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The meetin~ was called to order at 10.45 a.m. 

AGENDA ITEMS 34, 35, 38, 40, 42, 43, 45, 48, 49, 50 and 116 (continued) 

The CHAiru~: The Committee will contiue its consideration of the agenda 

items relating to disarmament. We shall first continue with the general discussion 

Jn the draft resolutions and then proceed to a vote or to decisions on some of the 

iraft resolutions. 

I call on the representative of Zambia on a point of order. 

Mr. IGlliiNGA (Zambia): Last Friday, this Committee met to consider, among 

)ther draft resolutions, a draft resolution relating to agenda item 44, entitled 

;;Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East; 1
• 

r was not here at the time, but, due to a technical problem, Zambia was recorded as 

1aving abstained in the vote on operative paragraph 3 and on the draft resolution as 

:1 whole. I would request you, Mr. Chairman, through the Rapporteur, to put the 

record straight: Zambia abstained in the vote on operative paragraph 3 but voted 

for the draft resolution as a whole. 

The PRESIDENT: The statement of the representative of Zambia will be 

iuly recorded. 

Mr. ORTIZ de ROZAS (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): I have 

:1sked to be allowed to speak this morning, thanks to the privilege conferred upon me 

JY a group of delegations, in order to put before the First Committee, under 

i.tem 40 of the agenda -·~ Vlorld Disarmament Conference -- the draft resolution which 

1as been circulated as document A/C.l/31/L.29/Rev.l. This draft resolution is 

~a-sponsored by the delegations of Algeria, Brazil, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, 

[ndonesia, Iraq, Hali, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Peru, Sri Lanka, Yugoslavia, 

1nd, of course, my own delegation. 

This draft resolution, like the resolutions adopted in 1974 and 1975 under 

jhe same item, is the result of lengthy and intense negotiations carried out not 

Jnly among the co-sponsors and the group of non-aligned States, but with other 

ielegations which are directly interested in this important item -- and, I 

Jarticularly want to stress, with the delegations of the five nuclear-weapon States. 
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The draft resolution begins by recalling its direct predecessors, namely, 

General Assembly resolutions 3260 (XXIX) and 3469 (XXX). By so doing, the 

co-sponsors wish to stress particularly the importance they attach to the initiative 

of holding a conference which has been properly prepared and ccrrrrands the 

participation of all States on an equal footing, which is one of the aspects to whic 

the greatest importance was attached by the non-aligned States and which has been 

reaffirmed by the Heads of State or Governments of those countries at their recent 

confe~ence in Colombo. 
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Accordingly, the second and third preambular paragraphs reiterate the conviction 

that a world disarmament conference, adequately prepared and convened at an 

appropriate time, could promote the realization of the aims expected of such a 

conference, and at the same time stress the co-operation of all nuclear-weapon 

Povrers in the achievement of those objectives. 

The importance of the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States in this 

matter is also reflected in operative paragraph 1. Basically, the mandate given 

to the Ad Hoc Committee in operative paragraph l reflects not only the views of 

the co-sponsors but also those of many other delegations that took part in the 

general debate on the subject. This operative paragraph requests the ~d Hoc 

Committee on the World Disarmament Conference to maintain close contact with the 

representatives of the States possessing nuclear weapuns in order to keep 

currently informed of their respective attitudes. As a logical and natural 

sequence to that, it also requests the Ad Hoc Committee to consider any relevant 

comments and observations which might be made to it on the World Disarmament 

Conference. Bearing in mind that the United Nations is to carry out other 

extremely important activities in the field of disarmament during the next year 

and the year after, the draft provides that the meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee 

should be on the brief side so that a report can be submitted to the General 

Assembly at its thirty-second session. 

The report submitted to us at the current session by the Ad Hoc Committee, 

like the one submitted last year, clearly shows the useful work that this 

Committee can perform. At the same time, that report also shows many of the 

restrictions it encounters in its work~ that is why the main mandate entrusted to 

the Committee is to maintain contact with the States possessing nuclear weapons in 

order to ascertain if there are any variations in their respective positions which 

might enable a world disarmament conference to be held in the not too distant 

future. 

As I said at the beginning of my statement, this text is the result of highly 

intense consultations and negotiations~ we therefore trust that it will be the only 

text to be submitted on the World Disarmament Conference and that it will be adopted 

by consensus by the First Committee. 
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In conclusion, I should like to mention one matter which, in roy view, 1s 

extremely important: namely, the fact that this draft resolution, as well as all 

other draft resolutions on disarmament, are formulated in the First Committee 

through a genuine negotiating process. I want to stress this because I believe 

that the work that this Committee is doing under your skilful guidance and the 

work that it has done in previous years is an example that ought to be followed in 

other fields being dealt with b'.r the United )Tations ~. in holdinr; consultations and 

negotiations, we are doing nothing more nor less than obeying the injunctions of th 

Charter when it speaks of the Organization as a body for harmonizing the views of 

the Member States. That, basically, is what we are doing in this Committee, and I 

believe that we have reason to congratulate ourselves on this fact and to hope that 

our example will be followed in other Committees of the United Nations. 

For the reasons that I have just adduced, the co-sponsors trust that this 

draft resolution will be adopted by consensus without the need for a vote. 
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The CriAIID~: I thank the representative of Argentina for his 

statement in the course of which he introduced draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.29. 

Before calling on the next speru~er, I should like to say a few words about 

the organization of work. As representatives are surely aware, the deadline 

for the submission of draft resolutions passed. yesterday at 6 p.m. The deadline 

for the introduction of draft resolutions has been set for today at 6 p.m. 

Beginning with tomorrow, we shall devote our time exclusively to taking action 

on different draft resolutions, and so shall discontinue general discussion on 

draft resolutions. I hope that perhaps at Friday morning's meeting we can 

finish the consideration of all items relating to disarmament. I would request 

all representatives to be prepared as from tomorrow to tru\.e position on any 

draft resolution that has been submitted. Thus we shall proceed with the vote 

or with taking action on draft resolutions still remaining after today's meetin~. 

I am beinG approached by various delegations with a number of requests and 

proposals concerning changes in the established programme of work, more 

especially as far as the question of deadlines is concerned. I am sorry to say 

that it is impossible to acco~nodate the delegations because that would mean 

that we should not finish our work on time, moreover those decisions are the 

decisions of the Co~ittee as a whole. I hope that representatives will 

understand my position and, for the benefit of us all, I would appeal for their 

kind co-operation in keeping to the agreed schedule of work. 

Mr. HULDTSKY (Czechoslovakia) (interpretation from Russian): I should 

like to explain the views of the Czechoslovak delegation with regard to draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/L.l0/Rev.2 relating to the important question of the 

prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 

destruction and new systems of such weapons (Item 48 of the agenda). At last 

year's session of the General Assembly the Czechoslovru~ delegation supported 

the initiative of the Soviet Union to conclude an international convention on 

this question and sent its own expert to take part in the talks on the elaboration 

of the convention, which began this year in the Disarmament Co~ttee in Geneva. 

At these talks, in which experts from 12 countries took part, the ~eneral outline 

was traced, in our view, for such a convention as were the main lines along which 
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such work mieht proceed in the future. I have in mind primarily an understanding 

of the problem at issue whereby the proposed prohibition would relate to such 

forms and systems of weapons of mass destruction as are based on physical, 

chemical and biological principles rather than any types and systems of weapons 

which existed at the time at which the proposed treaty would come into force. 

From the report of the Disarmament Committee in Geneva presented to the 

General Assembly (document A/31/27), it is evident that various specific areas 

of scientific and technical research were indicated to the Committee where there 

was a real prospect and potential for the development of qualitatively new forms 

and systems of such weapons. For example, there was the danger of creating such 

forms of weapon as infra-sound weapons which would be used to interfere with the 

internal organs of men and weapons which would interfere with the natural cycle 

of reproduction and population and ethnic weapons which would be used 

selectively against inclivicl.ual ethnic eroups, eenetic weapons which would 

interfere with genetic processes and give rise to large-scale human degeneration, 

and other sh1ilar forms of 1-1eapons. 

The criteria for the characterization of these weapons were identified based 

on qualitatively new principles of their operation in terms of means, target and 

nature of operation. The concept of new systems of weapons of mass destruction 

was identified in terms of concrete forms of weapons in the form of a complex of 

combat and support facilities. It was also made clear that such systems include 

such traditional systems of weapons also which acquire the properties of weapons 

of mass destruction, if any new technical elements for combat or support 

faciljties are applied to them. There is the well-known possibility, for example, 

of the development of trans-uranium charges which could be used in the aviation and 

artillery systems of traditional weapons and air fuel ammunition, the 

destructive force of which could be compared with the effect of certain forms of 

weapons of mass destruction and so on. 

The discussion of these questions is not the business of the Political 

Committee of the United Nations General Assembly; it is the task of the Geneva 

Committee on Disarmament. However, a decisive factor is the fact that this 

session of the General Assembly, in taking a decision on the future work in 
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dealing with this problem, has at its disposal the concrete results which in 

many respects are answers to questions we have encountered last year. 

The Czechoslovak delegation has no doubts about the fact that the convention 

on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of 

mass destruction and new systems of such weapons should be of a universal 

character and should remove the possibility of the developrrJ.ent of such weapons 

on the basis of any branch of scientific and technical research. He must also 

reliably ensure the prohibition of all qualitatively nevr forms of weapons of 

mass destruction 1·rhich do not already fall under existing agreements or 

agreements which are now being contemplated. The question of what precise forms 

of weapons should be included in an inventory of qualitatively nevr types of 

weapon in terms of means, tareet and nature of operation, in other words the 

question of the scope of the prohibition contemplated by the convention, must 

still be resolved vrith the assistance of qualified experts in the Disarmament 

Committee in Geneva. 

The Disarmament Committee in Geneva has more than once demonstrated its 

competence in overcoming obstacles and achieving positive results in cases where 

its members have demonstrated the necessary determination to work in a spirit of 

constructive co-operation. ~his year, for example, the Committee prepared the 

text of a convention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 

environmental modification techniques. This convention will cover means of 

warfare already developed in principle and some which have actually been tried 

out in practice. Two years of intensive effort were needed to achieve this, 

before a compromise could be reached. The experience with chemical weapons talks 

about 1vhich are already in their second decade, have confirmed the conclusion 

that if certain forms of 1veapons have already been develope(!_ and if, moreover, 

they have actually been put into operation by armed forces, then it is very 

difficult subsequently to achieve any agreement about banning them. Therefore, in 

the view of our delegation it would be not only impractical but even extremely 

dangerous to divide up the question of the prohibition of the development and 

production of new types of weapons of mass destruction into separate parts and 

wait until new forms of weapons of mass destruction have been developed and the 

actual threat arises of their actual use in armed conflict. 
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Therefore, in the view of our delegation it would not only be impractical but 

even extremely dangerous to divide the question of the prohibition of the 

development and production of new types of weapons of mass destruction into 

separate parts and wait until new types of weapons of mass destruction have been 

developed and the threat of their actual use in armed conflict arises. On the 

other hand, talks on each of the qualitatively new types of weapons of mass 

destruction, individually, before they have actually been developed, would 

inevitably lead us into a deadlock. How to resolve, for example, the question of 

control and verification before we even have a sufficient amount of information 

about the specific attributes of the weapons which have to be banned? 

The value of the draft under discussion on the prohibition of the development 

and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction lies precisely in its 

preventive nature and the idea that it would beforehand, prevent the danger of the 

development of new types of weapons of mass destruction in general. 

In conclusion, we would like to express our conviction that the solution to 

this question, which undeniably affects the vital interests of all countries and 

peoples, is a matter for which those States which possess a highly developed 

scientific and technological potential bear a particular responsibility. We have 

noted that a number of Western countries here have stated in principle their 

positive approach to the question of banning the development of the production of 

new weapons of mass destruction and their interest in taking part in talks of 

experts in these questions next year, as emerged from the statement made yesterday 

by the representative of the Netherlands. 

From everything that I have said, it must be clear now why my delegation 

supports draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.10/Rev.2 and would like to go on record as a 

co-sponsor of that resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee notes that the Chechoslovak delegation 

wishes to become a co-sponsor of draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.10/Rev.2. I would 

also like to announce that Bulgaria and the German Democr~tic Republic have become 

co-sponsors of the same draft resolution. Also, Denmark has become a co-sponsor of 

draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.32; Somalia, a co-sponsor of draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.7/Rev.2 and Jamaica a co-sponsor of draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.4. 
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Mr. TN~ (Singapore): I speak today in favour of draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.20 on the transfer of conventional arms, of which Singapore is a 

co-sponsor. The reasons, the whys and the wherefors which prompted my country to 

co-operate with other like-minded delegations in putting forward this resolution, 

have, I hope, been adequately covered in both my Minister's and my own statements. 

vle share the aspirations voiced by several delegations that something should be 

done to restrain the wasteful increase and alarming spread of conventional arms. 

This draft resolution is the culmination, the fruit of such aspirations. Permit 

me to spend some time, therefore, in explaining what are our objectives behind the 

draf·c resolution and what are not our objectives so as to allay some of the 

reservations expressed and unexpressed. 

The co-sponsors believe that the quantitative and qualitative increase in 

conventional arms and their massive transfusion into the third world is a very 

real problem. We begin from this premise. The first objective, therefore, is to 

highlight the problem to bring it to peoples' attention and to publicize its 

import. No international problem can be solved unless nations are made aware of 

it. The replies of Governments, the factual studies by the Secretariat, and the 

debate in this Committee will help achieve this aim. 

The discussion of this subject would be useful in keeping the conventional 

arms issue alive and on peoples' minds. It could help identifY problem areas, 

pose and evaluate possible alternatives. To be sure, there would be much debate 

and compromise before any solu~ion would be arrived at, but at least the first 

step on the long hazardous journey should be taken. 

The second objective is to explore, with the help of all Member States, what 

could be done to restrain and reduce the escalating transfer of conventional 

arms. The United Nations is an appropriate body to examine the present transfer 

of conventional weapons and its implications and the means by which the inherent 

dangers may be curtailed by future policies. This is more difficult and subject 

to all forms of suspicion and mistrust built upon Member States' own unique 

position and needs. In fact, it is so difficult and sensitive that the working 

group preferred not to come to specifics in their draft resolution, as you may 

well have noticed. This, then, led to questions such as "But what exactly are 

the long-term intentions? 1
.• Ambassador Ogiso of Japan has already stated that the 
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draft resolution leaves this entirely open to the General Assembly to decide and 

does not prejudge the position. The fact nevertheless remains that the 

directions it takes will be dictated by the majority, and the majority is made up 

by the third world developing countries. It will hardly be likely, therefore, that 

the issue can be utilized against the latters' interests. It can only be used for 

their good perhaps in highlighting that control should be exercised at the 

suppliers' end. 

In pursuit of this broad objective we fully recognize two pertinent, and I 

think very important points: one, that it does not detract at all from the 

cardinal priority which we have set that nuclear disarmament is all important, and 

the problem in disarmament. Two, that every State is free to purchase or acquire 

arms for defence purposes as recognized by the Charter of the United Nations. 
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Having said that, let me come to what are not the objectives of the resolution. 

I think I can speal~ for D'Y fellow co sponsors in stating that 1-re have ar,reed to 

participate and lend our support because we are convinced that there is a problem, 

and that there are no other covert or overt, malicious or untoward intentions 

other than what we have stated. There is no truth at all behind the allegation 

that it is meant as a first move to impose selective control or discriminate 

against arms purchases by have--not developin;::; countries. Neither is the 

resolution meant to pass ju<lgements on Member States; arms policy or cast 

dispersiona on them. It is not meant to control or alter the arms traffic to suit 

the purposes of certain countries or blocs. Finally, the resolution is not aimed 

against any countries, nor is it meant to favour any, least of all the manufacturers 

and suppliers of anus. 

1:le fully realize that this point has never been made more clear than by the 

feedback we have received; that the subject is highly sensitive and that several 

countries have their hackles raised at the mere mention of it. The fact remains 

that tl1e sensi ti vi ty of the subject should not be cited for avoiding this 

discussion. The resolution is therefore worded not to cast blrune on anybody. All 

it calls for is a response from interested Governments in effectual study of 

conventional arms transfer in all its aspects. It could not be more innocuous as 

an opening salvo to the consideration of the subject. 

At the sruue time, we cannot help wondering why there should be this strong 

concern. Surely, these countries admit that this is a real problem~ that it does 

account for major diversion of much needed resources away from economic development 

and that the increase in conventional arms does lead to increase in regional 

tensions. Yet, we are made to believe that they prefer that this subject be swept 

under the carpet for fear that it may open a Pandora's box. I question this stand, 

for by doing so they are merely avoiding the issue. Just as we accuse the super·· 

Powers of not coming to grips with disarmament by turning to peripheral, collateral 

issues, similarly are we not guilty of the srune by stressing and being preoccupied 

vTi th nuclear weapons and not paying adequate attention to conventional arms which 

concern us -- the developing countries --· · more, in every other way. How many wars 

have been fought with conventional arr~? How many developing countries are really 

involved or have the capacity to possess nuclear arms? Though, as admitted, 



,\fC.l/31/PV .47 
22 

nuclear disarmament remains the priority problem, I stress that for the majority of 

developing countries, the matter which concerns them directly and which ~overns 

their everyday concern l.S conventional weapons. Hovr many of us realize that 

79,000 persons died in one single night of 9 March 1945, when Tokyo 1vas firebolilbed, 

as compared to 70,000 persons when the atomic bomb was dropped over Hiroshima a 

few months later. I aw not condoning these acts, not bein~ r,,orbid~ but, out of our 

concern for nuclear holocausts, are we not forgetting the conventional vreapons? The 

problem is real; the problem is there, it exists. It leads to a terrible sapping 

of the scarce energies of the developing countries. 'Ihe above initiative is the 

first attempt in the General Assembly to start the ball rollin~. Let us face up to 

the problem and give the resolution our support. 

r!ir._RJ.P~ECK (Sweden): I will this morning, on behalf of the delegations 

of Austria, Denmark, Iceland, Nigeria, Norway and S-v1eden, introduce draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.32 under agenda item 116, dealing with the conclusion of the first 

Review Conference on the Non·-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). ~lith your permission, 

Ilr. Chairman, I will begin by c;i ving an outline of the policy of my Governr11ent on 

the non·-proliferation issue. 

The first NP~ Review Conference in 1975 recommended that opportunities should 

be provided during the General Assembly regular sessions of 1976 and 1978 to 

consider the implementation of the conclusions of the Conference and to prepare for 

the second Review Conference in 1980. He have nov1 come to the first stage in this 

follow·up process. 

The S1vedish Government attaches great importance to the possibility noH 

provided to consider the specific issue of non·-proliferation of nuclear •·reapons at 

a high political level and with a broad participation of States both parties and not 

parties to the HPT. The seriousness of the problem ancl the urt;ency 1-rith vhich it 

must be dealt emphasize the timeliness of our deliberations. 

The danger of a further proliferation of nuclear l·reapons continues to be the 

most urgent problem facing us in the disarmament field. This ·Has also strongly 

underlined in the general debate of this Cmmni ttee. The first HP'r Review Conference 

was not able to halt trends which might lead to further proliferation of nuclear 
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vreapons. The second Heview Conference in 1980 1vill undoubtedly be looked upon by 

most States, whether parties to the J.JPT or not, as a moment of truth for the 

credibility of the non-proliferation regime. Determined efforts are urgently needed 

if the concept of non--proliferation is to survive. Each of us has to shoulder his 

particular responsibility in this context. He must act together in this matter 

where the future of all of us is at stake. If today. eight years after its 

conclusion, the NPT is still not universally adhered to and its efficiency is called 

into question, it is to a considerable extent due to the fact that the nuclear 

weapon States parties are still reluctant to accept the full consequences of their 

accession to it. The nuclear-lveapon States party to the NPT must finally, after so 

n1any years, apart from public statements by their leading representatives to this 

effect, give concrete evidence that they take seriously their treaty obligations 

and solenm pledges to the >vorld community to pursue negotiations in e;ood faith on 

effective measures of disarmament to be taken at an early date. They must start a 

process of gradual eradication of nuclear weapons. otherwise there will be no 

balance in the fulfilment of the obligations undertaken in the treaty by nuclear

weapons States on the one hand, and non-nuclear-weapon States on the other. 

l'Jo one should underestimate the complexity of meaningful negotiations on 

nuclear arms limitation and reduction. The Swedish Governn1ent has welcomed the 

SALT negotiations, as representing a positive contribution in the super-Power 

relations and hopefully further reducing the likelihood of nuclear war. But we 

continue to voice, toc;ether with many other Governments, our strong criticism that 

the agreements reached so far do not lead to any disarmament. On the contrary, 

they permit further increases in strategic missile forces which can already now 

inflict death and destruction of an unimaginable order of magnitude. i.fo limits 

have been placed on the rapid qualitative developments in the nuclear weapons 

field, which threaten to undermine the basis of further negotiations, in other 

words, the nuclear arms race continues unabated. He are deeply concerned at the 

lack of momentum in the SALT negotiations and we regret the lack of real efforts 

to come to grips with the problems of slowing down and halting the process of 

developing new, ever more sophisticated nuclear weapons. Thereby the nuclear 

Powers also contribute to upholding the dubious and dangerous military and 

political prestige attached to nuclear vreapons. 
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Universal adherence to the lJPT is essential if the treaty is to continue 

as a credible instru1nent of international law. The non-nuclear-weapon States are 

entitled to demand that the nuclear-•reapon States should live up to their 

undertakings. 1bis is necessary for creatin8 such an international atmosphere that 

non·-i'JPT States would find it 111ore consistent with their own national interest to 

acceJe to the treaty. Lack of progress, on the other hand, would continue to 

provide the non-parties with an ar~nent for not joining the treaty. 
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In this context, the matter of security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States 

parties to the treaty must be solved. In the view of the Swedish Government, 

Security Council resolution 225 cannot be regarded as a realistic answer to a 

request for security guarantees. l~ Government favours a general pledge by the 

nuclear-weapon States parties to the flPT not to use nuclear weapons and not to 

threaten to use these weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. Members of 

military alliances might require another type of commitment. 

I have now mentioned issues which in our view are critical for the survival 

of the non-proliferation regime. But we must also act in other ways to further the 

idea of non-proliferation. I will in the following indicate the direction of the 

Swedish thinking in this respect. Underlying it all is our firm conviction that the 

chance of success will in the end depend on the attitude and actions by the 

nuclear-weapon States. 

The expansion of civil nuclear energy programmes in many countries has placed 

the international community before new and complex problems. The Swedish delegation 

has already taken up important aspects of this issue several times in the CCD and 

the General Assembly. 

The world total stock of plutonium produced mainly by nuclear power reactors 

as a by-product of electricity generation will soon exceed 100,000 kg. About 

30 per cent of this plutonium will be owned by 19 countries which do not now possess 

nuclear weapons. Existing nuclear power reactors are capable of producing 20,000 kg 

plutonium annually. By the end of 1980 this figure will have risen to approximately 

45,000 kg annually. The accumulated stock of plutonium will have increased to about 

375 tons in 1982. The well-known fact that less than 10 kg of plutonium are needed 

to manufacture a nuclear explosive device illustrates the magnitude of the problem. 

The Swedish delegation is of course aware of article IV of the NPT, which 

foresees the availability of nuclear fission to meet increasing energy requirements 

in the world. At the same tihle, we must be conscious of the fact that the 

management of the nuclear fuel cycle involves great problems and risks for present 

and future generations. These problems and risks as well as the non-proliferation 

aspects have led Sweden to give serious consideration to the question whether 

nuclear power really represents an acceptable solution to our own long-term energy 

needs. ~herefore, the Swedish Government considers that it is of the highest 

importance that the international community devote much more attention and greater 
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resources in the development of alternative sources of energy. In this connexion 

special emphasis should be put on renewable energy sources. vle believe that it is 

essential for all of us, not least for the developing countries, to take part in 

such efforts. 

As to the non-proliferation dimension of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, 

my Gover1Lment is encouraged that the seriousness of the situation finally aeems to 

have been brought home in the international discussion. 1~e threats of nuclear

weapon proliferation, sabotage and blackmail generated by the spread and development 

of peaceful applications of nuclear energy must be countered by resolute measures. 

The NPT Review Conference recmnmended that concrete recommendations be further 

elaborated within the IAEA for the physical protection of nuclear material in use, 

storabe and transit, including principles relating to the responsibility of States. 

'rhis work should be speeded up with the aim of agreeing upon an international legal 

instrument establishing certain minimum standards in this respect. The leading 

nuclear exporting countries -- whether nuclear-weapon States or not -- have a 

special responsibility in devising such export policies as are most ~onducive 

prevent the proliferation of nuclear explosive technology. A major step would be 

not to allow sales involving particularly sensitive elements of the fuel cycle, such 

as facilities for reprocessing and enricmuent. Such facilities should preferably be 

established on an international rather than on a national level. I also wish to 

recall that the i.~PT Review Conference recommended that, in all possible ways, 

common export requirements relating to safeguards be strengthened, in particular by 

extending the application of safeguards to all nuclear activities in i~~ortin~ 

non-nuclear-weapon States. In other words, there should be basically the same type 

of comprehensive safeguard systems in both NPT and non-dPT States. Some progress 

has been achieved in efforts of the Conference, but so far they have regrettably 

fallen short of this goal. It continues to be our conviction that for the 

non-proliferation regime to be efficient in the long run, it is necessary that 

countries which are chosen to stay outside the NPT should not, as is the case 

today, be subject to less comprehensive IA:i.!:A safeguards than those applied to NPT 

countries. I wish, in this connexion, to say that the Swedish Government is 

attracted by the suggestion pursued by the Finnish Government of supplementing common 

import requirements in the nuclear field by common export requirements. This idea 

merits further study. The responsibilities of the IAiA in the field of safeguards 
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require that the organization be given adequate resources to fulfil these functions. 

It is essential that the IAEA Board of Governors and the General Conference accord 

a high priority to the IAEA programme of work in this area when allocating funds 

to different sectors. I also want to take this opportunity to express the strong 

support of my Government for the ongoing IA£A studies on multinational fuel cycle 

centres and on an international regime for plutonium storage. These studies fit 

very well into the long-term goal which we have advocated many times in the CCD, 

starting already in July 1974, and in the General Assembly for a system of 

international management of fissile material. No exclusive national solutions can, 

in our view, be adequate and satisfactory. ~~ Government has taken note of and 

welcomed recent United States statements indicating that the international 

non-proliferation problems will lead to reappraisal of United States domestic and 

foreign policies in the nuclear field. 

Finally, before turning to the possible action to be tween by the General 

Assembly let me say a brief word about the question of peaceful nuclear explosions 

(am). vle have on several occasions, and I repeat this today, expressed our 

doubts as to the desirability of PNEs. The value of PN~s was in fact overrated in 

the days when the NPT was negotiated. 

The Swedish Government considers that the PNE question should be seen mainly 

in the arms control perspective. \lays must be found to prevent P1~li:s from becoming 

shortcuts to the acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability. Furhter we have 

difficulties in seeing how Pi:Jli!s could be acconunodated under a comprehensive test 

ban agreement. In our opinion that interest to conduct PN~s should yield to the 

urgency of achieving such an agreement, to which the CCD will continue to give the 

highest priority. 

1~r. Chairman, I will now turn to the action which the General Assembly may 

wish to take under this agenda item. In doing so I have the honour of introducing 

draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.32 on behalf of the delegations of Austria, Derunark, 

Iceland, Higeria, Norway and Sweden. 

First, I wish to underline the strong support of the sponsors for the NPT as 

the best available instrmuent at present for the promotion of the idea of 
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non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. An international r.cn-proliferation regime, 

of which the treaty is the basis, is a touchstone of unprecedented importance for 

the international community in its efforts for peace and security. At the same 

time we cannot disregard the present difficulties facing the treaty stemming from 

the lack of progress towards the fulfilment of some of its provisions. 

In the view of the sponsors~ the main task of the General Assembly at this 

moment is to give an as authoritative as possible support for the overriding 

objective of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This support, we believe, can 

be found also in quarters where we do not, for various reasons as matters stand 

today, find the most ardent supporters of the NPT. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Sweden, Ambassador Rydbeck 

for his statement in the course of which he introduced draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.32. 

Mr. ME1ESCANU (Romania): I~ delegation wishes to make some brief 

comments on draft resolutions A/C.l/31/1.7/Rev.2 and A/C.l/31/1.20. 

The importance :rey country attaches to the strengthening of the role of the 

United Nations in the field of disarmament is too well known to need any further 

statements on behalf of :rey delegation. At this stage of our debate, I should like 

just to recall the position expressed in the document on the question of 

disarmament distributed by Romania at the thirtieth session of the General Assembly. 

I refer to document A/C.l/1066, in which it is stated that it is imperative to 

convene a special session of the United Nations General Assembly in order to 

"organize comprehensive debates on the armaments situation and the principles that 

should govern disarmament, making recommendations that might serve as a basis for 

disarmament negotiations and the conclusion of a treaty on general disarmament". 

Romania welcomed the decision taken on this question by the Conference of Heads 

of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries held at Colombo, in which ~Y country 

participated as an invited guest. Against this background, it is only natural 

to find the name of :rey country among the co-sponsors of draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.7/Rev.2 and among the countries wishing to actively participate in the 

preparations for the session. 

In our view, the special session should mark the beginning of a new stage 

in which the United Nations, and especially the General Assembly, should fully 

exercise its powers with respect to disarmament and make it one of its fundamental 

preoccupations. In our opinion, the main objective of the special session is to 

secure real progress towards disarmament and to remove some obstacles which hamper 

this progress. In doing so, the special session has to approach on a commonly 

agreed basis the elaboration and achievement of a complex of measures which should 

ensure the realization, step by step, of the objective of general and complete 

disarmament, primarily nuclear disarmament, in a framework ensuring the 

participation of all States and duly taking into account their proposals. 

To this end, in our view, there are three kinds of decisions to be worked out 

and adopted at the special session: firstly, a declaration on disarmament 
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strategy which could contain a code of principles that could be applied to all 

disarmament negotiations; secondly, an action programme containing comprehensive 

measures for attaining the final goal of general and complete disarmament, 

primarily nuclear disarmament; thirdly, new structures for disarmament negotiations 

under the aegis of the United Nations on the basis of the redefining of the 

existing structures. 

Such a session should be properly prepared, with the participation of and 

duly taking into account the views of all States. We wish to stress here the 

important role that the United Nations Secretariat is expected to play in the 

preparatory work by supplying background, statistical and descriptive information 

relevant to the objective of the special session. 

My delegation wishes now to make some brief comments on draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/L.20 concerning the question of international transfer of conventional 

arms. The active stand of my country in favour of general and complete 

disarmament, primarily nuclear disarmament, has been expressed many times during 

the debates of our Committee and in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 

in Geneva and other disarmament forums. If I stress it today once again, it is 

only in order to point out that, in our view, in disarmament negotiations absolute 

priority is to be given to nuclear disarmament. Today's conventional weapons 

race derives from the nuclear arms race and, consequently, should be dealt with 

taking into account this situation. At the same time, we understand the legitimate 

concern of many States Members of our Organization to curb the arms race in every 

possible field and to adopt military disengagement and disarmament measures, both 

partial and at the regional level. It is our assessment that the co-sponsors of 

draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.20 are expressing the genuine concern of their countries 

over the possibility of keeping their nations out of the ruinous arms race. 

In our view, the factual study on the international transfer of conventional 

arms which is to be made by the Secretary-General with the assistance of qualified 

governmental experts should be elaborated in such a way as to constitute a practical 

basis for the adoption of resolute measures that will enable us to adopt resolute 

and decisive measures to bring about the reduction and liquidation of armaments and 

to safeguard mankind against the danger of a new war. Only if conceived in this 

way will the factual study represent a valuable contribution to our efforts to 

curb the arms race. 
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Secondly, I want to stress that, on the basis of the above-mentioned 

considerations, ~delegation is of the view that the factual study envisaged 

in draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.20 should cover not only the international sale 

of arms but the whole matter of existins competition in the acquisition, production 

and development of armaments as well as the refinement of military devices. Only 

in doing so will the study give us a true picture of the arms race. Otherwise, 

it may lead us to false conclusions. 

A certain improvement of the draft resolution along these lines is achieved, 

in our view, by the amendments just distributed by the Pakistan delegation in 

document A/C.l/31/1.36. Having in mind our basic position on disarmament issues 

and expressing the hvpe that our observations and suggestions will be duly taken 

into account, ~ delegation will vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.20 

and the above-mentioned amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN: Before calling on the next speaker, I should like to 

announce that the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Hungary, Poland and 

the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic have become co-sponsors of draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/1.10/Rev.2 and that Chad and Bahrain have become co-sponsors of draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/1.7/Rev.2, and that Ecuador has become a co-sponsor of draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/1.32. 
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Mr. TEMPLETON (New Zealand): I should like to say a few words about draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/L.ll/Rev.l, of which New Zealand is a co-sponsor. t~ delegation 

listened with considerable sympathy to the comments made by the representative of 

lvlexico on 24 November, when he drew the Committee's attention to the 

under-representation of third world countries in the Disarmament Affairs Division of 

the Secretariat. I must emphasize that my country strongly supports the principles 

set out in Article 101 of the Charter. We recognize that the principle of equitable 

geographical distribution cannot always be given full effect in every individual 

section of the Secretariat, but that objective must be to achieve an over-all 

balance throughout the Organization. Nevertheless, we would hope that able 

candidates will offer themselves from the developing countries and that over a 

period of time the present disparity will be reduced by the appointment to the 

proposed disarmament centre of well qualified nationals of such countries, as and 

when vacancies arise. l~ delegation cannot unfortunately go all the way with the 

suggestions made by the representative of Mexico. We do not believe that the 

Secretary-General's choice should be limited in any way to nationals of a particular 

country -- or class of country -- when he makes an appointment to a particular 

position. 

There is a further point I should like to ITKU{e in this connexion arising from 

the staffing proposals contained in the Secretary-General's Memorandum 

(A/C.l/3l/L.23). My delegation, in the Ad Hoc Committee and elsewhere, has 

consistently stressed the importance of making the best use of existing staff 

resources and keeping numerical expansion to a minimum. In accepting the 

recommendation put forward by the Ad Hoc Committee that the Disarmament Affairs 

Division should be transformed into a centre for disarmament, with an Assistant 

Secretary-General at its head, we are not convinced that this proposal necessarily 

requires the creation of a completely new post. We note that this would cost 

$77,000 or more than a third of the total cost of the proposals which the Committee 

is being asked to endorse.· In our view, further consideration needs to be given to 

the possibility of implementing this particular proposal by upgrading an existing 

position. It is with the foregoing considerations in mind, that my delegation has 

accepted the amendments which are now incorporated in the revised version of 

resolution A/C.l/31/L.ll. 
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I should also like to take this opportunity to lay special stress on the 

reco1mnendation put forward by the Ad Hoc Committee for improving the methods of work 

of this Committee in dealing with the topic of disarmament. One of the greatest 

difficulties which is faced by small delegations such as mine is the seemingly 

endless proliferation of resolutions, some of which are tabled only at the very last 

minute. The proposals contained in A/31/36 clearly envisage the emergence of draft 

resolutions at a much earlier stage in the Committee's work and I hope that these 

proposals will not be forgotten, but will be carefully reviewed by the Secretariat 

and brought to the attention of the Chairman of the Comnittee at the thirty-second 

session as soon as he is elected. In our view, the informal consultations envisaged 

by the Ad Hoc Co1nmittee should begin as early as possible in the session. From our 

point of view, they could usefully start while the general debate is still in 

progress in the plenary, even before the First Committee begins to meet, although 

they might be resumed and completed during the disarmament general debate. Their 

purposes in our view should be first, to group -- and where possible amalgamate 

items -- and, secondly, to circulate draft resolutions on an informal basis and to 

reduce their number to the essential minimum. 

It should then be possible, in our view, to set a deadline for the formal 

submission of resolutions at the outset of the general disarmament debate and that 

deadline should be substantially earlier than has proved possible this year. 

I would also commend for the consideration of your successor the other 

procedural proposals in the Ad Hoc Cow~ittee's report. 

The CHAIRMAN: I am sure that my successor at the thirty-second session 

will take into consideration the New Zealand representative's kind advice and also 

the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee. 

Mr. van der ZEE (Netherlands): Speaking on behalf of the nine States 

members of the European Community, I should like to make some observations on draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/L.ll/Rev.l on the strengthening of the role of the United 

Nations in the field of disarmament. 

We would have preferred to have seen in operative paragraph 3 the language of 
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the original version. In a spirit of accommodation we have accepted the new 

language, since some delegations expressed a strong desire for a rewording of the 

original text to the effect, inter alia, of making specific reference to one of the 

agreed proposals contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, namely, the 

proposed United Nations Centre for Disarmament. Our regret is that the selective 

approach adopted in operative paragraph 3 of the revised draft resolution does not 

take into due account all the elements contained in Article 101 of the Charter. He 

are, of course, aware that there are still countries seriously under-represented in 

the Secretariat. A wide geographical basis in the selection of personnel is 

certainly of great importance but we do maintain that all the recruitment principles 

set out in Article 101, paragraph 3, of the United Nations Charter should be upheld, 

including the principle that: 

"The paramount consideration in the eiT,ployment of the stftff shall be 

the ne~essity of securing the highest stanc_ards of efficiency, competence, 

and integrity. 11 

Failure to adhere to this principle, first and foremost, can only mean that the 

ability of the United Nations to do its job in the manner its members have every 

right to expect would be compromised. 

On the understanding that the present wording does not in any way modify the 

accepted and existing principles governing the employment of staff by the Secretary

General, the delegations of the nine European Community countries accept the text 

of draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.ll/Rev.l before us. 

The CHAIRMAN: Does the representative of India wish to speak on a point 

of order? 

Mr. MISHRA (India): Hr. Chairman, I never need to raise a point of order 

when you are in the Chair, but I had inscribed my name to speak in che debate this 

morning. 

The CHAIRl\1.AJ.~: My understanding was that the representative of India 

wished to address himself to a particular draft resolution before the action was 
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taken on that resolution, but if he insists on speaking now I can give him the 

floor. 

Iilr. MISHRA (India): There were certain statements -- or at least one 

statement -- made this morning on draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.20. I should like to 

have the same privilege, if I r11ay, to address myself to this question before you 

close the debate this morning. 

The CHAIRMA11: vle had an agreement to start voting at about noon, which 

is just now, but I hope that perhaps the statement of the representative of India 

will not be too long, and in that case I give him the floor before we proceed to 

vote on the draft resolutions before us. 

Mr. Iv1ISHRA (India): I am grateful for your kindness, Sir. I wish to 

speak very briefly on draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.20, entitled "Question of 

international transfer of conventional arms". 
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At least on two previous occasions, the First Committee has discussed this 

rratter, once in 1965 and then again in 1968. In 1965, the draft resolution proposed 

by certain delegations was defeated. In 1968, the draft resolution on the subject 

was not pressed to a vote. 

In 1968 the delegation of India, at the 1,624th meeting of the First Committee, 

made a statement on this subject which remains pertinent today. With permission I 

should like to quote briefly from that statement in order to bring out our position 

on the question. The Indian representative at that time said: 

"At the outset, I should like to say that as a matter of principle, the 

Government of India favours all proposals which promote relaxation of tension 

and foster relations of mutual trust between States and thus pave the way for 

disarmament. It is claimed in the preambular part of the draft resolution 

before us" /the reference is to the 1968 draft resolutioJ "that publication 

of information about arms transfers between States, whether by way of trade 

or otherwise, would promote relaxation of tension and foster relations of 

mutual trust between States. Bit it is not clear how universally it is 

proposed to secure an undertaking to register with the Secretary-General all 

imports, exports and transfer otherwise of arms and ammunition between States 

Does it, for example, cover trans fer of ar:rrs and ammunition between States 

within military alliances? ·v.rould it cover the placement of arms and 

ammunition in foreign territories not covered by commercial transactions? 
Would it include manufacture under licence of arms and ammunition in other 

countries? It is necessary to ask those questions so as to ensure that the 

attempt now being made to restrict the freedom of small Powers in the field 

of defence would not be a repetition of the unequal obligations of the 

non-proliferation Treaty under which the nuclear-weapon States continue to 

augment their arsenals, while those which do not possess them undertake never 

to think of possessing them. We need to ask, is it justifiable that while 

nuclear-weapon Powers and" Lthis is importany "other armament-producing 

Powers, in the name of national security and global responsibilities, reserve 

to themselves secrecy and freedom of action, the smaller, non-armament

producing Powers should be subjected to a discipline which would adversely 

affect their security? We need to be sure that the imbalance created by the 

possession of nuclear weapons by a few Powers is not going to be further 
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accentuated by creating monopolies in the field of conventional weapons also, 

thereby intensifying tensions and distrust among nation." (A/C.l/PV.l624, 

pp. 8 and 9) 

The second objection which we have to draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.20 refers 

to the question of priorities which the international community should have before 

it in the field of disarmament. On this also there was a very small passage in our 

statement in 1968, which I should like to quote: 

"India considers that nuclear arms pose the most serious danger to 

international peace and security. At the same time we are mindful of the 

danger posed by conventional arms. We consider that both problems should 

receive balanced treatment in the context of a disarmament treaty and that the 

big military Powers should be the first to adopt bold and far-reaching measures 

for substantial reductions in their armaments. India is totally opposed to 

any proposal which diverts attention from the important question of disarmament 

and which would virtually lead to control of the smaller nations by the nuclear 

and other large military Powers." (Ibid. , p. 10) 

Our views have not changed at all on this question. We have considered with 

serious attention the draft resolution in document A/C.l/31/1.20, but find ourselves 

unable to go along with it. There are some consultations going on amongst 

delegations here in the First Committee and it is our hope -- and now I speak on 

behalf of Algeria, Egypt, Mexico, Nigeria, Yugoslavia and my delegation-- that 

there will be no decision on this draft resolution today. 

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Japan who wishes to speak 

on a point of order. 

Mr. OGISO (Japan): It was the intention of the sponsors of draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/1.20 to meet after this First Committee meeting to discuss the 

new development in view of the fact that an amendment was circulated this morning 

by the Pakistani delegation. Since we have never been consulted informally on 

this amendment, as is usually the case, and the sponsors have not had time to 

consult among themselves what should be their view on this amendment, I myself 

cannot understand why it was suddenly circulated this morning without any prior 
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consultation, but anyway, since this is the situation, the sponsors would like to 

meet and discuss this new amendment, and for that reason although you had planned 

to put the draft resolution to the vote today, I should like to ask you to postpone 

the vote on it until tomorrow. I also understand that in that case the sponsors 

will have a right to speak on their own draft resolution as well as the amendment 

tomorrow morning before the voting starts. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Japan. As a matter of fact, 

the delegation of Japan has approached me earlier with the suggestion that we 

postpone the voting of the draft resolution, in view of the submission of an 

amendment by another delegation. I think that with the Committee's agreement we 

can postpone action on that particular draft resolution until tomorrow, and before 

the voting procedure starts I think that the delegation of Japan will be able to 

present the position as it will stand tomorrow. 

I now call on the representative of Pakistan, who wishes to raise a point of 

order. I should like to appeal to the delegations to put an end to this procedure. 

The positions are absolutely clear, and after the Pakistani delegation speaks I 

intend to proceed with voting as we agreed earlier. 
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Mr. KHAN (Pakistan): I wish to state, for purposes of record, that my 

delegation had informally informed the delegation of Japan about certain 

reservations which constitute the spirit of the amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN: I declare now the beginning of the voting procedure, in 

accordance with rule 128, on draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.8 pertaining to item 43 

of the agenda, "Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones 

in all its aspects". As the representatives may recall, the sponsor of the draft 

resolution, the delegation of Finland, expressed the wish and the hope that the 

resolution might be adopted by consensus; but since I have been approached by a 

delegation with a request to put the draft resolution to a vote, we shall proceed 

accordingly. 

I shall call now on representatives who wish to explain their votes before 

the vote. 

Mr. MISTRAL (France) (interpretation from French): Last year, my 

delegation was very happy to associate itself with the consensus around the draft 

that was submitted by Finland dealing with the question of nuclear-weapon-free 

zones in all their aspects --a draft which later became resolution 3472 A (XXX). 

We would have wished to adopt the same attitude this year and we would have been 

happy to do so had the draft resolution that is now presented to us for a vote in 

document A/C.l/31/1.8? been such as to be considered as an immediate, direct and 

logical sequel to resolution 3472 A (XXX). Unfortunately, that is not the case 

and we have noted that the draft resolution submitted to us by the representative 

of Finland prejudges particularly important aspects touching on political problems 

of the creation of the denuclearized zones. In fact, paragraph 2 of the preamble, 

without being specific, refers only to resolution 3472 (XXX) of 11 December 1975 

as a whole. But that resolution includes a section-- 3472 B -which was adopted 

at the thirtieth session of the General Assembly on the suggestion of Mexico and 

other co-sponsors. That text was intended to define standard status of 

denuclearized zones and enumerates the obligations to which the nuclear Powers 

should commit themselves regarding the denuclearized zones. 
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The Permanent Representative of France, Mr. de Guiringaud, stated the position 

of the French Government in this matter on 26 November 1975 in the First Committee. 

He gave the reasons for which that proposal was not acceptable to us and it was 

those reasons which led us, together with other Powers, to vote against that 

document. Opposition has not changed and my delegation wishes, as formally and 

emphatically as possible, to stress that we cannot agree with the concepts contained 

in resolution 3472 B (XXX) of the General Assembly. It was these views that led 

us -- so that there will be no ambiguity in the minds of any regarding the position 

of the French Government -- to ask that draft resolution A/C.l/3l/L.8 be put to the 

vote and that the second paragraph of the preamble be voted upon separately. My 

delegation will vote against that paragraph and will abstain on the draft resolution 

as a whole. 

Mr. MEERBURG (Netherlands): My delegation would have hoped that draft 

resolution A/C.l/3l/L.8, introduced by Finland, could have stayed outside any 

controversy. Indeed, resolutions in the past on "The Comprehensive Study of the 

question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects" were of a procedural and 

non-controversial nature. To our great surprise, therefore, we noted in the 

preamble a reference to a resolution on which my country, together with the other 

member States of the European Communities, cast a negative vote last year. Although 

my country, also on behalf of the nine, repeatedly asked the Finnish delegation to 

remedy the situation, the sponsor of draft resolution A/C.l/3l/L.8 declined to take 

our views into account. It is regrettable that such a basically non-controversial 

issue was spoiled. 

Mr. di BERNARDO (Italy): My delegation supports the views expressed by 

the representative of the Netherlands. 

~he CHAIR~ffiN: We shall now vote on the second paragraph of the preamble of 

draft resolution A/C.l/3l/L.8. 

The paragraph was adopted by 95 votes to l, with 18 abstentions. 
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The CHAIRHAN: He shall now vote on the draft resolution as a whole. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, 

Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, 

Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, 

Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Germany, 

Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Hungary, 

Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, 

Me xi co, Hongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, 

Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 

Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic 

of Tanzania, United States of America, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 

Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia. 

Against: None. 

Abstaining: France. 

The draft resolution (A/C.l/31/L.8), as a whole, was adopted by 114 votes 

to none. with 1 abstention. 

The CHAIR~VillT: I shall now call on those delegations that wish to 

explain their votes after the vote. 
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Mr. SCHON (Denmark): The Danish delegation voted in favour of the 

resolution just adopted. We did so in spite of the fact that a reference in its 

preambular paragraph 2 to resolution 3472 (XXX) is unclear. That is why we 

abstained on the vote on that particular paragraph. However, since the preambular 

paragraph in question, in substance, refers solely to operative paragraphs 4 and 5 

of last year's resolution 3472 A (XXX), my delegation will interiret 3472 (XXX) in 

the preambular paragraph as meaning 3472 A (XXX). 

In this connexion, I want to point out that last year Denmark voted against 

resolution 3472 B. 

J.l1r. JAY (Canada): My delegation voted in favour of draft resolution 

A/C.l/31/L.B on the comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free 

zones in all of its aspects. However, in recalling resolution 3472 of the thirtieth 

session it does not distinguish between part A and part B of that resolution. 

For that reason my delegation abstained in the separate vote on preambular 

paragraph 2. Accordingly, our affirmative vote on draft resolution in A/C.l/31/L.S 

does not imply our post hoc endorsement of part B of resolution 3472 (XXX), on 

which Canada abstained for reasons it explained in this Committee last year. 

Mr. SCHLEICH (Federal Republic of Germany): The delegation of the 

Federal Republic of Germany voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.S as 

a whole but has abstained in the vote about preambular paragraph 2. We have done 

this because preambular paragraph 2, referring originally to resolution 

3472 A (XXX) in the first version which was not circulated, now refers to 

resolution 3472 (XXX) as a whole. An explanation for the omission has not been 

given by the distinguished delegate of Finland in his introductory remarks on 

draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.B. It is all the more inexplicable since preambular 

paragraph 1 refers to resolution 3261 F (XXIX) and maintains that F. I may just 

recall that whereas we went along with last year's consensus on resolution 

3472 A (XXX), we voted against another resolution on 3472 (XXX) mainly against 

resolution 3472 B (XXX). An explanation of vote was given in last year's 

General Assembly by the delegation of Italy on behalf of the nine member States 

of the European Community. This position remains unchanged. 
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With our abstention on preambular paragraph 2, we want to make clear that 

our positions concerning the two resolutions just mentioned under last year's 

number 3472 A (XXX), on the one side, and 3472 B (XXX), on the other side, have 

remained different from each other, and cannot therefore be brought together 

under one reference number. We also want to underline our conviction that a 

clear reference to resolution 3472 A (XXX) immediately preceding A/C.l/31/L.B 

would certainly have avoided the present complications in the voting on draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/L.B 

Mr. MISHRA (India): My delegation voted in favour of the draft 

resolution contained in document A/C.l/31/L.B. We should like, however, to 

indicate that in operative paragraph 3, it would have been preferable to add the 

words "wherever suitable conditions exist" after the words "establishment of 

nuclear-weapon-free zones". This would have been in accordance with the general 

tenor and recommendations of the comprehensive study. Nevertheless, and despite 

this omission, we were happy to vote in favour of the draft as it does serve some 

purpose. 

Mr. MARTIN (United States of kerica): My delepation shares the views 

already expressed by a n~her of delepations concernine the secon0 rrea~bular 

parag-raph of resolution L. 8. Fe interpret that pararranh as referrin[" to resolution 

3472 A \YX:X: . Our position with respect to resclutior:: 3~7? B (XXX), which we 

voted apainst :ast year, rerrains unchanred. 

Mr. KHAN (Pakistan): MY delegation voted in favour of this resolution 

A/C.l/31/L.B. However, I take this opportunity to express our view that we would 

have preferred, for the sake of completing the whole picture, the inclusion in 

the preambular part of the draft resolution, a reference to the Secretary-General's 

introduction to the annual report for 1975 to the effect that the interested 

countries of different regions should consult together with a view to the 

establishment of additional nuclear-weapon-free zones in their respective regions. 
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Mr. ULUCEVIK (Turkey): The Turkish delegation voted in favour of the 

preambular paragraph 2 of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/31/1.8. 

If, however, the reference in this paragraph was clearly to the second resolution 

34'72 B (XXX), my delegation would have abstained during the vote on the preambular 

paragraph 2. 

Mr. OXLEY (Australia): My delegation voted in favour of the second 

preambular paragraph in resolution A/C.l/31/1.8. We do not, however, consider 

that that indicates any endorsement of resolution 34'72 B (XXX). We note that 

preambular paragraph 2 of resolution A/C.l/31/1.8 merely recalled resolutions which 

had been adopted last year. 

The CHAIRMAN: I have no more delegations wishing to explain their votes 

after the voting and therefore we have concluded the voting procedure on draft 

resolution A/C.l/31/1.8. I might mention that the resolution carries no financial 

implication. We have thus concluded our consideration of item 43 of the agenda; 

"Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its 

aspects". 
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lve shall nm.r vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.l0/Rev.2 relatinr to 

item 48 of the agenda, aProhibi tion of the development and manufacture of new 

types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons". A recorded 

vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Chad, Chile, 

Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 

Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 

German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, 

Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Ivory 

Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, 

Malawi , Malaysia, .Mali , Malta, Mauritius , Me xi co, Mongolia, 

Morocco, r~ozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 

Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania, 

Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, 

Sri Lanka, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 

Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic 

of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yew~n, Yugoslavia, 

Zaire, Zambia. 

Against: Albania. 

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Den~ark, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, 

Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Spain, Uganda, United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States 

of America. 

The draft resolution (A/C.l/31/L.lO/Rev.2) was adopted by 101 votes to 1, 

with 13 abstentions. 
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I call on the representative of Israel on a point of order. 

Jff'!~_E_LIAV (Israel): I wish to state that an error Has committed in my 

voting, and I should like to have it recorded that Israel would normally have 

abstained. 

The CHAIRHAN: The statement of the representative of Israel will be 

reflected in the records of the Con~ittee. 

I shall now call on those representatives who ,.,ish to speak in explanation 

of their votes after the voting. 

~1!:._~ JAY (Canada): M:v delegation has voted in favour of the resolution 

in L.l0/Rev.2 because we hope that it will be possible for the international 

cormt1unity to talce effective steps to prohibit the development of ne,., '\'Teapons of 

mass destruction. MY delegation stresses, however, that our affirmative vote must 

not be inter~reted as any prejudgement on our part of the specific steps, treaties 

or a~reements that might be most appropriate to achieve the objectives foreseen in 

the resolution, or of hm.r compliance with such treaties or agreements could be 

adeQuately verified. 

Canada would not be able to take decision on these questions before the 

wec:oons and vreapon systems to which the resolution is intended to apply have been 

clearly identified. In our view, the principal proponents of an agree~ent to 

prohibit the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass 

destruction and nelr systems of such weapons have not, since the adoption last year 

of resolution 3479 (XXX) adequately clarified the ldnds of weapons and weapon 

systems they have in mind. }1oreover, my delegation is concerned that some of the 

examples provided by the T·.Tember States that have proposed such an agreement seem 

to call in q_uestion the interpretation those States placed on the scope of some 

arms control treaties that are already in force or are under negotiation. 

Finally, my delec;ation vTishes to emphasize strone;ly that consideration of 

steps to prohibit new weapons of mass destruction or systems of such weapons must 

not detract from the priority to be given to the CCD ancl. elsewhere to efforts to 

prohibit limits or reduce already existing weapons of mass destruction. 
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~'!!_:.. HAJ'1I~SJN ( 8-.;.;eden) : The Swedish delegation has voted in favour of 

the draft resolution since we are convinced that the development and manufacture 

of ne,,r types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such new weapons 

should be prevented. Last year in the corresponding situation we expressed the 

vieu that a generally accepted clear definition of the scope and content of this 

new field must be reached before a draft convention is presented to the General 

Asse~bly. A sharp delineation must be made in relation to disarmament agreements 

in existence or already being negotiated, covering atomic, biolo~ical and chemical 

weapons. 1're believe that recent meeting:s with qualified ,cjovernmental exnerts in 

the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament have confirmed this vieu. ~'le 

therefore welcome further assistance of experts for this purpose as has been 

envisaged in resolutions. 

Ur. OGI~- (Japan): I pointed out in my statement in this C01mnittee on 

2 November that although my delegation is in s~npathy with the idea of banning 

-vreapons of mass destruction, it finds it hard to see the reason Hhy the question 

of mass destruction >Ieapons (Mml) should be given priority in terms of urgency and 

be discussed in preference to nuclear disarmament and the ban on chemical -vreapons. 

Strictly in line vrith this basic position, my delegation has voted in favour of 

draft resolution A/ C .1/ 31/L .10 /Rev. 2 >fi th the clear understanding that , at the CCD, 

priority in discussion would continue to be given to nuclear disarma1nent and the 

ban on chemical \Ieapons. 

Mr. MARTIN (United States of America): The United States abstained in 

the vote on this draft resolution in view of our continuing doubts concerning 

the approach reflected in that resolution. On the basis of our experience to 

date, we believe that controls on arms, including new types and systems of weapons, 

should be applied through the develonment of specific agree~ents that establish 

a clearly defined 8COpe and that are susceptible to adequate verifications 

of compliance. 

My Government is willing to participate constructively in exchanf"e of views 

on the arms control aspects of new development as they may arise. At the s~e 

time, the United States attaches preat importance to maintaining the integrity 

of existing arms control and disarmament agreements. Confidence in the faithful 
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observance of treaty undertru~in~s is necessary if we are to sustain the momentum 

of on~oing arms control efforts. These points should be l;:ept clearly in mind 

during any further consideration of possible measures dealing with ne,., types 

and systems of ,.,eapons of mass destruction. 

~1r. -~_'!'EP_Bj\NIDES (Cyprus) : ~:W delegation finds itself in full accord 

with the scope of the resolution the Committee has just adopted. \'Te would. like, 

how·ever, like the distinguished representative of Canada, to express the hope that 

the ado:otion of this resolution will in no way inhibit the efforts under '-ray in 

the CCD for the :prohibition of the existing weapons of mass destruction regarding 

the consequ.ences of 1-rhich my country has its mm tragic experience. 



A/C.l/31/PV.47 
61 

The CHAIRMAN: Since no other delegation wishes to explain its vote after 

the vote, I should like to inform the Committee that the draft resolution we have 

just adopted carries no financial implication, and to declare that we have thus 

cuncluded the consideration of item 48 of the agenda, "Prohibition of the development 

and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 

weapons". 

We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.21 pertaining to item 34 of 

the agenda, "Reduction of military budgets". 

I shall first call on those delegations which expressed the wish to explain 

their votes before the vote. 

Mr. OGISO (Japan): With regard to draft resolution A/C.l/31/1.21 on 

which we are about to vote, my delegation wishes to make ~ brief statement for 

the explanation of my vote. In the General Assembly discussions on the question 

of the reduction of military budgets which have been proceeding since 1973, there 

has been the initial difficulty of how to define and measure the military 

expenditures of various countries. The answer was finally given as a report of 

the Secretary-General on this question, document A/31/222. The report is 

conscientious and objective and is also thoroughly practical. The Japanese 

delegation appreciates greatly the contribution by the experts who have made the 

report a dependable international standard permitting a fair comparison of the 

military budgets of the various countries. 

M,y delegation shares the view expressed by the distinguished British Minister 

of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Lord Goronwy-Roberts, in this 

Committee. "Nations continue to believe", he said, "that they need weapons for 

self-defence and that their possession acts as a deterrent and keeps the peace" 

(A/C.l/31/PV.21, p. 76). But it is an uneasy peace in many parts of the world and 

we should feel much safer and consume less of our scarce resources if it is defended 

by a far lower level of armaments. This is what should be a product of real 

detente -- a determination to take practical measures to reduce the burden of 

military expenditure. 

In addition to urging the nuclear-weapon States to proceed with nuclear 

disarmament, we ourselves, the non-nuclear weapon States, should without just 
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waiting for nuclear disarmament to arrive begin to tackle the enormous 

leviathan of armaments which is casting dark shadows on the world by throwing a 

spotlir,ht on it. Our proposal to give serious consideration to the question of 

international transfer of arms which is an important aspect of the growing global 

military expenditures is a step in the same direction. The draft resolution novr 

before us~ which has been submitted by Mexico and Sweden, make another complete 

step in the same direction. MY delegation is in full agreement with the view of 

the delegation of Sweden who stated when she introduced the draft resolution that 

the definition and scope and content of military expenditures as recommended in 

the Secretary-General's report s~ould constitute the basic framework for future 

procedures and that the task which faces all of us is to translate the 

recommendations in the report into practical ways and means. MY delegation 

supports the Swedish-Mexican draft resolution in the hope that the tremendous 

military expenditures weighing on many countries will be reduced, thus permitting 

the use of the resources now being diverted to them for the improvement ~f economic 

and social conditions in all countries and in particular, the developing countries. 

Hr. UFADHYAY (Nepal): When the question of reduction of military 

budgets was discussed during the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, my 

delegation had come out strongly in support of the proposal. My delegation 

continues to support the underlying principles of the proposal to reduce military 

budgets and distribute part of the savings thus made, for assistance to developing 

countries. The continued increase in the military budgets of almost all the major 

countries has led us further to believe in the need and urgency for such a 

reduction. Two basic considerations have led us to lend our support to the proposal 

of the reduction of military budgets, first, the resultant restriction or limitation 

in all national spending for military purposes. These may have various effects, 

either the reduction of the number of armed forces, the reduction of an accumulation 

of weapons, curtailment of military staff and development activities, the 

reduction of personnel and/or commitment in foreign military bases, cutback 1n 

foreign military assistance programmes and so on and so forth. Whatever shape or 

form a reduction of military budget takes, it will undoubtedly be a step towards 
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arms control in one way or the other and to that extent a qualitative step towards 

the goal of disarmement. Secondly, my delegation is ever-· more convinced of the 

close link between disarmament and development. The substantial portion of the 

colossal amount of money that is now being spent on military purposes, could have 

been put to better utilization for more productive purposes. Assuming that an 

agreement reducing the military budget by 10 per cent as mentioned in the original 

proposal is reached, this would make huge funds available for development 

assistance. The current estimates of total world military expenditure run at 

$US 300 billion annually of which a share of the five permament members of the 

Security Council and the few other major countries account for almost 80 per cent. 

It can be safely estimated that an annual saving of around $25 billion could be 

made if a 10 per cent reduction is agreed upon and effected. Even 10 per cent of 

this $25 billion savings will mean an additional source of economic assistance to 

developing countries to the tune of $2.5 billion which can go a long way towards 

solving many of the immediate and pressing needs of these countries. 

When we discussed this item in this Committee three years ago, we were 

mentioning military budgets estimated to be in the range of $220 to $230 billion 

annually. Today, this figure has reached $300 billion and it is bound to go on 

increasing year after year, if we fail to do something effective to halt this trend. 

The proposal to reduce military budgets would have been one sure way to deal with 

the problem of rising military expenditures. Unfortunately this resolution seems to 

have received very little positive response from the countries that would have the 

main responsibility of cutting their military budgets as envisaged therein, and 

thus no substantial progress has been made in the direction of the reduction of 

military budgets. 

My delegation is fully aware of immense difficulties that could arise in the 

implementation of the resolution. The question of what does and what does not 

constitute military spending is indeed of a most complex nature. Different systems 

of accounting in different countries present yet another formidable problem. The 

question of verification regarding adherence to agreements in this regard remains, 

as in other areas of disarmament agreements, a major source of doubt and suspicion. 
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However, a study conducted by an expert group appointed by the Secretary

General in accordance with resolution 3462 (XXX) and contained in document A/31/222 

should prove to be very helpful in our deliberations. MY delegation feels that this 

report could prove a very valuable basis for reaching agreement on various 

contentious issues concerning the measurement and international reporting of 

military expenditures. 

MY delegation has for the last four years emphasized the need to freeze 

military budgets at a particular level. The freezing of military budgets would have 

given a breathing time for the pursuit of the formidable goal of reduction of 

military budgets. MY delegation would again like to reiterate its conviction that 

the freezing of military budgets is a most desirable step to begin with at this 

stage and that such an agreement to freeze could pave the way for an agreement 

towards reduction of military budgets. 

MY delegation continues to believe in the need for concerted efforts towards 

reaching an agreement on the freezing of military budgets and will keep on 

pursuing this objective. In the meantime, my delegation will vote in favour of 

draft resolution A/C .1.'31/L. 21. 

Mr. ENDREFFY (Hungary) : The Hungarian delegation would like to put on 

record that it continues to support the idea of reducing military budgets with 

the aim of limiting expenditures for military purposes, thus saving funds for 

economic and social development, and as a means of increasing the aid to be 

channelled to developing countries. We have been in favour of this disarmament 

method in principle, whenever it was touched upon in international discussions. 

We therefore added, wholeheartedly, our vote to that of the overwhelming majority, 

when a Soviet proposal, in concrete terms to this effect, was adopted by the 

General Assembly in 1973 as resolution 3093 A (XXVIII). 

It is with growing dissatisfaction that we have been compelled to follow the 

way the First Committee has handled this subject ever since. Instead of serious 

political discussion of the issue in the. appropriate bo~ set up by the resolution 

mentioned, the problem has been made the theme of what appears to be an endless 

series of technical studies. In the three years elapsed since the original 

resolution, we have been presented with two such studies and if this course 
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continues next year we may have the third one. Neither the two existing reports 

nor the terms of reference of the one envisaged by draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.21 

submitted by Mexico and Sweden suggest that this flow of technical studies would 

come to an end. On the contrary, they hold out the prospect of further expert 

studies. 

This Committee, during the debate on disarmament items on the agenda, has 

listened with great concern to many statements describing and rightly condemning 

the squandering of' resources through the seemingly uncontrollable growth of 

military expenditures. Yet, when it comes to pass resolutions in connexion with 

the subject, can we satis~ ourselves with a so-called solution which would 

effectively keep the handling of the problem on a side-track? We all known that it 

is in the nature of such exercises to postpone serious and purposeful consideraticn. 

Is it not indicative that the Committee has avoided discussing the merits of these 

reports which, as the theorizing experts themselves submitted, are neither 

conclusive nor exclusively applicable? 

By abstaining in the vote on draf't resolution A/C.l/31/L.21 the Hungarian 

delegation wishes to reaffirm its support for the reduction of military budgets 

related in a concrete manner to arms limitation aims and to increased development 

aid. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from 

Russian): In connexion with the vote on draf't resolution A/C.l/3l/L.2l on the 

reduction of' military budgets, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to make 

the following statement. 

The Soviet Union has repeatedly put forward the proposal f'or the reduction of 

military budgets. We abide firmly by the conviction that instead of the constant 

growth of military expenditure on the part of' many States, there should be a 

practice of systematic reduction of such expenditures. This would be an impcrtant 

measure for the limitation of the arms race. As we know, the General Assembly 

in resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) called f'or a reduction of' the military budgets of 

States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and utilization of 
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part of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries. The 

major sums released in this w~ could be devoted to purposes of economic and social 

progress. It is not the fault of the Soviet Union that the practical realization 

of this proposal has been delayed. Certain permanent members of the Security 

Council continue to displ~ reluctance to implement the appeal of the General 

Assembly. 

The Soviet Union, as has already been stated from the rostrum of the General 

Assembly by the Foreign Minister of the USSR, is ready to be flexible on this and 

to look for mutually acceptable concrete figures from which we could begin to reduce 

military budgets. It would be possible to come to an agreement on a higher figure 

than 10 per cent or a lower figure, as a first step for 1977. However, the 

important thing is to make this question the subject of businesslike negotiations, 

among all interested States. The Soviet Union, for its part, is ready to undertake 

serious steps in this direction, if other permanent members of the Security Council 

show a similar readiness. 

I would like to draw the attention of members of the Committee to the statement 

of the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 

Soviet Union, Leonid Illyich Brezhnev, of 30 November which inter alia stated: 

"The whole world knows the concrete and persistent proposals of the Soviet 

Union designed to curb the arms race and to bring about disal'Jl'':llllent. I 

would remind you here of such proposals as, for example, the prohibition 

on the creation of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction; 

the complete and general cessation of nuclear weapon tests; and the world 

treaty on renunciation of the use of force in international relations. 

Supporting our proposals by deeds, we have recently, once again, reduced 

our military budget. 11 

Draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.21 in our view -- and we are convinced of this -- would 

not promote the solution of the problem of the reduction of military budgets. It 

reflects the line which unfortunately has been detected in our Organization last 

year, a policy designed for further delaying technical research into the military 

expenditures of States and the proposed preparation of reports which become ever 

more complex, contradictory and abstract and divert us more and more from the 

political solutions which we need if we want to reduce military budgets. 
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The efforts or the States Members or the United Nations should be aimed, in our 

view, not at abstract searches for things which do not yield practical results, 

but at the implementation or genuine realistic measures to reduce military budgets. 

For the reasons I have mentioned therefore, the Soviet delegation will be 

unable to support the draft resolution which is to be put to the vote shortly and 

will abstain in the voting. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to give us 

some information on the financial implications of the draft resolution. 

Mr. BANERJEE (Secretary of the First Committee): I have here a statement 

submitted by the Secretary-General under rule 153 of the rules of procedure of the 

General Assembly. Under the terms of operative paragraph 2 of the draft 

resolution contained in document A/C.l/31/L.21, the General Assembly would request 

the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrangements for the report which was 

requested in resolution 3463 (XXX) to be issued as a United Nations publication 

and widely distributed. Under operative paragraph 4 of the same draft resolution 

the General Assembly would request the Secretary-General to prepare with the 

assistance of an intergovernmental group of budgetary experts appointed by him a 

report containing an analysis of the comments provided by the State pursuant to 

paragraph 3 of that draft resolution, including any further conclusions and 

recommendation. 

It is estimated that the cost of printing the requested report in six 

languages, Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish, would come to 

about ~~12,000. It is considered that the preparation of the new refort would 

require the services of 12 experts who would meet in Geneva between June and 

August 1977 for a total of three weeks. At these meetings, interpretation and 

translation would be required from and into three or possibly four languages. 

In addition, intersession documentation would total some 300 pages and the 

post-session documentation, some 100 pages. Additionally, five weeks of 

consultants' services would be required for the technical preparation of the draft 

report as well as travel and subsistence for 21 days for two substantive staff 

members. Based on these needs, the related costs are estimated as follows: 

travel and subsistence of the experts: about $40,600; temporary assistance for 

meetings including interpretation, translation and production, if into three 

languages: $104,700, and if into four languages: $142,800; for five weeks' 

work of consultant's ser-rices, his fee, travel and subsistence: *7 ,400; travel 

and subsistence for two substantive staff members for 21 days: $6,400. 

In accordance with the practice adopted at this session, the Secretary-General 

will not request additional appropriation at this time in respect of conference 
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servicing costs but will towards the close of the session advise to what extent 

this can be absorbed within existing resources. 

Accordingly, should draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.21 be adopted by the General 

Assembly, additional requirements amounting to $74,000 would be needed. 

Additionally, conference servicing costs of up to $142,800 .night be required at a 

later date depending on the number of languages and the extent to which the 

servicing of the meetings can be met from within existing sources. 

The statement I have just made will be circulated to the members of the 

Committee this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Mexico, who wishes to 

speak on a point of order. 

Mr. MARIN BOSCH (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): Following 

unofficial consultations the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.21 have 

decided to introduce a very slight amendment to operative paragraph 3, namely to 

change the target date for the presentation by States of their comments with 

regard to the matters covered in the report from 31 May 1977 to 30 April 1977. 

The CHAIRMAN: I take it that all the representatives have taken 

note of the proposed amendment which in fact changes the date by which the States 

Members are invited to communicate to the Secretary-General their comments with 

regard to matters covered in the report. 

We shall now proceed to the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.21. 

The draft resolution was adopted by 104 votes to 2, with 12 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN: We have a number of delegations wishing to explain their 

votes after the vote. However, in view of the lateness of the hour, I suggest 

that we hear them at our afternoon meeting. I should like also to inform the 

Committee that I have been requested by a number of delegations to postpone 

somewhat the beginning of this afternoon's meeting in order to give them the 

opportunity to consult on some drafts which will come up for action this afternoon. 
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(The Chairman) 

I suggest that we meet at 4 p.m. on the understanding that we shall continue our 

meeting if and when necessary beyond 6 p.m. 

I call on the representative of the Libyan Arab Republic who wishes to speak 

on a point of order. 

Mrs. SHELL {Libyan Arab Republic) (interpretation from Arabic): My 

delegation was absent during the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.lO/Rev.l. 

I should like it to be placed on record that the Libyan Arab Republic would have 

voted in favour of that draft. 

The CHAIRMAN: The statement of the representative of the Libyan Arab 

Republic will be duly recorded. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 




