we will abstain

on the d r a f t  renolution  contained i n  chcument.  L-51.

Mr . GARCIA ROBI.FS_ (Mexico) ( interpretation f rom Spanish):  My delegation

LR a sponsor of tne of the two draft resolutions now before thy Committee, that in

doocxlment A/C.L/4l,/L.51.

As the Committee is aware, Mr?xico in a member of what IA nw* called the

I Conference cm Disarmament; formerly It has been the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament

Comni ttne and the Conference of the Corn1  ttee on Disarmament. Since the very

beqiMinq  of the work oE that neqotiatinq  body, Mexico has been a metier. I

th ?fore speak with a certain knc-kuledqe of the facts involved since I have bean

representing my counc~y in that body for more than 15 yeara,  and I can assure all

q col.leaquee  in this Camnittee that the operative part of draft resolution L.51

accurately reflects the unfortunate situation in the Conference.

We are quite justif ied, then, in @xpfeesinq  1 the ftrst operative paragraph

deep concern and disappointment that Lt has not been possible in the Conference on

rJiearmament:

“to reach concrete aqreements on any disarmament  isrsuefl to which the United

Nations  has aesiqned greatest priority and urgency and which have been under

consideration  for a number of years;” (A/C.l/4L/L  51, para.  1)-_._-~

The injunction in parayraph 4 is also hiqhly relevant because 1 t has been

impus ible flo fsr to

“provide the existing ad hoc commi tt.ee!i with appropriata!  neqotiatinq mandates- - -

and to establish, as a nvlt  ter of! urqency, the ad hoc committees under I tern 1

Of its agenda, entitled ‘Nuclear-tent ban’“. (para.4 )
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‘Mr . Garcia Moblea,  ~0x100)-

The so-called Croup of 21 of the Dkoarmamont Conforonco  aome years aqo adcpted

a workinq paper in whicfi it aouqht, fo r  the establishment  of subsidiary  orqbns,  not

a votinq system but a procedure  similar  to that umac ly the -cur i ty Council, e

swallod  consensue system , which would in fact be tantimomt  to a veto aymtem.

Elrt 8uch a system &ouLd not be used  for the eatabliahment  of l ubnidiary bodies,

and in fact BO far never has been.

That in why ny deleqation will certainly vote in Cnvour of draft roeoluticn

L.51 ad will unfortunately have to abstain on L.69, which does not refer to

certain essential  factors of the kind to whidr I  have just roterred.

M r .  BDIS (Writed Kinqdcm): K wish to make a ntatement in axplanation  of

vote on draft resolution  L-51,  which <..a18 with the report of the Conference on

nisarmament. I want to e tress that that report IO an aqrord report. My deleqa tlon

regreta  that in recent yearr  we have been unable to support draft resolutions on

this l tiject aa Meir languaqe  had become  more and moca unbalanced.

In our explanations  of vote to the Cormnittee we have expcesaed  reqrct  at the

failure  of the oo-eponaucs  to discuss and if posaibla to agree on language for this

Kuolution  Y.UL al: mombera o f  the CCXIfOrbnce  o n  Disarmasmnt. We have repeatsd  y

expeaaod MO hope that in the future consultations would take place 80 that more

wi&ly acoeptable  formulations anuld be found. We are aocordinqly  par titularly

disappointed  that cmce again the aponaors  have not l ouqht to discuss the lanquaqe

ctt the draft resolution with A viw to arriving at 6 text which could be adopted by

CON sna um .

Kty deleqation wil l  therefore be unable to support draft  resolution  L.51, but

we very uch hope that in UIo future the srxt of consultations  that I have

indicated  wi l l  in  f act  take p lace .
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Mr. ISRRAELYAN  (Uricn of Soviet Social ist Rspublia)  ( interpretation from

Runsian):  I ,  t o o , wiyl to may 8 few uordm concorninq  the hto draft rerrolutione:

1.. 5 1 and L,. 6 9.

At learrt  som of the ropruenthtivea  who have preoaded  me have maid that the

report 0E the Dlrarmement Conference is a consensus  Qcument. well, t h a t  in indeed

so. But that report roflocts  divorqencies  - indeed marked diverqenciea - amonq

diCferent  qroupa of stator roqacdinq the obll~gtlons  and mandates of the Conference.

Some States me&or s of the Conference,  including thoae of the qcoup to which

the Soviet uhion bolcrrgm,  believe that the Conference must  give priority to certain

item9 - for example, nuclear dinarmament,  a nuclear-weapon-test ban and the

prevention of an arm8 race in outer l pmC8, md we urqe that the Conference in fact

start  neqotlations on them. On the other  hmd, the qroup of States that n(~8

sponacxed  L.69/Rev.l,  dosa not foe1 that the Confe.-axe  ‘Ihould hold negotiations on

thelrt psr titular  irr*ues.

That is the eswnt~al  difference which i~ before the Cofmdttee. We hope that

the General Aasenbly  will be fully aware of thaac divergencies and take a decisiCn

aa to whether the Conference on Disarmernsnt  should undertake neqotiatiane  on

nuclear diearnament,  a nuclear-test ban, and the prevention of an aLma  race in

outer ap~c4.
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(Mr. Tssraelyan, USSR)- -

We muet therefore have an answer from the General Assembly  to those questions.

Forty Member States participate in the Conference on Dtsarmament. That in a

minority of the 160 States in the Orqanization. Hence, we want to know what the

majority of States thlnk in this reqard. Do they think that priority should be

given to neqotiations on comprehensive nuclear and space disarmament, or do they

think that those matters should not be considered by the ConEerence  on

Diaarmamant?

For those reasona, we shall obviously vote in favour of draft resolution

A/C.l/4l/L.  51 and shall abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.69/Rev.l-

Mr. van SCHAIK (Netherlands) : Like other dt.leqations, my delegation very

much reqrets that it is not possible to reach a consensus now on a draft resolution

on the report of the Conference on Disarmament.

From what I have heard from some r*.presentatives, I understand that they think

that the draft resolution that we have submitted in document A/C.1/41/L.69/Rev.l

reflects the idea that we are aqainst neqotiations on various items. I would

repeat what T said in introducinq  the revised text of the draft resolution: I t  i s

definitely not the wish of the co-sponsors to refer specifically to the position

which has beer. t.aken  by some members of the Conference on Disarmament. We

deliberately included the phrase “the w.,rk on alL items” in operative paragraph 2

in order to avoid expressinq  the idea of one group. We deliberately tried to f ind

language that would make it possible to reach a consensu,

The representative of ruqoslavia has sa.d that he recoqnizes  t-hat t.here has

‘leen an improvement In the text, and I appreciate that. I reqret, however, that he

and some other representatives have said that it would still. not be possible for

them to join in a consensus on the text.
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(Ms. van Schaik, Netherlands)- -

A number of deleqations from the group of non-aligned countries and from other

cJKOUp5  have indicated to my delegation that perhape the solution would be to delete

operative paragraph 2, since there is 5oma mieunderatandinq  about it5 wording.

They have indicated  that if it were deleted they could vote in favour of our draft

resolution.

AB I have said, we did genuinely try to find conaeneus language for operative

paragraph 2. we would therefore regret it if that paragraph had to be deleted.

Never thelese, in view of the fact that there is not enough time now to try to find

other lanquage, I think that the deletion of operative paragraph 2 would perhaps be

the solution to this problem , and I therefore propose that. I trust that with that

deletion draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.69/Rev.l  wil l  be generally acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN: The representative of the Netherlands has just informed

the Committee that the co-sponsors have orally revised draft re8OlUtiOn

A/C.1/41/L.69/Rev.l  by deleting operative paragraph 2.

Since no other representative wishes to speak in I i)lanation  of vote before

the voting on the draft re5olutionn  in cluster  12, wt shall begin the voting

proce55.

I put to the vote first draft resolution A/C.l/<l/L.46/Rev.l,  entitled “Review

of the implementation of the recommendations and decksions  adopted by the General

Assembly at its tenth special seesion”. This draft resolution was intrl duced by

the representative of Iraq at the First Committee’s 34th meeting,  on

S November 1986, and it is sponsored by Iraq and Jordan. A recorded vote OP it has

been re(Iueated.



BCT/ha  f A/C. 1/41/w.  45
43

A recorded vote was taken.

I n  Pavourr- Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Banqladesh, Benin, Hnutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, fiurundi, Byelorussian  Soviet Socialist
Republic, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Coeta Rica, C&e d’Ivoire,  Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic :amPuchea,  Democratic Yemen,
Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, I?gypt, France, Gabon, German
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Tao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab h~,,hiriya,  Uadagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolit,
Morocco,  Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Oman,
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad an’3 Tobago.
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialirt Republic,
Union 0: :;oviet  Socialist Republics, united Arab mirates,  united
Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zbmbahve

Against: None

Abstaining: Austria, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Ethiopia, Finland,  Germany,
Federal Republic of, India, lran (Islamic Republic of) , Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua
New Guinea, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.46/Rev.L,  as orally revised, was adopted by 108
votes to none, with 19 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN* Tht? next draEt  resolution in cluster 12 is contained in- -

document A/C.1/4L/L.51. I t  i s  ent i t l ed “Review oE the implementation of the

recommendations and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special

session: Report of the Conference on Disarma.nent”. It was introduced by the

representative of Yugolavia at the First CommitLee’s  34th meeting, on

5 November 1986,  and has the following sponsorst Alqer ia I Argentina, hangladesh,

HraZiL, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, the

IShmiC  Republic of Iran, Kenya, Madaqascar,  M?xico,  Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan,

Peru, Romania, Sr i Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Venezue I-a, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and

Zaire. A recorded vote has been requested.



AMH/3

A recorded vote was taken.

A/C. L/Il/PV.  45
44-45

I n  favo;lr: AfNanistan,  Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin ,  I9)utan,  Bo l iv ia ,  83tswana,  Braz i l ,
Brunei Dar ussalam,  Bulgar ia, Burkina Paao, Burma, Burundi,
Byel04ussian Soviet SDcialist  ~&public, Cameroon, Central African
mplblic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,  Comoros,  Congo, Costa
Rica ,  C&e d’Ivoire,  Cuba ,  Cyprus,  Cze&oslmakia,  DemJcratiC
Kampuchea, DamoUatic  Yemen, Djibouti , Ecuador , Egypt , Ethiopia,
Finland, Gabon, German Democratic &public, Ghana, Greece,
minea, minea-Bissau,  @yana,  Hungary, India, InQnesia,  Iran
(Islamic Republic  of) ,  Iraq, Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,  Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahitiya, Madagascar, Mslaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta,
Mawitania,  Mexico ,  Mngolia, mrooco,  Wzatiiqua, Nepsl,
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
ainea, Peru ,  Ph i l ipp ines ,  Po land ,  Qatar ,  Fwmania, R w a n d a ,  Saud i
Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, adan, Suriname,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Ilepblic, Thailand, ‘Ihgo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Ugruida, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union o f  Sov ie t  Soc ia l i s t  -publics, Uni ted  A r a b  Bnirates,  United
Repub1i.c  of TanzaniaI  Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nm, Yemen,
Yugoe  bv ia, Zaire, zanbic,  Zimbabwe

:Against FCMOB, vlited Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United State8  of America

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Guatemala, Ice land ,  I s rae l ,  I ta ly ,  Japan,  Iuxeabourg,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Patugal, Spain,
Turkey

Draft  resolution  A/C.l/dl/L.Sl  was adopted by 110 v o t e s  to 3,  with
18 abstentions.
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The CkW  IRMAN: We shall now take action on draft resolution

A/C.i/4l/L.53/Rev.l, entitled “Bevies of the Implementation of the Baoomnendations

and decisions adopted by the General Assembly  at its tenth special session:

Impleme.ltation  of the ceoomnendr  ticns  and decisions of the tenth special aes2iai”.

It was intcodoed  by the representative of Yuqoslavia  at the 36th meeting of the

Fir et Cornmi  ttee, on 6 November 1986, and has the follwinq sponsocs: Alqec ia,

Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Colombia,  Cuba, Bouadoc,  Egypt, Ethiopia, the German

Democc  atic Rpublic,  Ghana, India, Indonesia, the Islamic l&public of Iran,

Mcdagascac, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, ‘Romania, Sri Lanka, %dan, Tunisia, Venezuela,

Viet Nam and Yuqoslavia.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour : Afghanistan, Algeria,  Angola,  Argentina, Austria,  Baharrzib,
Bahca  in, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bbtswana,  Brazil,
Bc Unei  Dacussalam, Bu lgac ia, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi,
Byelocussian Swiet Socialist ~&public, Cameroon, Centcal  African
*public, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comocoe, Congo, Cceta
Rica ,  C&e d’Ivoice,  Cuba ,  Cypcus,  Czechoslwakia,  Uenuccatic
Kampuchea, Uemocc atic Yemen, lxnmac  k,  Dj ibouti ,  euadoc, mypt,
Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, Germ-n Democratic republic,  GhlV)a,
GceeCe,  maternala,  minea, mines-Bissau,  tiyana,  Hungary ,  Ind ia ,
Indonesia,  Iran (Islamic Bapublic of) ,  Iraq, Iceland, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic *public, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Libec in, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Maldives , M a l i ,  M a l t a ,  Maucitanla,  Mexioo,  Flongolia,  Mxocoo,
tWzanbique,  Nepal, Nicacagua,  Niger,  Nigeria,  Oman, Pakistan,
Pan ama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,
Bommia,  Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia,
!3ri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Baeplblic,
Thailand, logo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian
Sov ie t  Soc ia l i s t  F&public, Union o f  Soviet Socialist Mpblics,
United Arab Dnirates, Vlited Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, zimbabwe
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Against: Belgium, Canada, Prance, Germany, Federal Republic  of, Iceland,
Israel,  Italy, LuxentWurg,  Netherlands, Poctuqal,  Turkey, 11171  tecl
Kingdom of Great Britain  and Northern Ireland, [Jnited states of
Ameci ca

Abstain inq: Australia, Japan, NW Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Samoa, Spain

Drrift cesoluticn A/C.l,/4l/L.53/Rev.l  was adopted by 112 votes to 13, with
7 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall new taken actim  on draft resolut.ion

A/C.i/41/L.69/Rev.l,  ent i t l ed “Review and implementation of the recommendation: and

decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session: report of

the Conference on Disa~.nament”. This 3raft  resolution, which has been orally

revised with the deletion of operative paragraph 2, was introdced  by the

representat If the Netherlands at the 31st meeting of the First Committee, on

5 November 1986, and has the follminq sponsors: Australia, Belgium, Canada,

Denmark, France, the Federal Wpublic  of Germany, Iceland, Italy, Jnpan, the

Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom of Great Bc 1 ta In

and Northern Ireland and Spain.

A reaxded  vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Belgium, Bolivia, Hotswana,
Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Chaq,  China, Comoros,  Costa
Rica, Ciste  d’Ivoire, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti ,
[‘inland,  France, Gabon, Germany, Pederal  Republic of, Greece,
Guatemala, Iceland, ‘lielard,  Israel, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxenbourq, Malaysia, Morocco,
Mozant,ique,  Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Niqecia,
Norway, Oman, Papua New Guinea, Pacaquay, Philippines, .Poctuqal,
Qatar, Kwanda,  Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sinqapore,  Somalia,

Spain, Suriname, Sweden,  Tha I land, Trinidad a n d  Tcbaqo, Tunisia,
Tur key, United Arab mirates, United Kingdom of Great ~citain  and
Northern Ireland, Ihited States of America, Uruguay, Zaire, Zati)ia

Against : Naw
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Abst&ininq:  Afghanistan, Algeria,  Angola, Argentina, t3anqla&t;h,  Benin,
Brazil , Bulgar ia, Bur k ina Faso, Byelocussian  Soviet S o c i a l i s t
Repblic,  Central African I&public,  Chile, Colo&ia,  Congo,  Cuba,
Qpcus, Czechoslovakia, Demcratic  Yemen, Ecuadoc,  Egypt,
Ethiopia , German Demoaatic  Rspublic, Ghana. (XIinea-Biesau,
Guyana, H t.tngai;' : India, Indonee la, Iran (Islamic F&public of ) ,
Irsq, LAO  People’s Democratic Republic, Libyarr Arab JamahIciya,
Wdaqascac,  Maldives,  ~11,  ?&ucitmia,  mxic~y,  ~on?lia,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Pmama,  Peru, Poland, mmania,  Sri Lanka,
Su\;an,  Syrim Arab Republic,  Ugmda,  Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Replblic,  Union of Soviet Socialist Mpublics,  United IWIlublic of
Tanz an ia, Venezuela, Viet Nm, Yemen, Wgoslavia,  :inbabwe

Draft resolution A/C.l/Il/L.69/Rev.l,  as orally r,wised,  was adopted by 70- -
votes to none, WI th 5C abstentiono.-

The CHAIRMAN: We shall nay take action on tfle draft resolution in

paragraph 17 of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean contained in

document A/4l/29, entitled “Implen  antation  of the Declaratiar  of the Indian tiean

as a Zone of Peaoe”. This draft resolution, tiich has been recommended for

adoption :)y the Ad Hoc Committee cm the Indian Wean, was introduced kpy the

representative of Sri Lanka at the 35th meeting of the First Committee, on

6 November l’~86. Its progcamne budget implications ace contained in document

A/C.l,/41/L.81. It has been requested that this draft resolution be adopted without

a vote. If I hear no ob jecticn, I shall take I that the Conmi ttee wishes to act

accordingly  .

The draft K eLulJtion  was aQpted.

Th CHAIRMAN: I  shall  MU call  on thoee delttgatirxls  that wish to explain-

their pasitions  OL votes on the draft cesolutionR  that have bern before us in

cl mtec 12.
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ta-. *AL - drAZi1):- - -  .- - - As a sponeor  of draft resolution L. Til, my

d e l e g a t i o n  .~x’(f  0~2 to explain its tote regarding draft resolution  L.691’Rev.l~  on

Which we abetalned.

In our view that dra:t cesc!utton,  even in it8 amended version, remain8  flawed

beCAwe  it does not ;.;:plicitly  mention the priority issues of disarmament as agreed

upon in the FinA ibcurnent of the first special  session on disarmament.
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Mr. SERAJZADEH  (Is. amic RepubL ic of Iran) I I wish to make a statement in-.

explanation of my delegation’s vote on draft resolution A/C.L/Ol/L.46/Rev.L,  on

which we abstained. My dcl.eqation considers that all States  ohould  oe abl to

participate in the disarmament process, but this is a matter for the Conference on

Disarmament and should he decided in accordance with its rules of procedure.

However, the Conference on Diearmament La a negotlat.ing  forum rather than n

deliberat is/e body. Therefore, we beLleve that its ruler, of procedure should riot be

lnterpretetl  in such a way as to c-hnnge  the nature and aim of the Conference. 011 r

abstention in the vote on the dr‘lft  reeolution ia without prejudice to the

Conference’s established rul.es of procedure.

Mr. HADDAWI (Iraq) I K wish to explain why my delegation introduced draft

resolution A/C.L/41/L.46.

hany of UB in Geneva .#no closely follow the deLibcratlorls  of t.he  Conference on

alaarmament notice with much regret that a small number of members of the

Conference make a habit of taking advantage of the rulee  of procedure to achieve

narrow p o l i t i c a l  gains, even if those gains work against :he interests and

functione  of the Conference ftaelf. When we introduced the draft resolution we

were hopeful that such membere would eventually comply with t\ie  democratic spirit

Of the Charter by demonotrating  their utmost restraint and considerntiord  foL the

1 princlplee o f  universality, and would refrain from persisting in minutling the rules

Of procedure and distclrtinq  the true meaning of consensus  in such a way that their

votes become drastic vetoes. Such members are obvlouely motivated by politicaL

factors incompatihlr  with their responeibility  to tl,e common oblective  of acl:i,>vinq

coneensus results in the struggle for disarmament.

We believe that no United Nntioue  Membet State should be barred by any

Conference  on [,isacmament mcbmber Zc>r any leason from contributing itn flhare to t.he

Conferenc<:‘tr  work, whic~h ic-7 not .cluch different from that of any ot.her
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(Mr. Haddawi, Iraq)- - -

IJnited Nations body. We aleo believ+  that the funct!.one,  dr?liberations  and

accomplishments of the Conference are to be ahared  by all united Nk.tionn  Member

States. Its failures may yield serious,  perhapn tragic, consequences for aLL of

u9. The Conference on Diearmament is not a regional or subregional group, and it

ia nnt a restricted club. Membership of the Conference is a matter of concern and

interest to the United Nations. As a matter of fact, it was initiated by the

cnmon  wi l l  o f  a l l  o f  us . Its mandate, and that of its members, was given by our

co l lect ive  decision.

In the First Committee we have been dealing with the achievements and

diff iculties of  the Conference - in other words, we are building big hopes on that

eerious and civilized forum. Therefore, Let it remain a serious and civilized

forum, and may those who are adamant in their intransigence  cease to tamper with

its noble role and co-operate with the other members to achieve peitive  results.

Mr. MORELLI (Peru) (interpretation from Spanish): The Peruv tan

delegation abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.L/Il/L.69/Hev.l,  as orally

revised. We wish to place on record our preference for draft resolution

A/C.L/41/~.51,  of which Peru is a sponsor, because both in the preamble and the

operative part that draft resolution is clear and uneqtlivocal  on the mandate of the

Conference on Disarmament as the single mul,tiLateral  negotialing  body and as

regards +.he central role it  ha. to play Ln disarmament mc iteks,  in conformity witI

the priorities already established.

II. any case, the Peruvian delegation believes that one single resolution at

this sesslon, as at any session of the Genernl Assembl.y, would have been the

appropriate sol.ut ion on a ri ec that is so sensitive and important as compliance

with the decisions of the General A: sembly at it.6 tenth special flession.
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Mr. EDIS  (United Kingdom) I I wish briefly to explain my delegation’s

vote on draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.46/Rev.l,  on which we abstained. we wish to

see all  States participating In the disarm&nent  procros. However, we coneider  aa a

matter of principle  that participation in the Conference on Disarmament is a matter

for the Conference itself, to be decided in accordance with its rules of procedure.

Mr. TOW- (Nigeria) t I wish to explain the pomitive  vote nf Nigeria l!or

t h e  amentled Jraf remolutlon  A/C.l/Il/L.SJ. in our view it is purely procedural,

the sort of rcso!ution that we believe the Conference on Discrmarnunt  should leave

acted upon as part of its annual report. We regret that it warn not possible to

undertake adequate consultations with a view to merging that draFe resolution with

A/C.l/Il/L.Sl,  which Niqeria sponsored. As we conoider draft resolutjan

A/C.l/ll/L.6/Rev.l  to be procedural,  we voted for it .

We hope that the spirit of co-operation and Ilexibility  we have tried to

foster by our vote, in spite of al l  our resefvatlons, wil l  prevail  in the future

deliberations of’ the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.

Mrs. BORSIIN-BONNIER  (Sweden): I should like to explain  the vote of the- -

Swedish delegation on draft resolution A/C.l/Il/L.46/Rev.l,  on which it abstained.

The Sweditth Government Elrmly supports the participation of all non-members of the

Conference on Disarament in its work, in accordance with its rules of procedure.

Howevc r , participation in the Conference’s work is tu be decided upon by the

Conference itself , on the basis of its rules of procedure, and the draft renolution

implies that States not members of the Conference have the right to parttcipate,

the rules of procedure notwithstanding.

Purthermore, thr Conference on Dtsarmameut  reports yearly to the General

Assembly on all aspects of its work, and my delegation does not believe that a

further report by the Secretary- General  would add much to the report of the,

Conference itself .
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Mrs.  ‘CARRAS<x) (Bolivia) (interpretation from Spanish) I We voted in

favour of draft reeolutionne  A/41/L.51  and A/4l/L.69/Rev.l  a8 orally revieed,

becauee of the importanou  we attaah to the ooneidecation  of the implementation of

the reuommendatione  and deaiefone adlopted  by the tenth epecial  eeeeion  of the

General Aeaembly  and we give our eupport to the participation of all Member

States. We regret, hmeverr that the eponeors,  of both draft resolutions did not

find it pooeeible  to reaoh agreement on a single text.

Wr . FYFE (rew gealand)  I f wish to explain New  Zealand’s poeition on the

draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.46/Rev.l. New Zealand abetafned  in the vote on that

draft reeolution beaaueu  we do not think that the General Aeeembly should comment

in, thie way on the procedures by which the Conference on Disarmament orders ite

business. That is a matter for the Conferenoe  itself. Nevertheless, New Zealand

considers that the Conference has an obligation both to itself and to those States

which are not members of it to eneure that the spirit of ite rule8 of procedure  ate

reepeoted.

We agree that any country which believes it oan contribute in a positive way

ta efforts in the field of disarmament ehould be welcomed to the plensry meetings

of the Conference. we believe aloo that any whose interegte are affected by a

matter  brought before the Conference should have the right to address the

Confecenae. That ie the praotiue  of the SQourity Council and of other organs  and

bodies within the Wnited Nation8 eyetem  in which not all Governments are

repreeented. Every Government ha8 the right to be heard and every international

organixatlon, whether negotiating or deliberative, has a responeihility  to BnQurQ

that that right ie respected and upheld.

My delegation also aannot eupport the request to the Secretary-General in

operative paragraph 3. We do not aonsider  that a report of the kind envisaged in

that paragraph would facilitate a oolution of thie particular problem,
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nr. RETIE (France) (interpretation from French) I I should like to give a

brief explanation of my deleqation”s  position on draft resolution

A/C. 1/41/L, Id/Rev.  1.

In voting in favour of that text we have signalled our agreement to the

general goal of the draft. We believe that all Member States of the United Nations

should be allowed to speak in plenary meetings of the Conference on Disarmament.

Th& seems to us to be i~ keeping with the spirit of the Final Document of the

first special seseion  Of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament and in general

to the right of all States to speak on disarmament issues.

However, the French deleqation also wishes to state clearly its reservations

with reqarl: to operative paragraph 2. T, ‘8 text may be interpreted as inviting the

member States of the Conference on DisarmamenL  to renounce the provisions of the

rules of procedure concerning decision-taking, which we could not go along with.

It would be preferable, in our view, for the General Assembly to express the wish

that the States members of the Conference on Disarmament should reply favourably to

requests  made by non-member States for the right to speak in plenary meetings of

the Conference.

Mr. CAMPORA  (Argentina) ( interpretation from SpaniL,l)  I The Argent.ine

delegation wishes to explain its abstention in the vote on draft resolution

A/C.1/41/L.69/Rev.l. We relieve  that the report of the Conference on Disarmament

should be embcdied in a consensus resolution, in the same way that it has received

from the General Assembly the report from the Disarmament Commission, the content

of which also reflects diverqlnq points of views.

The Argentine delegation expresses the hope that at the next session of the

General Assembly it will be possib1.e  to draw up a cmsensus  draft resolution in

which all groups will. take part, in order to take note of the report of the

Conference on Disarmament.
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.  G Y I  ( B u r m a ) :Mr I wish to explain the vote of m/ deLegatico  on draft

resolutions ~/C.lJ41/1..46/Rev.l,  L.69/Rev.l  and L-53. We abstained in the vote on

1~. 46hev  .I. That does not mean that we support the right of all States which are

not melters  of the Conference cm Disarmament. to participate in the work of that

Conference, tlut we feel that it is the Cmference  on Disarmament tha’:  should take

decisions on matters such a8 theee, in accordance with its ruLes  of procedure.

With reqard to draft resolution A/C.l/Il/L.69/Rev.l,  we have supported it

since we believe it is a purely procedural draft resolution and that such SWpOrt

does not diminish our support for the principles and objectives amwined  in L.51.

Mr .  ZIPPDRI  ( I s r a e l ) : The Israel delegation voted in favour of draft- -

resolution A/C.1/41/1...46/Rev.l  because we are firmly convinced that the Conference

on Disarmament should be open to all Metiers  of the United Nations wishing to

attend as observers and to make statements expressing their views on the important

issues discussed there.

However , w _ cannot accept the motives ot the representative of Iraq in

introducing the draft resolution in the Committee, name’hy,  his desire to Caine

certain matters in the Conference on Disarmann?nt  which would he completely

inappropr la te for that body and an abuse of the purposes of the Conference.

The CHAIRMAN: The Cormni  ttee has thus today concluded action on a nunber

of draft  resolut.ions  l isted in cluster 12, with the exception c,E draft rpsoluti.ons

A/C.1/41/L.54  and L.7l/Rev.l.

I would inform the Committee that it is my intention to consider this mor ninq

the remeininq  dKaft.  resolutions A/C.l/4L/1..3  <md L.52 in cluster 9 and after that

the decision proposed hy the Chairman in document A/C.L/41/L.7(3  and the draft

resolution A/C.l/41/L.43/Rr!v.L  in cluster 2. Consequently, we shall now return to

cluster 9, and I shall nm ~11  on tnoee  delegations wishing to make statements on

the two draft resolutions.
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Mr. EDIS (United Kingdom) :- - - I should like to say something about the

draft resolution in document A/C.1/41/L.3,  especially since some time has elapsed

since it was introduced. We are naturally aware of some discussion on the margins

of the Committee of the draft resolutions under this item, one of which is L.3.

sponsored by my delegation and a number of othern.

The sponsors of draft resolutton  L.3 - Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark,

the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Liberia, the Netherlands,

New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Rwanda, Spain, Swaziland, Turkey and my own

delegation - believe that L.3 is a draft resolution that is relevant,  substantive

and worth while. In our view, it also covers somewhat different ground from the

draft resolution in document A/C.1/41/L.52,  which has beer) submitted under the% same

item. 1 draw attention, for example, to the different titles of the two draft

resolutions. As is traditional, draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.3  concentrates on the

nuclear aspects of the bilateral negotiations.

We believe that there is room for two draft resolutions under this item and we

therefore hope that our draft resolution, as cAthers, can be considered on itu

merits and that it will receive general support.

Mr. GARCIA RORLES  (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation

believes that the item dealt with by these draft resolutions is an important ol,e,

and it is particularly relevant after the conversations held at the summit meeting

in Reykjavik.

For this reason, we believe that a draft resolution submitted for

consideration to the Committee on this particular item should be drawn up i.n such a

way that its balance and equanimity would offer certain guarantees for reaching

unanimity. As Ear as we are concerned, this is unfortunately not t.he case with

regard to draft resolution ~-3. There are paragraphs in that draft resolution, for
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(Mr. Garcia Robles,  Mexico)

example, the first preamb17Lar  paragraph, which recalls a number of resolutions on

which several abstentions were entered. One was in fact cast by the delegation of

Mexico.

Then there are other paragraphs, for example, the fourth preambulac paragraph

and the sixth preambular paragraph, which in my view could either have been dropped

altogether or could have been given ditfecent drafting.

As is well known, one of the parties to the Reykjavik talks has maintained

from the outset that all agreements were part of a package and until full agreement

had been reached it could not be said that any partial agreement had been reached.

We also feel that operative paragraph 2, for the same reasons I have just

adduced, could also perhaps have been left out.

Therefore, if the sponsors of this draft were prepared to omit the first,

fourth and sixth preambular paragraphs, and if they were also prepare.1 to drop

operative paragraph 2, then my delegation would be very happy to cast its vote in

favour.

If this is not the case, end with great regret - becauoe  we consider that this

is an extremely important Item - we would have to abstain.

Mr. EDIS (United Kingdom) s We could have wished that the representative

of Mexico had approached my delegation 1 ier with specific suggestions for

drafting amendments to draft resolution A/ .1/41/L.  3, because  this is a very late

stage in our proceedings, just as we are coming to a vote.

However, the sponsors have in any case been closely in touch about this draft

resolution and I think that, Subject to their views, there are a number of ways in

WhlCh we could meet the points brought by the Ambassador of Mexico. So let me go

through the points that he has raised and see whether we can perhaps meet the

issues that he has raised.
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(Mr. Kdis, United Kingdom)

As regards the first preambular paragraph, recall ing previous resolutions,

perhaps it would help if we noted the previous resolutions. They are, a f t e r  a l l ,  a

fact) they were, after al l ,  adopted. So my suggestion there is simply to SaY

“Noting  its resolutions .  -.I, instead of “RecaLLing”.

The fourth preambular paragraph was also referred to by the Ambassador of

Meuif.20. I was not quite clear or) this, and indeed, on a number of other points, as

to what was the matter with the formulation. It seems to me really factual in the

light of all the information we have received about the discusrions  in Reykjavik.

However , if it would help the Ambassador, perhaps we coulCr  simplify this fourth

preambular paragraph, which does refer to Reykjavik, and we could end it after the

tiord at the beginning of the second line of the English text, “issues”.
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The preambular paragraph would then readr

(Mr. Edis,  United Kingly)e---w

“Noting also that a large measure of agreement was reached on a number of

issues’ .

I do not see how anyone could quarrel with that. We would then delete the rest of

the paragraph.

1 believe that the next paragraph to which the representative of MeKiCO

referred was the sixth preambular paragraph. Again, from what the representative

of Mexico has said, i * is not clear to me what the problem ie. 1 think the

reference to the Final hxument is  factual . I do believe that the two Governments

concerned have done a great deal to keep other Member Staten of the United Nations

informed of what was going on. One could almost say that what happened after

Reykjavik was tr rnsparency  or “~rozrachnosti”. Therefore, unleau I hear a better

reason, which I should be very glad to hear, we would prefer to maintain this

preambular paragraph as it is.

The representative of Mexico also, referred to operative paragraph 2, which

“Urges the two Governments to reach earLy  agreements in those areas where

common ground already exists”.

Again, I am not sure what is the matter with the wording. The two Governments

concerned will reach early agreements only where there is common ground; if there

is no common ground, ergo there will be no agreements. It i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o

understand what is the matter. Should we not urge the Governments to reach early

agr cements?

so, I am a l ittle puzzled, ut 1 have a suggestion to make out of a desire to

be as helpful as possible. It might help if i.n paragraph 2 we followed precisely

the Language agreed between the two sides in the negotiations at the highest Level

a year aqo in Geneva. I have  the  text  to hand)  i t  i s  v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  what  i s  hc>re,
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(Mr. Fdis, United  Kin-1-_- .

but if we followed it exactly maybe that woulti  help. I therefore euqqest  that we

anlund  paraqraph  2  so that~  I t  reads : “Urget the twc Governme.its  to make” - and this

IH a direct quotation from the Soviet-United StaLea  communique of November 1.985  -

“early progress, in pa, :icul.ar  in areas where there Is common ground”.

I hoq,? that with those chanqes the problems tnat the representative of Mexico

has with t.he draft resolution wil l  be largely resolvc*d. I certain Ly share his hopa

that the draci resolution 8la.11 be haLanced  and be adopted by consensus.

Hr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialtat Republics) (interpretation from

Russian) t The Soviet delegation wishes to express  its views on dr.?ft  resolutions

A/C.1/41/L.52  and L. 3 before they are voted upon. AR I understand it, we have

proceeded to the voting on them.

The draft renolutlons are about a very important question, the solution to

which - thiti is no exaggeration - will do a great.  deal to det.ermine the further

(: velopmenC and very existence of human civilization.

We believe that &aft resolution L.3 in essence does not give an objective

picture of the results of tne Rtykjavik  rlleeting  and the status of Soviet-American

negotiations on nuclear and space armaments. It ie unbalanced, hecauee it is based

on the ~XIS  Lion of one side. The sponsors of the draft resolution have disregarded

the pos’tion  of the other side, the Soviet side. Therefore, the Soviet delegation

will abstain in the votinq c. that draft reeollltlon. The Soviet Union intends to

develop the r-suits  of Reykjavik and our proposals at the Geneva talks.

I should  like to draw it Lo the attention of all present that what we are

talking &out  is a draft resolution relating to the Reykjavik meeting as a package

for agreement, a pacKage .f mutual understanding on the global ptoblemr,  of the

d1y. We regard as extremely neqative arrl departure from thf uni.erstsndiligu  reached
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(Mr. Xssr selyan, L SSR)

and any attempt to undermine or revise them. The Soviet aide hrs rapeatcdly over a

short period strted itn readiness to continue vorking  on the bsais of what wan

nchieved  i n  Fnykjavik  i n Yet-me of both positions and policies. We nre quite

embittered by attempts on the hmeriaan aide, including attempts mede in the course

of recent contacta between the Foreign Wnietera  CC the Soviet  Union a,,d the united

States , in Vienna, to retreat to e pre-Reykjavik poeition and once again to rewrite

the results of the meeting of the supreme leader6 of our countries.

Au the Committee is awa,cee Pn Vienna there UM a clash of two concepts, t.wo

Aiametric~lly  opposed  approaches. me Soviet Union wenced to create a basla for

the practical implementation of the UnderntendincJe achieved in Reykjsvik. The

Unfted States att mpted to eetabliah  a position P ading to an erosion of what was

rrchievctd  there. If we really want to remet?  at the level of Reyk javik,  we mud

preserve what wau achieved  and work towards practical implementation of the

historic  agreementr.
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(Hr. Isar aelysn, WSR)

T h i s  possibiiity undoubtidly  s t i l l  e x i s t s , arc9 draft resolution  A/C. L/4 l/L. 52

promotes  it~ realioation.  W e  rhall vats  f o r  i t .

The ammdments  t o  d r a f t  cssolutiar  A/C.I/ll/L.3  j u t  i n t r o & a d  b y  t h e

rop.ssmtative  of the Writed Kingdom in essence  do nothing to c:~ange our ammrmmnt

o f  that d r a f t  rem lutlcm.

Hr. m)% (Uriibscf  K~nqdom)r I hrd the inpzemsion  ‘:hat that explanatlar  of

vote was written before  my amendments were intro&c&, and did not really take thm~

into account. The representativ+  of the Soviet  Ihicm may be beinq  too hanty  and

tco suspicious In relaticr.  to draft rt rolutia!  A/C.l/Il/L. 3. It i8 the product of

I:he viawe of a nuder of  Stst8ee. #e would like !:: to be considered proprly. the

repramtative  of the Soviet  I.YI~IJ~ said that it  wad unbalanced, being based in the

viu o f  0110  IliQ. I wish hr could be more precise. A great  deal of the draft

rosolutinn is based cm joint commmiqud~ oP the no sides. 0th~ elemant8  i n  i t

are bmsd cn c o -  sane..

The CHAIRMANa I  call  on the copresantativo of tha UIion of Soviet

fkxialist  ~p~&lics  on a  po int  o f  order.

MC. IS!3RAKLYM  (uli.x~  o f  Roviet  S o c i a l i s t  Rayublics)  (~nterprotaticn  f r o m

Russim)  : I  should l ike  to  ask a  question. A few minutes ago you naid,

Mr. Chairman, that we were proceeding to the vote on a number of draft

rMohltionr. Then WIG eepresentativa of PL,xtco  ststad his viowx  on draft

r~0lutim A/C.l/o/L.  3 and explained the roammo  for his vot. I&Y mentioned the

aaandnr,ts  that mi+t tie in co&cnd. I also expcossed  my pition c*l draft

resolution L. 3. Kou t h e  represontativo  o f  B r i t a i n  i s  usinc h i s  ri#rt  o f  reply.  I n

that case. I ank for my name tc be put down M the 1 is- of theme wishing  to speak

in oxmrcimo  of that right, and we l)an begin a discuasLcx> on *:a various

intorpstationr of my statement and that of the cepreeentative of the Ulitad
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(Mr  . Isec ae*n , USSR)

Kinqdan. 1 ask you, W. Chr.irman, fOK a  culinq on what is happeninq  - explanations

of vote or a diecuss~cn  about the results of Rsykjavik7 If we are having a

discussion 011 the lbykjavik results, I have a 25-page statement which I am ready to

read out, giving our views on myk javik.

The CHAIRMAN: Having listened to the point raised  by the representative

o f  t h e  Ulion o f  Scviet 90cialist  HapuDlics, I wish to repeat that we are now at the

stage of making statements and ccmnents on the two draft resolutions before ua

1 isted in cluster 9. I was calling on those representative uho had put their name6

on the list to make statement8 on Vie two draft reeolutims. Statements in

exercise of the right of reply nay be l&de at the end of the maninq’s  meeting. I&

have anly cue meeting  today, and each delegation has the rlqht to ask ho speak in

exercise of the right of reply at the end of this mcrninq’s  meeting.

I mus repeat that we are at t.he etage  of making statements and com.sntB,  and

then we shall come to the next stage in considering the draft resolutions, when I

call  on these delegations wishing to explain their positicn or their vote before

the voting on the two draft resolution8 now beEore  LD.

MC. mIs ( L%I I ted Kingdom) : Thank you for your ruling, Mr. Chairman.

That was my tmderutanding,  tco.

I notice that the rcpresenbtive  of the Soviet Union quite fre(ucntll.7

interrupts representatives *en they are aayinq things that he finds slightly

unwelcome, and I wish also that he -

The CH: IRMFJN:- - I ask the representative of the United Kingdom to stick tc

t-his staqe cf our coneideraticn, tnat is, statementn  on substance  cm the dratc.

resolutions now before us. Wi th that UIX~IBC  stand!.nq, I call on him to continue hia

4 ta tement .
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.  BDIS (meted  K i n g d o m ) ;Mr I intend to do so, of courne, Mr. Chairman.

Rut I should like to make the point that I think the representative of the Soviet

(.WiOr should use the correct name for ny country in the Kussian  language when he in

referrinq  t o  i t .

Whsn I  was inter rupted  - if I am allcwed  to use that word - I was asking where

the draft resolution was unbalanced, especially in view of the amendments that h;.d

been made. Had I been given the opportunity , I wa8 qoinq  to make a further

suqqee tial , subject to tbe views of the other sponsors,  in an effort, to meet the

points raised by the representative OC the Soviet Union. Per haps I may do so nw.

I 8uqgest  that to ml(ht t his points WC ..,ld a Eurther  bit  of  agreed lanquaqe  to draft

ramlution  A/C. l/Il./L. 3. This would be a new third preanbular  paragraph. It would

be taken frcxn the joint Soviet-mited  States statement of January 19BS,  on the

following  I iness:

“Noting that in their joint conmuniqub  of 8 January 1985  the two

Gavernrents  agreed that thu eobject of  tbase  negotiations was a canplex of

questlans mncerni;.g  space and nuclear arms,  both strategic and

intermediate-range, with all these questions considered and resolved in their

intBrKOlati~shi@”
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(Mr. Kd is, United Kingdom)

Th‘st ie a further direct quotation Prom a joint United States-%viet

statement. I hope that ;;he Ambaeaador of the Soviet Union could oonsider  this and

other amendments in a positive spirit and Bee whether the draft resolution with the

changes I have suggested is not in fact an even-handed one. I hope, f ina l ly ,  that

all fair-minded delegatione will look at the text of draft reeolution A/C-l/41/L-3

in that  sp i r i t .

Mr. ISSKAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialiet Republics) (interpretation from

Russian) I I am pleased, Mr. Chairman, that you refer to my ccuntry by its proper

name - unlike the repreeentativt of the United Kinqdan , who persist8  in calling my

country by an inaccurate name. We would remind that representative that the name

of my country is the Union of Soviet Socialiet Republice,  not the Soviet Unioa. I

hope he will be more accurate in the future.

As to the substance of the amendments, once again tbie relatea  to qcebtione

that existed hefora the Reykjavik agreements. We fully accept thoee qu&ations  and

use them aa our point cI departure. But the Iqraft resolution relates to the

Reykjavik meMing,  and gives a one-eided  aaneasment  of it. The beat  Zroof o f  that

is that for some reason the repreeer ative of the United Kingdom hnrr  only just

decided to consult  with us in the tourer of this untimely’ polemic, even though we

explained our position on this draft reeolution some time ago. The sponsorn  of t.he

dra f t  reaorution - as often happenn,  by the way - are disregarding us, and do not

wish to consult with us.

I  reiterate that, aa has often been stated by our country’s leader,

General-Secretary Hikhail  9. Gorbachev, Reykjavik created n<*w frontier8 in

internat iona l  re la t ions  and  In  Soviet-IJJlitsd  States  re la t iona .  That a t  least is

the way the Soviet Union sees Reykjavik. We cannot and will not supper  I draft

resolution A/C. 1/41/i,. 3,
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The CHArRMAN: I should like to inform the Committee that, in accoldance

with my understanding of the rrituation, and in view af the importance of this

question, I pereonally have been dotng my utmost ,  with the sponsors of  draft

resolutions A/C.l,‘Il/L.  3 and L-52, to facilitate a conclunion on merging the two

draPt reeolutions. Tn the course of these informal consultations I felt - and thib

was off icial ly stated to me - that despite all the efforts made during inforlnal

coneultationn  there was no poalsibility  this year of aqreer.ng on a eingle draft

renolution  on ihia subject. I therefore see no alternative to taking action on the

two I raft resolution6 before us. The hour is very late, and we munt &eke  nctlon

not only on the draft resolutions in clua^er  9, but also, aa I have announced, on

those in cluster 2. A number of draft resolutions will still remain for

cone!deration  and action on Monday, 17 wvember.

Mr.  GAECPA ROBLES  IMexico)  (!nt,erpretation f rom Spani.eh) I Mr. Chairman,- - -

I tihsre the view you h:vc expreaeed from the very outoet: that it would be better

to have before ua a sing10  draft resolution. It was for that reason tt.rt 1

followed with great interest the informal conaultatione held by a spokc,sman  for the

aplneors  o f  d r a f t  reeol.ution I./Z. l/ll/L.52,  which include my delegation.

Unfortunately, I have been told that those informal coneultations  ?:d to the

conclusion that it was in:poseible to merye the two draPt reeolutiona and that

action would have to be taken upon them Individually. It was with a view to making

the maximum effort t.hat  my dalegstion maid that with the delation  of the four

paragraphs I mentioned Erom draft resolution A,‘C.1/41/L.3  the draft resolution

would be acceptable to ua. But t.hat  was the mj.nimum and not subject to

negotiation. I think you are quite right, Sir, to propose that we now proceed to

vote on the two draft  resolutions.
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The CHAIltMAN: I would ask the representative of the United Kingdom

whether he h&T orally revised draft. resolution A/C.1/41/L.3  officially.

Mr. EDJB  (United Kin~dan): I  said,  when I was introducing the amendment6- - -

e a r l i e r , that I rnqretted  the lack of time to conl;lllt  with the sponsors, but none

Of the sponsor8  have come to w 7 say that they do not support the amendmenta we

have proposed in an effort to make the draft resolution in document A/C.l/ll/L.3

generally acceptable. If those amendments are acceptable, we should like the

Committee to take a decision on the draft resolution, aa orally amended by me.

The CHAIRMAN: In that ctise, I have another question for the

representative  of the United Kingdom. He hae proposed the addition of a new third

preambulac  paragraph, Are we to understand that the third preambular paragraph of

the original text ohould become the fourth, or la the proported new paragraph

intended to replace the original third preambular paragraph?

Mr. EDIS (United Kingdom) t The intention was that it should be an

a~~ditional  paragraph inserted  between the existing second and third preambular

paragraphs. One small  stylis?ic point c >ncerns me. If we insert the new third

preambular paragraph, 1 think that in what would then become the fourth preambular

paragraph the words ‘at their further meeting” would need to be changec to “at the

further meetinq*.
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Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish): My drtlegat  ion,-

l.ke the delegation of Mexico, ha8  certain difficult(ea  with this draft

resolution. ThQr8 can be no doubt that the changes juat introduced may possibly

improve some of the paragraphs with which we had problema. We also believe that a

draft resolution on such an impo,,tant matter aa this should  afford the possibil ity

of being  adopted by consensus.

We have particular problems - and these concern the part of the draft

resolution that could ‘n one way or another: affect countries like my own - wfth the

sixth preambk  Lar paraqraph, in *hich appreciation ia expressed to the two

Governments concerned for their readiness to keep other States Members of t,he

United Nations rluly informed nf progress in the negotiations.

My delegation - or, at any rate, my Government - hao not raceived  any

information with regard to such negotiations. We understand that the countries

directly involved in the negotiations have kept their allies dull informed through

the respective organinations  to which they belong. Xowever, paragraph 114 of the

Final vocument, to which reference is made in the sixth preambular paragraph,

spec i f i ca l ly  stateei

(spoke in English)

“The Unit d Nations should . . . be kept duly informetl  throuqh the General

Aeeembly, or any other appropriate United Nations channel . . . of all

diaarmameqt  efforts outside ita ae.]is  withov.t  prejudice to the progress of

negotiations.* (S-10/2,  p a r s .  114)

(continued in Spanish)

To my knowledge, in t.he Conl.4rencc  on qiearmament  we have only received  the

raporto or joint communiqu&s Issued following those negotiations, and we :oneider

that suc:h informat  ion, along with tile public information made available as result
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of the negotiations, cannot be said to be the type of information that fully

sat.isfieG  the provisions of paragraph 1’14  of the Final mcument.

Those are the comments we wished to make with regard to t 1s draft resolution,

A/C.1/41/PV.45
82

(Mr. Taylhardat, Venezuela)

and for those reasons, my delegation, like the delegation of Mexico, will abstain

in the vote on it.

The CHAIRMAN: Since no other delegation wishes to speak in explanation

of vote before the voting, we shall nw begin the voting on the two draft

resOlutiona  in cluster 9,  beginning with draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.3,  *Review  of

the implementation of the recommendations and decisions Idopted by the General

Assembly  at  i t s  tenth  spec!al  sessionr Causation of the nuclear-arms race and

nuclear disarmament” and subtitled “Bilateral  nuclear-arms negotiations,* as oral ly

revised by the representative of the United Kingdom, on behalf of the sponsors.

The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of the United Kingdom at

the 22nd meeting of the First Committee, on 27 October 1986, and is sponsored by

Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark , the Federal Republic of Germany Greece,

Italy, Japan, Liberia, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Rwanda,

Spain, Swaziland, Turkey and the United Kingdom. A recorded vote has been

requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favours.- Aui;tralia,  Austria, Bahrain, Belgium, Cameroon, Canada, Central
African Republic , Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros,  Cbte
d’Ivoire,  Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Fi land,
France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, r;uatemala,
Tceland,  I re land ,  Israel,  I ta ly ,  Japan, Kuwait, Lesotho, Liber la,
Luxembourg, Malaysia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand. Norway,
Oman, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Togo,
Tunisi.1,  Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and North’,rn  Ireland, United States of America,
Za i re

Againstr None-
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Afghanistan, Algeria,  Angola,  Argentina, Dangladesh,  Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia,  Botswarla,  Brazil ,  Rulgaria,  Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian  Soviet Socialist Republic, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
Cxechoulovakia,  Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Rgypt, Ethiopia,
German Deraociatic  Republic, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Hungary, India,  Indonesia,  Iran (Islamic Republic of ) ,  Iraq,
Jordan, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya,  Madagascar, Maldives, Mauritania, Mexico, Mc>ngolia,
Mozambique, Nepal, NiC8 Ksgua , Niger, Niger ia, Pak is tan, Panama t
Para9Uay,  Peru, Poland, Mme;lia,  Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Syrian Arab Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukrarnian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet .%cialist  Republic.s,  United
Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yumen,
Yugoslav la, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Draft resolution A/C.l/Il/L.3, as orally revised, was adopted by 57 votes to-
none, with 66 abstentione.

The CHAIRWAW: We shall now turn to draft resolution A/C.l/4l/L.52,

“Review  of the lmplementatlon of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the

General Assembly at Its tenth special session: Cessation of the nuclear-arms race

and nuclear disarmament, * which is subtitled “Bilateral nuclear-arms

negot iat Ions. a The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of

Yugoslavia at the 38th meeting of the First Committee, on 10 November 1986, and is

sponsored by the follwing delegations: Algeria,  Bangladeet.,  “aypt,  Ghana, India,

Indonesia, Madagascar, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sudan end

Yugoslavia.

A recorded vote has been requested.
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A recorcled  vote waR taken.- - -

A/C.1/41/PV.45
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In favour I- - - Afghanistan, Algeria,  Anqola,  Argentina, Austria,  Hahrain,
Dangladeah, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brelzi I, Brunei
Daruasalam,  Bulgaria, Burkina FaRo, Burma, Burundi, Byeloruseian
Soviet Sociallet  Republic, Cameroon, Canada, Central African
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colomlbia,  Comoroo, Congo, C8te
d’Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, CzechoslovoKia,  Democratic Kampuchea,
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Eqypt,  Ethiopia,
Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-biofiau,  Guyana, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Tslamic  Republic of ) ,  Iraq, Ireland, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,  Madagascar, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Monyolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, (knan,  Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socitlist
Repuhl its , United Arab hrirates, United RepuhL  ic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Veneezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugcslavi.a,  Zairfh,  Zambia,
Zimbabka

Against.: None

Abstainlpq; Australia,  Belgium, France, Germany, Feder<rl  Republic of,
Iceland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Paraguay,
Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Hritain  and horthern
Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.l/41/I,.52  was adopted by 114 votes to none, wi.th
15 abstentions.

-~ --.._ I__
- - -

The CHAIRMAN:___I- I shall now call upon those delqati

statements in expLanat.ion  of vote after the voting.

Mr. BAEHELEMY  (UnitLd  Stat.es  of America) : The Unl-W-1

ons that wish to make

ted States  appreciates

the call contained in operative paragraph 1 of draft. resolution A/C.l/41/L.‘i2  for

the United States and the Soviet Union to conduct

“their bi.lateral  negotiations with the greatest resolvr  with a view to

achievinq agl eements on concrete and effective measure-s  for thca halting i,f the

nuclear-arms race, radical reduction of their nuclear arrien.:r1~, nuclear

disarmament and the prevention of an arms race in outer space”‘.
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AR far afi the United Statefl  is concerned, it

(Mr. BartheLemy,  IJni ted St.aten)____- --I ~.-----

has put forward a number ol

proposals aimed at those objectivss,  most notably, by President Reagan at his

recent meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev in Reykjavik. Regrettably,

however, this draft  re.aolutlon also include6  in its preamble references to certain

clearly unbalanced documents, aa well as to formulations that the IJnited Stat.e:i

cannot endor se. For this reaeon, my delegation abatained in the vote on dra’!z

resolution L-52.

Mr. DJOKIC (Yugoslavia) z Yugoslavia has on many occasions expressed its~--

position regarding hiLateral  negotiatione between the Union of Soviet Socialtst

Republics and the United  States of America. We have supported such negotiations

since, through them, concrete results on complex issues can bt, achieved.

We would like again this time to underline that there is no alternative to

peceieter  t negotiations in the preaent nuclear era and that these negotiations must

be conduc:ted  in the interesta of all members of the international communfty.  For

a l l  those reasons, we support the basic idea with regard to negotiations between

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United State6  of America contained

in draCt resolution L-3. However , in view of the Eact that the draft resolution

expreeees the positLon of only one group of countries and that, became of that it

was not poflsible  to achieve coneeneus in the Committee , my delegation abstained in

the vote on it.

Mr. de ia EAUME  (France) (interpretation from French) I My delegation

wishes to explain its vote on draft relrolution  A/C.l/41/1,.3,  on bilateral

nuclear-arms  neqot tat ions.

WS believe that any progrese towards nuclear disarmament neceuoarlly requires

a reduction of the areenale  of the United States and the Soviet Union. From this

standpoint, WP think it  useful  and desirable for bilateral negotiations between ‘rhe
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USSR dnd the IJnited State6  to continue in Geneva. That is why we give our approval

in particular to those provisions in the draft which encourage the countries

enqaqed in neqotiations to continue their efforts towards the achievement of

c‘ffective  and ver Lfiable reduction.

However, we reqret that, instead of sticking to the essential - that is, the

negotiations at present under way - the sponsor8  0: the draft resolution have felt

it appropriate to consider that the Reykjavik meetinq has made it possible LJ

produce larqe areas of atlreement - I am referrinq in particular to operative

paragraph 4 - and that these results, in the terms,  ueed in the fifth preambular

paragraph, could be a Euitable  basis 1 )r “building on what has been achieved 50

far”. 7haL is not the judqement of my authorities and, in this regard, I should

like to mention what was said by the French Foreign Minister,

Mr. Jean-Bernard Rai.mond. at the opening of the follow-up meeting  of the Conference

on Security and Co-operation in viennaa

*We cannot, of course, deny the importance and impact of the bilateral meeting

in Reykjavik on overall East-West relations and on the major areas Of

disarmament. The judqement that can be made can only be preliminary at this

staqc. The bilateral negotiating table in Geneva will show wh+! promises are

war th. We feel that Reykjavik came very ,.lose to bringing the positions

closer together, but that would not necessarily mean the strengthening of

security in Europe. Neqotiatic>n  that led to the total removal of united

States  nuclear weapons from Europe without rectification of the imbalance in

conventional and chemical weapons would endanger the security of our

cant i nen 1:. A Europe where the level of co~ve:~tional  armaments remained

\Jndiminishe\l  wou1.d not be a safer Europe.”
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For those reasons, after Reykjavik we think thllt-, while inviting and

encouraginq  t.he two parties to continue the necessary neqotiatione,  we must observe

a certain caution in order not to prejudge the results - which are Still

hypothetical - that. could be achieved, refrain from any premature manifestation of

satisfaction, nnd insirrt  that account be taken of the need fol- a balance of

Conventional forces .~t rlbduced :.evels.

Since these var iou:; e1ement.s  have not been sufficiently taken into account in

the draft resolution we have -just adopted, it therefore seemed to me desirab1.e  to

recall them and to make them quite clear.

Mr. FISCHER (Uruguay) (interpretation from Spanish) x My deleqat ion-.----

abatainced in the vote on L. 3 because, as the representative of Venezuela has

pointed out, the sixth prl?ambular paragraph is understood  to mean that States

should be kept duly 1 nfornsed, but the fact is that this is not what happened in the

case of thiu  hypothesis, as we have been eeekinq  in the General Assembly.

Furthermore, a number nf paragraphs were the subject of controversy falling

outside our purview.

Therefore, without appearing to agree or disagree  with what in being discussed

here, my delegation ahntainecl in the vote on L. 3 and voted in favour of draft.

reFjolution  L.52, which better reE1ect.s its point oE view.

The CHAIRMAR: We tLlrn now to document A/C.l/4l/L.?8,  containing a draft

decision pcopo!ied  by thcx  Chairman on aqenda item 65, International Conference on

the Relationship between Disarmament and Development, the programme-budqet

implications of which arc’ contained in d0cument  AjC.l/4L/L.80.

For obvious rcas0ns. members of the Commit.tee will not find this draft

deciuion  in any cluster The document is listed in cluster 0, the Chairman’s

cluster.



Am/20 A/C. 1/41/W. 45
39-90

(The Cha irmsn:

I am pleased to inform the Committee that, aa a reoult of my informal

consultations with the members of the Uureau of the Preparatory ictmmittee and other

interested delegations, a draft decision Can be submitted which, I hope, will meet

with the Committee’s approval and be adJpted  without .a vote.

The consultations on this quea LlDn were permeated by a spirit of constructive

co-operation in order to maintain the Consensus reached on convening the Conference

in 1987. The final itage of the preparatory process should be used to ensure

Optimum success for the Conference.

I should like to exprees mf gratitude to all representatives who participated

in the informal coneuJ.tations  for their  faithful co-operation. I  was personally

impressed by their businesslih approach to the question.
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I sincerely hope that the Committee will accept the sponsoc*s request l-ha+ it

adopt the draft decision in documeel. A/C.l/4l./L.78  without a vote.

F i rs t , I call on representatives Jlo wish to make etatements  or comments.

Mr. BARTRRUMY (United State8  of America): The Dnitbd  States &le+tion

requests that the record of today ‘8 proceedings show that the Lhited  States did not

participate  in the Committee’s action on the draft decision regarding the

Internaticmal Conference on the Relationship between Disarmament  and Development.

My delegatton  also takee this opportunity to state that the United States will

not participate in the Ccxrference  or in preparatory activities for it .

Finally, my Governmsnt wishes to state that it questions the procedural method

by which this matter has been dealt with in the First Cofmsittee.

Mr. TEJA  ( India)  : The subject of the relationship between disarmament

and development has been discussed within the aegis of the Ihited  Nations ever

since the eiain9 of the Charter.

More recently, the mandating  of a study on this subject at the first special

session of the General Assetily devoted to disarmament saw the commencement of a

new prase in the efforts of the Vnited Nations in this area. The studye con@eted

in 1981, showed that the arms race md development were in a caopetitive

relationshi,?. It auggested that the world could either continue to pursue the arms

race a move towards mae stable, balanced socio-ecrnomic  development wit?iin  a more

sustainable international economic and political order, but it could not do both.

Its smin conclusion was that an effective relationship between disarmament and

developnent could be established.

Such a perspective was given a positive thrust forward by the initiative taken

by the French President, Mr. Mitterrand, at the fortieth session of the Ceneral

Aseembly,  for the convening of a conference on this subject. The non-allglad
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comtriem  have been ouarrhelmingly  in favour of such a conference ard coneidu  it

most timely and appropriate.

My delegation is gratified to note that the General rraasmbly and the

Prepuatay Ccmittee for the Conference have during the plut two years been &lo

to take daciaians  and make reoonaendstione on the various isauee  relating to the

Ccmferenos  without dissent ad by consensue. ny delegation alao notes with

satisfaction  that all the documenta which were required to be prepared for the

Ccnferarce  have been completed ad mde available ti Metier states and to others

cancer  ned.

The report  of the panel of eminent peracmalities  convened by the

Sscretacy-General  of the Conference in accadence  with paragraph 9 of General

feebly ruali1tion  4O/l55  hss haa been un~imouely  adopted aa a joint declaration

a6 an input for the Ccnferenoe. o(c noti  that an agreement was reactrad  by c Iaeneue

at the third susion of the Preparatiry  Couaittee  on the elewnta  for incltnriar  in

the final documat to be adopted by the Ccnfuence. Theme ue contained in the

annexes to the report of the Preparatory Cormrittee for the Ccmferemv4 in charant

A /4451 .

It 1~ also a matter of eatisfacticn  that- in June 1986 nome 300

non-governmental ag~irationa from different canua of rfre wald oxpremed  their

wish to be invited to thqconfarence.

The draft decision on holding the Ccnferenoe  in New yor k from 24 August to

11 Septetier 1967 and the convuing  of cme mae session  of the Prepuatay

Coma1 ttee ptopoeed by you, Mr ~ Chairman, on the basis of the recomndationa  of the

Bureau of the Preparatory Committee and your conaultdltiona  with the delegation Of

I France, is fully acceptable to my delegation.
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India ad, I am %ure, all other nowaligned  courtriea  rhole-hearbrdly  suppat

the convening of this important. and long-awaited Carferenw next year. wa u e

confident that all the metiers  of this Committee will suppmt your pCOpQsa1

contained in Qcumnt  L.78, which I dare say bars the stamp of your wll-knwn

diplomtic  &ill.

My delege tion would alao like to appeal that, given the Pmp~rtance of the

Conference and the hietoric  opportrnity it will provide to con&ct  deliberation8

and oome to agreed W~C~UE~UNJ at a hi+ political lwel O)I one of the moat

siglificmt iseuee of our time, participation in the Conference will be at the

min 16 ter ial level. We also hope that a nuder of IbaaS of State or Governrent  will.

also find time wme to the Carferance to be able to prwide  direction and guidance

to its deliberationa.

The success of the Conferenoa  will depend  not only on the level of

participstirm  but tide quality of the participation  of Cavernments. We are sure

Qvernnsnts  are already conscious of that and will do all that is required to meke

the Conference a success.

World-wiQ  intereet has been generated in the Conference due to the global

character of it8 sllbject. The relationohip  between dinarmnment  and development

touches all nation6 and peoplee.

The Conference will prwiQ an opportunity to analyse in a wnstructive  and

positive spirit the full eocial  ad ecaromic implications of the escalating erll

expenditure, not to apportion blame for engaging in su& an expenditure. We

believe that the tardy process of recwery from the wald economic receeeion  end

many l trUCtura1 imbalance6 creeted  in world trading systems and national economiee

of both the developed md the developing cowtries  are due to the etaggering

dimensiars of world military expenditure.
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me would strive to derive conclusions in %e Conference which would be of

conmton  intetee t to all nationa. Our objective is not to raise unnecessary

controversy  but to attempt to find a fffward-looking  consensus in a maat

conatzuctive  atmosphere.

The CHAIRMAN: I under  stand the Conri ttee is nar in a peition  to adopt

the draft decision in Qcument A/C.V41/L.78 Without a vote. If I hear no

objection, it  wil l  be SO decided.

The draft  decision wa6 adopted.

Mr. M?RR& (France) (interpretation from French): The Vrench delegation

is happy that a consensus nas finally been obtained cn the draft decii3iOn

ooncerninq  the or~anirat!on  of a Ccnference  on Disarmament and Development.  We

should ‘Like to express our gratitude to you, W. Chairman, in particular for a l l

the work yoc have done iz thie regard and also to delegations for tt:;~ aselbt>ncu

in arriving at a consensue, which has prevailed eince the very beginning of work on

the Ccnference.

The Conference will be an important event, and a difficult one. My country

attames  great importance to the pceparationa  for and the success of that

under tak ing . For that reason we should now like to announce that we shall ackkees

to the Secretary-General of the Conference a aubatantive contribution that will be

announced at the next meeting of the Pceparamry Condttee , and we should like to

suggest that other Metier  States do likewise 80 that their contributions can be

taken illto consideration by the Preparatory Committee so as

possible preparations for the Conference.

The CHAIRMAN:- - - I think we can nod proceed to consi

to ensure the beat

dec d r a f t  ceeolution

1,.43/Rev.l,  l isted in cluster 2. Does any delegation wish to make a statement Ot

to comment on that draft? It appear6 not. Does any delegation wiflh to speak in

explanation  Of i ta pa31tiOn  before we take a dlecieion? I see none.
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We shall therefore begin taking action on the draft resolution before us

contained in document A/C. 1/41/L. 43/‘Rev. 1, entitled “Genural  and Complete

Disarmament”, subtitled ‘Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament

agreements*. This draEt  reRolution  was introduced by the representative of the

Unitc3 States of America yesterday in the Firat Committee and has the following

sponsors Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, the Federal

Republic of Germany, France, the German Democratic Republic, Greece, Iceland.

Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Roland, Portugal, Spain and the United States.

The sponsore have requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a

vote. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Cor.timittee  wishes to act

accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.l/41/L.43/Rev.i  was adopted.

The  CHAIRMAN: I ohould like to thank members once again for their

co-ok-rat  ion at thie murn:ng ‘8 meeting.

:RGANIZATION OF WXXK

The CHAIRMAN: We shall have two meetingb on Monday, when we shall take- - -

up remaining draft resolutions in cluster 61 A/C.1/41/L.27, L.44 and L.501 in

Cluster 8,  A,‘.‘. 1/41/L.20;  in cluster 12, A/C.l/4L/L.  54 and L. 72/Rev.l;  and the

d r a f t  c&)olutions listed in cluster 13.

I vould remind members that, in accordance with the Committee ‘R programme of

work and timetable, on Tuesday, 18 Novcbmber, the Committee will embark on the

general debate, consideration of and action upon agenda item 66, namely, “Questior

of Antarctica”. In order effectively and efficiently to use the time and

1 -.---- ----~-----A
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facilities.ect  as ide  for  cons idera t ion  of  tha t  i t em, I urge  de lega t ions  k ind ly  to

inscribe their  names on the list of speakere as soon a8 possible.  I  would also ask

those delegations wishing to submit draft resolutions on the item to make every

effor t  to  m e e t  the  dead l ine  fo r  the i r  eubmiesion, which is 12 noon on Tuesday,

10 November 1986.

Before adjourning the meeting, I  wish  every  success  to  those  de lega t ions  tha t

wi l l  s t i l l  b e  involved  in in formal  consu l ta t ions  th i s  a f te rnoon .

The meeting rose at 1.35 p.m.


