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.l/32/PV. 44 

The mec;ti was called to order at 10. a.rn. 
-----------~-------------· 

AGENDA IT'ZMS AND 51 (continued) 

The CHAIFJ:IAN: Th:: Committee will take up the resolutions 

to disarmament. I understaCJd that the Committee is to proceed 

to the vote and to take actlon on draft resolution A/ C .l/32 /L. 28 /Rev. L 

Hr. GARCIA ROBL3S (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish)· The 

rerr:arks I made last 1,reek on Hednesday, 16 November, in introducing draft 

resolution .l/32/L. on the SALT talks apply equally to the substance 

l/3:?/L.28/Rev.l, 1.rhich 1ras distributed in due course of draft resolution 

to members of the First Comnittee and is the delegations of 

Argentina, Ghana, Jordan, Mroxico, J'lorocco, Ne1,,r Zealand, Nigeria, ?akistan 

and Sveder.. 

Accordingly, today I shall add some brief comments to vrhat I 

have said earlier to explain the s changes in the text of a nevr draft 

as compared uith the originaL These , which are the result of 

consultations vrhich vre, the sponsors, have held 1.rith other delesations in 

s to obtain acceptance of the draft are the 

in the second preanibular paragraph, instead of the 1-mrd 
11 Reaffirming11

, •..re have used the words 11 alson, so as to dispel 

a:r.y s 1vhich States mjght have had •;.rhen abstained on )De or more 

of the six General resolutions mentioned in that paragraph. 

Secondly, in the next parasraph, vhich is the last paragraph, 

1.re have decided to speak of the absence of 11 defini ti ve 11 results instead of 
11 positive11 results, because the delegations of the tvro super-Pm·rers, lvhich, 

after all, are the only ones that really knovr 1rhat i1as been on in the 

Sl\LT tall\:s since they are srrouded in secrecy, seem to be firmly convinced 

that some progress has been achieved in the last three years, even thouc;h 

as yet it has not been possible for progress to have end.ed in success. 
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Garcia Robles, He:xico) 

operative paragraphs 5 and L~ have been coE1l~inec1 into a s 

parac;raph, uhere we omit any c mention of 11 qualitative 

limitations and substa::.:tial reductionsn from the stratec;ic systems of the 

nuclear uee"pons of the t'iw 

He l:ave ac;reed to this omissi on takinc; into account that some 

felt that the original draft udged controversial 

issues ;-rhich are precis those; that are nmr the Sl<bject cl delicate 

nec;ot]_ations at Geneva. 

~,~~'Ve:L'theless, this does not imply any change i::c the of the 

syonsors of the; draft resol1.<tion as rec;ards substance. \!hat ~:as happened 

in the nev text is that the n and 1.<rc;ency11 
- I g'..LOte from the 

former operative paragraph L:- - nmr mean that it is for the united States 

ar.d the Soviet Union to ttstrive to ir:~plement as soon as the 

decl&c~ations of their respective heads of State, vhich are reproduced 

verbatir:1 in operative paragraphs l and 2, that the original nvitation 

conta:Lncd i::: 3 is nm-r addres ed to the Governments of 

both 

that obj 

nto adopt 1-ri thout de all releva:1t measures to achieve 

~he objective; as can be inferTed fror:1 opc;rative 

parac;raphs 1 and 2, c;oes far any appeals made the Gc;neral Ass 

in rG~30lutions on the SL:.bject, since both Preside:-::.t Carter as ;,Jell as 

the President of the Soviet, l':1r. Drezhnev, l1ave comr.1itted themselves 

r:.ot to reductions b1.<t as President Carter thc;y 1rill ;;rorl.:;: tovmrds 

further reduction so as to arrive at a vorld truly free of nuclear vreapons 

and, c_s lir. Brezhnev said, to move tmrards the complete, total destrl<ction 

of e:dstinc; stocl~piles of nuclear 1vecpons. 

!\ Jourt~1 and last changG is that in operative paracsraph 5 of the former 

text, 1rl1ich has now become operative para . .::;raph 4, and the last parac:;raph in 

the revised draft resolution, viC have deletc;d the uords uthe proGrGss andtt, 

and \'re have included the \TCrds !!appropriate information!! rather than the 

reference originally mo.de to !!a special reporttt. 
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(~r . Garcia Robles , Mexico ) 

Y/e co- sponsors of the draft resolution believe vre have thereby registered 

the spi r it of conciliation \''hich pr ompts us a nd our open- mindedness regarding 

the points of vieH of other States, in the certainty that our attitude will be 

r ewarded vlhen t he draft resc•l ution i s submi tted t o the Committee for i t s 

pronouncement on it. 

'I'he CH!IRMf.N : May I take i t that the Committee is ready to take action 

on draft resolution i:/C . l/3C. /L . 28/Rev . l? I understand that the Committee YTould 

like to adopt i t by consens1.:.s • 

Mr . ANGONI (!,lbania ) ( i nterpreta tion from :B'rench) : My delegation v1ould 

like a vote to be taken on draft resolution f../C . l/32/1. 28/Rev . 1. 

The CHAIRMAN : That being the case, I shall now call on those 

delegations rrishing to explain their votes before the vote . 

~tr . ~ISHE~ (United States of America) : I should like to explain 

the support the United States gives to draft resol ution A/C . l/32/1. 28/Rev . l . 

Together with the Soviet Uni8n, the United States i s engaged in an intensive 

effo r t t o work out the remaining aspects of a SALT II agr eement, a step in 

a continuing process that will require persistence and patience . 

As stated by President ~arter, the Government of the United States hopes 

t hat current and fut ure roun:ls of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 1vi ll 

permit the Uni ted States and the Soviet Union to reach agreement on substantial 

reduct i ons i n the a rsenals of both States . Ue understand the strong interest 

''i th which other memberc of the internat i onal community follm-r the progress of 

these negotiations . i,ccordi ngly ue intend to inform the special session on 

disarmament of the results a~hieved in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks . 

Mr . ISSRJ\ELYi,N (UnLon of Soviet Social ist Republics ) (interpretation 

from Russian): The limitati•)n of strategic arms, 'lith regard to which talks 

are going on bet1,reen the Sov :i.et Union and t he United States ) is an extremely 

important matter ,.rhich is o:f vast significance for the peoples of our tuo 
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR) 

countries and the peoples of the \Thole 1rorld. T'he Soviet Union has constantly 

striven to '-'ch:i_evc agreement C'n the limitCJ_tion of strategic a:cms and js 

do inc; eve_ty t-hing in its pmrcor to 'wing this at out, in the fi r:r;1 conviction that 

a mutually acceptable agreement at these tall~s on the basis of strict 

observance of the principles of the equality and equal security of States is 

fully attainable. 

T'he ,3oviet Union believes that -vre should call a halt to the arms race 

and begin gradually to reduce the level of military confrontation. 1,re -vriSfl. 

substantially to reduce and finally to eliminate the threat of nuclear war. 

It is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Union proposes that we come 

to an agreement on the simultaneous cessation by all States of the manufacture 

of nuclep_r ueapons: "rhether they be atomic, hydroc~en or neutron bombs or 

missiles. At the same time the nuclear Pmrers could undertal~e to begin the 

gradual reduction of existing stocl~piles and move tmmrds their total 

destruction. i!e agree that urgent measures are needed to attain this goal. 

On the basis of these considerations, the Soviet delegation -vrill vote in 

favour of draft resolution A/C .l/32/1.28/Rev .1. 

The CHAIRJ\1AN: As no other representatives 1,rish to explain their 

votes befo,re the vote, we shall nmr talce action on draft resolution 

A/C .1/ 32/1.28/Rev .1, pertaining to agenuu item 51, entitled "General and 

complete disarmament 11
• A recorded vote hc;_s been requested. 
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A recor ded vote \·las taken . 

I n favour: 

Aga i nst : 

Afghanistan, .Al ger::.n_. Arz. c::nti.n~, ,~nstl:ali. t=l ) l\us tri..:: , 

r ei: ~:ur.a 8 > Bahra in, Belgium, Bhutan, Bot suana , Brazil, 

Bulgaria , Burma, Burundi, Byeloruss i an Soviet Soc ialist 

Republic , Canada, Chad, Chile , Col omb i a , Cuba , Cyprus , 

Cze:choslovakia , Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt , Ethiopia, 

Fi nland , Fra nce, Gerrr.an :cemoc r atic Repub l ic , Germany, 

Fede r al Republic of, Greece, Guya na , !-!ondur as , 

Hungar y , I ndia , Indonesia , Iran, I r aq, Ireland, 

I s r a e l, Italy, Ivory Coa st , Jamaica , Japa n, J or dan , 

Kuvait , Lao Pe ople ' s Democra tic Republ ic, Li byan Arab 

Jamahiriya, Luxembour g , Malays i a , Maldi ves, Maurit ani a , 

Ma~:.ritius , Me~cico , Mongolia, Morocco . ' k za ,w i1 '· '·e .. 

Nepal, Nethe rlands , New Zealand, Ni ge r, Non1e.y , 

OmEn, Pald stan , Panama , Peru, Phi lippines, Poland , 

Poi tugal , Romania, Ruanda , 3ierra Leone, Si r:gapore, 

SpE i n, Sudan , Surinam, Sweden, ~;yri.a r; Arab Re publ i c , 

Toe.o , Trini dad and Tobago , Tuni s i a , Turl{ey, 

U1nai nian Soviet Soci alist Republic , Union of Soviet 

Socialist Repub l ics, United Arab Emirat e s , Uni ted 

Kir.gdom of Greet Brita in and Northe r n I re l and, United 

ReJ:ubli c of Ta nzania , Unite d States of Amer ica, 

Uruguay, Venezuela , Yugosl avia 

Altani a , Ch ina 

The draf t r esolution Has a dopted by 91 votes to 2 . 

The CHAJR!YfAN: I shall n.ou call on t hose delegat i ons that •t~is h to 

explain t heir votes a f ter the vot e . 

Mr . YA.."\fG (Chi na) ( int e rpret a t i on f r om Chi nese ) : The Chinese Government 's 

principled s :tand and vieVTs on the questi on o-r nuclea r di sar mament a re. ;.;ell 

known to a.ll . The draft resolution on SALT cont ained in document 

A/C . l / 32/L . 28/Rev . 1 make s 9.n assessn:ent o::'. t he recent s tate ments o ::- the tv1o 

super-Powers vThich i s not :~cce ptable to u s . . For this r eason t he Chinese 

delegati on has voted agaimt the c'tntC7- res o~.ut ion . 
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JlfJT. SY (Senegal) ( from French): delegation "t·ras 

not when the vote was taken on draft resolution A/C .1/32/L. .1. 

I -vrish it to be placed on record that, had 'tve been present, vre >wuld have 

voted in favour of the draft resolution. 

the 

IVJT. l\TABETA (Uganda): Had the Uganda 

took place on draft resolution A/C. 

voted in favour. 

L. 

been present when 

.1, it would have 

IVJT. JAMAL (Qatar) ( tai..ion from Arabic): MY delegation was 

absent when the vote on draft resolution A/ C.l/32/L. 

nGeneral and corq::lete disarmarr.ent n -vms take'!. Had 1re been present, we 

have voted in favour. I hope that that vlill be recorded. 

for the vote on draft 

lY!r, FADHLI (Democratic Yemen): Had we been present during the vnte, 

':le v10uld have voted in favour of draft resolution A/C. 

aelegation co-

A/ C.l/32/L. .1. Unfortunately, I \'las not 

taken on that draft resolution. I v-rish it to be 

I would have voted in favour had I been present. 

2/L. 28/Rev .1. 

draft resolution 

when the vote vras 

on record that 

JY!r. ORTEGA ( CoGta Rica) (interpretation frorr, Spanish): My 

was absent 1vhen the vote was taken on draft resolution .1/32/L. 28/Rev .1. 

T:Je should like to indicate that we 1vould have voted in favour had v-re been 

Mr. SIKAULU (Zambia): 

on c'T'"f,. resolution A/C.l/32/L. 

voted in favour. 

delegation was absent during the 

l. Had we been present, v-re v-rould have 
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Mr. M/lSOODI ) : I i·las absent dur the voting on draft 

resolution .l/32/L.28/RF:.V .l. Had I been present, I v1ould have voted in favour. 

'Ihe CHAIRlviAN: 'rhe staterr,ents of those iocs that \·Jere unal:le to be 

::_Jresent dur the vot in13 ;m draft resolution .2fJ/Rev .l v1ill included 

the record. 

As no other delegatio:1 vlishes to explain its vote, the consideratic:m of 

item 51) !!General and disarrr::arr:entn is cor:cluded. 

The Ccmmittee \·lill noH take a decision on draft resolution A/C. /L. .l 

to agenda item , entitled 11 Incendiary and other specific conventional 

weapons which may be the subject of prohibitions or restrictio:JE of use for 

humanitarian reasor:su. Th'~ draft resolution has financial implicaticms ·Hhich 

are set forth in document .44. The draft resolution is 

14 and was int::oduced the representative of SHeden on 15 November. 

I shall now call on those ior:s Hishing to their votes before 

the vote. 

Vrr. NEUBERT of Germany): The Federal of 

GertJany will abstain in the vote on resolution A/C. .29/Rev.l on 
11 and other specific conventional Heapons vJhi.ch may be subject of 

prohibitions or restrictions of the use for humanitarian reasons 11
• It is with 

e;reat that my delegation is not able to this draft resolution. He 

still have a number of reS<crvations on the contents of the present text. 

The Federal Republ i.e of joined in the consensus on resolution 22 (IV) 

of the ic Co:nference on humanitarian laH which called for a Conference 

of Governments to be held not later than lS79 to the work of' the 

Ad Hoc Committee on VJeapom'y. vTe feel committed to resolution 22 (IV) and are 

fully to consider further as proposed in that text. 

, hoHever, that draft resolution A/C.l/32/L. .1 does not fully 

reflect the consensus arri1Ted at in Geneva, to Hhi.ch we feel committed. 

Resolution 22 (IV) of the Conference in fact stated that further 

work in this field should _n all cases seek the broadest possible agreement. 

The Federal of GeJ:·many considers that i.t is on the basis of 

decinior:s taken consensus that the conference can be successful. 
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Federal Re-public 
of Genmnv) 

cion that it uill be increa understoDd that the 

in o deliberative organ are not sui taole 

cor:ference •.ri th different to draft intended 

to become under ir:terna tional lmr. To te accepted, prohibitions 

or restrictionR on vleapons should be based on a balanced 

military and 5 ri2I' fa.ctors involved. Ihe Federal 

of also believes that it 11ould be to conside:r any rigid 

revie1v for conventional vreapons before progress has been :r:ade in 

the ccc; on possible \vhich 1v-ould be the 

Gerrr:any considers that the of such a revie'iv. I'he Federal Eeputlic 

conference should be built upon the com1:mn identified in the .!d Hoc 

Committee on and endeavour to vork out on those 

proposals for ,, there is a VJide measure of 

(United States of .\merica): The United States has 

participated actively in previous international \Wrk on conventional weapons 

issues and He are fully to support the co~,- 1 that work 

in any international ""'orum •,.;hich is sui table for issues and in -vThich 

there is reasonable prospect for 

progress can only be 

progress. Eovrever .· in our 

the for 

signed to ensure that the res·ul ts are 

tG tha.t rule of consensus 

t.e 

of conventiona],. 
..... _. 

that the text of 'this 

resolution l~·:)r the sta.teinE:m'ts of its co-sponsors offer assurance that that 

'ilill be the case. . ·~Gcorciingly J >·Te have to et 

In addition, ','i'e are disappointed that the of the third 

operative deviates from that of the resolution adopted the 

Ge~eva Confere~ce on 

of Governmects o~ issues. 
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian): ~['he question ,Jf the prohibition or restriction of the use of 

sr:ecific conventional wea:r;ons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious 

or to have indiscriminate eff,~cts belongs to the category of questions on 

disarmament. As has lJeen rep:oatedly stated oy the Soviet Union, it should be 

viewed within the context of ·:he problems of disarmament and at the appropriate 

international forums. Uithout any douot, it is connected ·Hith the security of 

States, and for its solution tJe must reclwn "lvith considerations of a military 

character regardless of the mJtives for which it ip proposed to prohibit or limit 

the use of any given ty:r;es of conventional wea:r;ons. ~'herefore we should, of 

course, take into account the ex:r;erience of talks on the questions of disarmament 

affecting the security of States. To disregard that experience vJOulcl lead, 

incidentally, to a situation where attempts to resolve this question at a 

Conference on internatiynal h~manitarian law in Geneva, faced with other tasks, 

did not lead to results. 

In the course of consult:ttions the Soviet delegation patiently explaip.ed 

its views to the sponsors of the draft resolution now "before the Committee. ltle 

shoul~ acknowledge that some very perceptiole changes were made from the initial 

draft. Nevertheless, vie cannot ag;ree with all the provisions in the draft 

resolution now under considerB.tion. In particular, we see in it an attempt. to 

prejudge the character and orientation of the work :Jf the future conference. 

For example, in operative :r;aragraph 2 j_t is provided. that the Confer\='nce should 

deal with the quesi~ion of a system of r:eriodic revievl of this matter. He consider 

that the determination of what the Conference shoul~ deal with is the "business of 

the Conference itself and of its preparatory organs. It is also important that 

the method for taking decisicns at the Conference should oe in keeping with the 

special nature of the questicns which will be discussed there; and on those 

questions directly connected vlith the security of States, decisions should oe 

taken on the oasis of consensus. Only the general consent of the partici:r;ants in 

that enterprise can ensure ccncrete results. Since these views of cus \Jere r.ot 

taken into account oy the spcnsors of the draft res\)lutim', the Soviet delegation 

,,dJJ not support the draft resolution in the voting. 
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) : 1-\t c~nc l us i.m: :;f Diplomatic Conference or: 

the Reaf'fi.:cmati.on and Internatior:.al Humanitarian LaVJ 

ir: Armed C0nflicts, the Italian joined in the consensus 

resolut ted ttere c further consi.deration the ion 

of the ion restriction of the use 'Jf certain conventional TtJeapons 

Hhich rr:.ay deemed to excess ir.jurious or to have i.ndi.scriminate 

effects. 

'I1h is resolution for the conven a conference of States 

not later than The Italian c associated itself with a 

firm conviction that "c;he future conference 1tToulci follo<t1 the 

rules already E:.·stabl , and in the i.e C:Jn:ference. 

in :favour of the '::umaniz v-1arfare 

hence, or 1 imit the of certain T.Jeapons, it is firm 

any- decision H!'ich the f'uture conference may take this 

delicate matter - a matter in >Jhich a proper balance must be strucl: between 

humE~nitari.an needs and the 

;)[ all States - only be 

imctte security 

consensus. In our opinicm, 

f'undm:,ental pri.nciple should also be apo. ic"'d to T:Jork and deliberations 

Clf •,1hatever c:Jmrci ttee up. It is only s 

tht ]}rinc that the future eonferer:ce achieve and 

that ratification all States be ensured. Draft 

resolution 

In 

tl1e fifth 

and appear 

Diplomatic 

.29/Rev.l does not seem to 

on this sential 

the of' this draft 

seem tD reflect 

the of consensus 

l:'_]j ::ond 

erence. 

clear) precise Dr 

in particular 

real si.tuati.on 

For thes reasons, Ita:;tan delegation is not i.n a position to cast 

a vote i.E favour of the draft resolution contained in document A/C. .29/Hev.l 

and abstain. 
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Mr. ROSSIDES (Cyprus): ',lhile \·re uncierstand the difficulties 

encountered certain Men:ber States in voting for this draft resolution and the 

yut forward) yet the matter is of such vital nee that at some 

time a L'!llSt be 0:1 11eapo:::1s, the use of >.:hich is considered 

the Stoc}:holm International Peace Research Instit· .. 1te (SIPTII) as 

to 1.rhich the means of cor.1bat should be restricted in 

two 1vays: vreapons should not ~ct u.se injury - and it is 

evident that napalm bombs cause superfluous injury~ and 1-reapons should not be 

used incHscriminately combatants as Hell as non-combatants without 

to their effect. 

I should like to centre my atteYJ.tion on napalm bombs and I vrill first 

refer to the United :Natio:1s of 1..rhich pointed out that: 
11Napalm :Ls particularly barbarous because it causes injuries that are 

superfluous and ::::ularly cruel to the civilian population.n 

'Those are the >vords of the report. rrhey do not anwv1er any mili tarJ purpose 

really. 'They create tremendous suffering vithout the aim of using 

vrea}?ons in >vars. 

F'irst of all, according to SIPRI more than a quarter of the strucl<:. 

by napalm are to suffer burns over more than per cent of their bodies. 

Secondly, about one third Jf the casual ties die IIi thin half an hour in 

intense agony. 'I'hirdly, iE' a victi[1 badly burned by napalm survives the first 

day he in a critic::\l state, that a state cif ,agony for or 

and then dies. 'Ihose 
'• . 

oe 4o days of from oapalm bor:rbin~ are caused 

lJy any otber weapon& and, , · this tlhouid·b~ ~v-i th iihorouglHy 

and e~peditiou,sly. Fourthly, intensive .medical care less tl1an·2'0 per cent 

such live convale·sce::::tce. I>ren If OVP:r 

it will not st~rvi ve c e, which js i~1 itself mcst 

ardlWL1 S • rot are larce-scale treatment 

requires enormous medical resources far ~)eyond the capacit~r of most ccuntries. 
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(Mr. Ros3ides . Cyprus) 

These are the naJ;alm bombs that we want to have :prchibi t ed . I sr:eaJ~ on 

this mat t e-r with some e!T)ot i on because m;y- country 1vas the most recent l arge .. scale 

victim of na'{:alrn bombing - ~n 1974 ' :-: when OJ;en cities "ere attacked, f or ests 

unreasonably burned and des~royed and tremendous suffering caused to human 

beings in the >vay I ·have just mentioned . 'I'hat is -v1by "e not only support anq 

shall vote ·-for thi s draft resol ution but we are , moreover 1 astoni shed that for 

t1·1o yea rs the Conf erence of Government E;cperts in Geneva managed to hold 

discussions over minor differences and difficulties endlessly, without re~ard 

t o t he intensity of human s uffering ca \.'.Sed by these vlea:pons , without respect , 

t o t he suffering of humanity because of t hese 11eapons continuing t o be' in use . 

Ther efore we fully support the conveping of the conference in 1979 
althou~h we ,think that is not soon enough. Let us hope t hat mankind Hill . 
sho-v1 some r espect for t t)e most ess~ntial e l ement of human rights , the 

:prohibition of the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons 1-1hich cause 

unnecessarily terrible suffering to humanity . 

Mr . ELLIOT-T (Bel gi um ) (interpretation from French ) : Relgiuin \·lishes 

to reaffirm its support for the convening of an intergovernmental confer ence 

on the prohibition or restriction of use of certain conventional weapons in 

accprdance with resolution ~2 (IV) of t he Diplomatic Conference on Humani tarian 

As indicated in operative paragraph l of the draft resolution before us ue 

conside r that thi s conference should above all deal 11ith areas of common gr ound . 

HoweverJ Belgj_ um will abstain on the draft resolut i on because of considerations 

relating t o the. or ganization of the conference and t o the processes of 

decision- t a king . Indeed, in a field ''here humanitari a n and mi l i tary consi derations 

are so closely linked it is ess enti al that decisions shoul d be adopted by 

consensus because in the absence of a consensus on the :part of t he major militar:y

Powers it is t o be feared that any decis i on tal{en will not be f ollowed by action . 

On the other hand, we would wish thi s conference to. be open t o all States 

vlhich are i nterested and express a desire to participate . Finally , vie further 

cons)der that it seems premature at this stage to consid~r before the conferP.nce 

is held the establishment of a system of periodic r evi ew . 
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T·he CHAIRMAN: 'I·he. Committee will nov1 :proceed to vote on draft 

resolution A/C .-;._/32/L.?-9/P,ev .1, the financial implications of }Jhich are explained 

jn document A/C. /L.44. "\ ;recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote viaS taken. 

In favour: 

Against: 

Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Botm·lana, 

Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 

Cypru:>, I:emocratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egyrt, 

Finland, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, Honduras, 

India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, 

Jamaic:a, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Libyan Arab .Jamahiriya) 

Malay:3ia, Maldives, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 

Moroc~~o, Jv;ozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Cman, Pakistan, Panama, 

Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, , Sudan 7 Surinam, 

S'lveden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, , Trinidad 

and T•)bago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, 

United Republic of Tanzania, 

Venez,lela, Yugoslavia, Zambia 

None 

Volta, Uruguay, 

Abstaining: Belgi1m, Bulgaria, ian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, German Democratic 

Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Hungary, Israel, 

, Japan, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Poland, Turkey, 

Ukrai:1ian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 

Socia List Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, United States of America 

The draft resolution wa3 adopted by 84 votes to none, with 21 abstentions. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I shall nov call upon representatives 1rho cdsh to 

explain their votes• 

Mr. TAYLOR (United Kinc;dom): ··.!e abstained in the voting c:c. draft 

resolution A/C.l/32/29/Rev.l. I'he United Kingdom ·wishes nevertheless to 

reaffirm its support for resolu'~ion 22 IV of the Diplomatic Conference on 

Humanitarian Law, which called for a conference to be held. not than 

to complete the vmrk of its ad hoc committee on ·weapor:.s. That 

resolution stated that further vwrk in this field should in all cases 

seek the broadest possible agreement. United Kingdom c :-Ls id.P.~·s t!:at it 

is only on this basis that the 

viel·l of the United Kingdom that 

consensus. It is partly because of 

vvill be succes Indeed~ it is th~ 

work should proceed or:. the basis of 

lack of adequate assurance «'1 ~tis 

poi~t either in the draf~ reAolu~irn itsel~ or in the statements by ~h~ sponsors 

that the r;n.L :ed Kingdom has al::lstained. To be •tJidely acce;:table, prolj r.-: tions 

or restrictions on v1eapons s":tould be based on a oalanced apprc;ciation of 

both the military and the humanitarian factors involved, and in our vie\¥ 

this calls for procedure by c<.xser:sus. 

Tl1e United ~(inc;dom also believes that it w::mld be premature to consider 

any system of r.t=:viev: for conventional -weapons until progress has been made 

in the preparatory conference on possible au;reements which would be the 

subject of such a reviei·l. He find language in operative paragraph 2 

of the draft rAsoluticn on whicr" He have just voted unsatis""acto':'y in this respect 

also. As vJe mAde clear tu th~ sponsors, we would have prefe~red language 

\Ihic"l followed more ~lo.s"':ly that of resolution 22 IV. 

~;he "Jni ted Kinc;don considers the 1979 Conference should build upon 

the common ground identified in the ad hoc committee of the Humanitarian Lavl 

CGr:fe:rence and should be prepared to adopt sgreerr:ents on those proposals for 

'which there is a sufficiently vlide mRI'lS01'!': of support. 

1'1r. OXLEY (Australia): The Australian delRe;ation supported draft 

resolution A/C.l/32/1.29/Rev.l. r~·his decl.slc.c:t reflected the concern of my 

icn to tal;;:e a constructive approach t -:,wac:ds goal of achieving 
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agrem~nt on p~ohibitions ana limitations on the us e of ce~tain ty~cs of 

conve ntiono.l u e2.;_:>ons . I lmov i;his approach i s shared by those delegations 

11i t h uhi ch Aus t ralia co--operated in the COUl'SG of the int ens ive discussions 

alr eo.L1y held to date 1:rit hin the f rt,tne~-rork of t he Dipl omat i c Confer ence . 

Ho~rever; my delec;at i on considers t hat the de liberat ions t hat have t aken 

place to do.te on prepar at:i.ons for the conference ca l led f o r i n draft 

resoluti on .' /C . l/32/L. 29/Gev . 1 are def i c i ent i n a ve r y import::l.i1t respect; 

that is t.hat it has not b een a Greed that dec: is i on malci nc; i n t he preparatory 

stac;es 7 ancl, f o r that Elatte-;.·, at the conference itse l f, should be o~' 

consensus . tiy delec;ation reGards decision maki n3 '.)~r consensL1S uithin this 

parti cular context as of c reat i t.:lportance . 'Ihe l i mitations and restrictions 

beinG conside1·ed have a direct b eari03 on the secur ity of all States . The 

proposed conference uill t:ot :)c; one convened to adopt resolutions or ) for 

e;::ampl e , prepare e;{ult.atory declarat ions , but 1-Ti 11 have t he task of 

neuot:i_utina legal instnments placin~ prohibiti ons or r estrictions on the 

use of certai n sort s of veapons 11hi ch a Q;:L'e at num~)er of Statss already 

possess . Also; it is my Clel ecation ' s viev t hat i f a convention is evolved 

Hhich does not enjoy t he sup·l?ort of t he militar ily s i c;ni f icant St a t es 1 

t hen tha t conve ntion may have little value . 

ih' . ULUCEVIK (Turkey) : The Tur h sh Govermilent has alvays 

considered favourably the idea of reachi ng agr eement on :.:>ossi'ule rules 

prohibitinG o:;.· r estrictill[! the use of incendiary and othc:;.· eJ:ccssi vely 

injt1ri ous or indiscriminate conventi onal uea pons and has sup1_)orted every 

i niti a.tive to that end. l·te still "hole- heartedly support the idea in its 

SPbst~nce . !Iouever, as far o.s the draft r esol ution in docLUlent 

/',jc . l /)2/L. 29/Rev. l is cor.cerned, ve a r e not quite sure vhether it envisages 

the best possible procedure for thi f3 tmportant question . 

Al thouch vrc e.re not cver looh:ine:; the humanitarian considerations involved 

in t hi s sub ject , i n our vieu the ques t i on of banni~ the usc of cert ain 

specifi c conventi onal vrearons i.s a disa rmame nt matt£~r . As is generally 

acknoulede:;ec1, deci sions re l a ting t o disa rmame nt :P.cas u r es r.mst be 1)ased on 

co ns ensus to the b r oades t possi'ule e;ct ent i f they a re to be e:ffecti ve . 



ThereiorGJ m~r cJ.Glec;ation iirul~' believes that an effective ~)o.n un the L'.C.:C o:i: 

incendiar? and other excessi vGJy injurious or indiscriuinate ccmvention;_l 

1reapons can onl~- result from dGcisions l"eflccting the consensus of the 

particir1atinc; Governuents in the relevant conference:;. 

I~ delegation considers that the draft resolution just adopted 

this Conmittee does not fully EJcet our conccrns about tbe deci.sion mo.l:inc; 

procedJ.n~e. It vas solely vi tb this consideration in r,Jind that the Turl~ish 

delego.tion reluctantly abstained in the votj ng. 
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Hr . d 1 AMECOlJ11T (!'ranee ) (interpretation from French) : ¥if delegation uould 

lil~e t o make spme comments vii th regerd to the vote that has just been tel'•e n on draft 

r e Bolution A/C . 1/52/1 . 29/Rr:.:v . 1 , on vThich vre abstained. 

The :pr i nciple of convE:n in~ an international conference to examine me asures f e r 

regulDting the use of certEin type s of weapons ccnsidered as having e xcessively 

injuri• ,.ls effects vJaS adopted by consensus during recent sessions of the 

internationa l Dipl omatic Ce>nference on humanitarian lavr i n armed conflicts . The 

F rench Gove rnme nt has e.lw~ys been convinced of the need f or resulatin~ the uGe of 

certe.in inhumane \·Teapons, E.nd at t he Lucerne and Lue;ano Conferences, convened under 

t he auspices of the InternEtional Red Cross, it set fort~ a number of proposals in 

this field . 

Franc<~ has a l ·Hays felt , however, that the study of tllese questions should not 

be confined to t he human i tE. rian Rpproach proper and that aspects of de fence should 

also at the san:e time be tE.ken into account in any attempt to regulate the sit uation . 

'Ihis is absolutely i mperatjve, and if vTe vTant to achieve concrete and pos i t ive 

results w·e must, tal~e that E.pproach . 

Another poi nt i.,rh ich f lovs directly f r om these precedi ng considerat i ons is that 

it is important for decisic•ns not to be imposed on certain countri es by homogeneous 

majorities o.f any kind and , t herefore, that decisions on t he subject shoul d be t aken 

by consensus . 

\1le can only ncte t hat thi s provision d i d not appea r Hi th all the desirable 

c l arity i n t he text vihich -.·as submitted to us . Also , vTe see possibil iti es of 

different i,nterpretat ions ]n the Hay in uhi ch the draft resolution presented to us 

was drafted. It misht be thought, indeed, that there had been. some acsreement in the 

cace of arms ,.,hich could bE studied at the proposed conference . That is not the 

case, ancl my de legation wot.ld lH:e to point out , with re ference to the last 

:pr eambul ar parag raph of the draf t resolut ion, that t he Fr ench Government, while i t i s 

resay to discuss draft resc·lutions on we apons , such as those that cau,>e injury by 

fragments not detectable by X-ray , land- mines , booby- traps and certain types o~ 

i ncendiary \·TeRpons , has not agreed tq the examina t ion of the case of small -r~uli : .·(· 

projectiles .Jr certain blast ••eapons . 

The French Governn:ent has formulated the most express reservatio~s on these 

poi nts . 

The CHAIRMAN: He have thus concl uded our consideration of agenda item )3. 

I should lil(e at this stage t o mal<;e a brief ste~tement . 
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The Chairman) 

Fith tbe <:doption this of the two draft resolutions, 

1re have cone to the conclusion of the Committee 1 s cons ide ration of the 

of disarmament under 17 items. l~ discussed those itens 

, 21 of >·rhich vrere devoted to debate. In that respect 

it is vrorth noting that some 110 representatives s in the e:;eneral debate. 

Furthernore, the Committee adopted resolutions, includinG 10 consensL~s 

or unanimous vote. 

The number of speal~ers, as Hell as the number of resolutions adopted, 

emphasizes the increasing importance attached by the international community 

to the of disarmament. Similarly, the vieus heard in the 13eneral 

debate underlir.e the common concern of the 1mrld community and reflect its 

apprehensior. at the unrelenting arms race, 1·rith particular stress on the 

urgent need to stem the flow of the vast resources 1rasted or. the production, 

stoclzpiling, perfection and transfer of arms. Those resources could and 

should be channelled to er.sure the 1relfare of nanl;:ind. 

The Cornmi ttee adopted a large !lumber of resolutior.s which will allovr 

either the continuation of the 1rork and efforts on disarrr.ament on the existing 

basis cr which offer a!l entirely ne1v framework for such efforts, as is the 

case vrith the special session of the General ,1\ssembly devoted to disarmament 

in vhich \·rill provide an opportur1ity for the international community 

to take important and appropriate action on disarmament lri th the participation 

of all liember States. 

At this stage there have been some developments of particular 

importance to the general objective of dm·m the arms race. I refer 

specifically to the progress that has been made on the 

of nuclear tests. 

l\. deal of effort has gone into the adoption of the 

of cessation 

dJ.sarmament 

resolutions. I \·rish to thad~ all the delegations for ti1eir contributions, 

1-rhether as sponsors or co-sponsors, by their interventions cluring the debate 

or by their informal consultations on draft resolutions. have no doubt 

that their constructive efforts w·ere essential to the final 

of our uork. 

The rose at 11. a.m. 

ve outcome 




