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m in
AGENDA | TEMS 45 TO 66 anp 155 (pontinued)
CONSI DERATI ON OF AND ACTION ON ALL DI SARMAMVENT AGENDA | TEMS
The CHAIRMAN.  This norning the Conmittee will first take a decision on

draft resolution asc.,1s45/L.38, in cluster 4, and on draft resol ution
AsC.1745/L.24/Rev.l,incluster 9. Subsequently, the Conmittee will proceed to
take a decision on draft resol uti ons asc.1745/L,22/Rev.1, A/C.1/45/L.42 and
A/C.1/45/L.50/Rev.1,incl uster 13.

In addition, it is ny understanding that this norning the Conmttee is in a
position to take action on draft resolution Asc.1/45/L.26/Rev.1 ‘n Cl uster 12.
Draft resol utions asc.1s45/L.5 and AsC.1/45/L.35, in cluster 5, and draft
resol utions asc.1s4s/t..39 A and B, in cluster 7 have been postponed to al |l ow for
more consultation anmong del egations. W may be in aposition to take action on
them at our next neeting.

| have just been informed by the sponsor of draft resolution asc.1/45/L.11
that, following consultations with concerned del egations, the sponsor will not now
press that draft resolution to a vote. In the light ofthis information the
Commttee will not take action on draft resolution Asc.1/45/L.11 and t he subsequent
anendnent to that draft resol ution contained in docunent AsC.1/45/L.57.

| now call on the Secretary of the Conmttee te make an announcement.

Mr.KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmttee): 1 wish to informthe Commttee
t hat Panama has becone a sponsor of draft resol utions A/C.1/45/L.26/Rev.1 and
A/sC.1s45/L.42; and Costa Rica and Panana have becone sponsors o draft resol ution

A/C.1/45/L.53/Rev.1l.
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The CHARVAN.  As no del egation wi shes to introduce a draft resolution,

the Conmttee will now proceed to take a decision on draft resolution
AsC.1s45/1.38,in cluster 4. | shall now call on those del egations w shing to make
statements Ot her than explanations of their position on the draft resolution.

mr. AGAYEV (Uni on of Sovi et Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): M delegation has asked to speak in order to draw attention to a
techni cal msunderstanding that took place when the votes on draft resolution
a/C.1745/L.17, "Prevention of an aimsrace in outer space", were recorded. W
di scovered to our amazenment and regret that the position of ourdel egation was not
reflected on the voting display. W wsh to confirmthat our delegation voted in

favour of draft resol uti on asc.1745/L.17.

The CHAIRVAN.  The position of the Soviet Union will be duly reflected in
the record.

M. JanpL (Austria): In the light of recent discussions, allow meto
makesomebri ef coments on the content of draft resolution asc.i1s45/1n.38, entitled
*"Prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities", which was introduced by the
representative of Hungary and which is al so co-sponsored, inter alia, by my
del egat i on.

(perative paragraph 1 of this draft resolution states that the General Assenbly.

“Recogni zes that an armed attack or a threat ofarned atackOn a

safeguarded nuclear facility, operational or under construction, would create
a situation in which the Security Council would have to act inmmediately in
accordance with the provisions ofthe Charter ofthe United Nations, including

measures under Chapter VII".
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(M. Jandl, Austria)

| mght add that this |anguage comesfromthe consensus |anguage of the 1985 Third
Revi ew Conference of the States Parties to the non-proliferation Treaty.

In this regard I want to enphasize mydel egation's understanding that an arned
attack on any kind of nuclear facility, be it safeguarded or not, constitutes not
only a mgjor threat to and breach of international security and peace but is
certainly a deplorable and reprehensible nethod of warfare. However, we must bear
in mnd that the international commnity, through the conclusion and inplenentation
of the non-proliferation Treaty, has set certain standards of quality for nuclear
facilities. These standards of quality constitute precisely the safeguards which,
inthe light of the provisions of article 3 of the non-proliferation Treaty, apply
to the nuclear facilities of those States that are parties to that Treaty. M
del egation is ofthe opinion that this qualitative difference between nuclear
facilities under safeguards of the International Atom c Energy Agency (IaEA) and
facilities witheut those safeguards has a certain significance. That is why we
support the formulation contained in the aforesaid draft resolution and we hope
that an overwhelmng majority of member States will find thenselves in a position
to votein favour of the text. Atthe same tine, we call on those countries that

have not placed their nuclear facilities under |AEA safeguards to do so in the near

future.
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The CHARMAN. | now call on the representative of Pakistan, who w shes
to explain his vote before the voting.

M. RAMAL (Pakistan): | should like to explain Pakistan's position on
the draft resolution entitled "Prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities**,
cont ai ned i n docunent A/C.1/45/L.38.

It is generally recognizedthat an armed attack on a nuclear facility or
installation would result in radioactive releases with grave consequences within
and beyond the boundaries of the State which has been attacked. Such an attack
woul d cause not only severe danage to the eaviromrant, but al so incal cul abl e | oss
of human life.

Draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.38 duly recogni zes that factin its preambular
paragraphs. Unfortunately, in its operative paragraphs it somehow inserts aa
irrelevant distinction between safeguarded and unsafeguarded facilities. Fromthe
poi nt of view of the consequential danger fromradioactivity, thereisno
difference in the results and that categorization is thus unnecessary.

Simlarly; an attack or the threat of an attack on a nuclear facility would
endanger i Nt ernati onal peace and security irrespective of whether the nuclear
facility in question was safeguarded or unsafeguarded. In such an eventuality, the
Security Council, which has the primary responsibility forthe mai nt enance of
international peace and security, would be required to actimediately in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Charter. Wile we fully support the
i dea ofthe prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities, we are disappointed that
the draft resolution contained in document asc.1/45/L.38 tries to create an
unrealistic and ill-founded distinction between the effects of attacks on
saf equarded and the effects of attacks on unsafeguarded nuclear facilities. We are

oft he considered viewthat that distinctionis based on invalid assumptions.
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In view of the foregoing, we should have preferred it if the sponsors had
agreed to our proposal to delete the word "saf eguarded" from operative paragraphs 1
and 2 ofthe draft resolution. In view ofthe inability of the sponsors to agree
to our proposal, ny delegation will be constrained to request separate votes on
paragraphs 1 and 2, in which we intend to vote against those paragraphs. W intend
to abstain on the draft resolution as a whole, and shall do so with a heavy heart.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to vote on draft resolution
A/C.1745/L.38, entitled "General and conpl ete di sarmanent: Prohibition of attacks
on nuclearfacilities". The draft resolution was introduced by the representative
of Hungary at the 31st neeting of the First Committee, on 8 Novenber 1990.

| now call on the Secretary of the Commttee, who will read out the list of

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmmittee): Draft resolutionasc.1/45/L.38
has the fol | owi ng sponsors: Australia, Austria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republ i c, czechoslovakia. Eqypt, Germany, Hungary, the Islamc Republic of Iran,

t he Netherlands, Sweden and the UWkrainian Soviet Socialist Republic.

r at e, recorded vote has been requested on operative

paragraph 1 ofdraft resol ution AsC.1/45/L.38.
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Arecorded vote was taken,

In favour: Afghani stan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain,Bangl adesh, Barbados, Bel gium Benin.. Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Byelorussian Sovi et Socialist Republic, Caneroon,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechosl ovakia, Denmark,
Dibouti, Egypt., Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, CGermany, Ghana, G eece,
Quatemal a, CGuinea, Quinea-Bissau, Hungary, |celand, |ndonesia,
Iran (Islamc Republic of),Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesot ho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Luxembour g, Madagascar, Mal aysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morecco, Myanmar, Nepal,

Net her| ands, New Zeal and, N caragua, N ger, Ngeria, Norway,

Oman, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,

Romani a, Rwanda, Sanpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Solonon
Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrai ni an Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics, United Arab Emrates, U uguay, Venezuela, viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Auai nst : France, Paki stan, United Kingdom of Geat Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Abstainingt Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, India, Israel, Mexico, Nam bia,
Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania

Qperative paragraph 1 of draft resolution Asc.1/45/5.38 was retained by 115
votes to 6, with 9 abstentions

The cHAIRMAN: A separate, recorded vote has been requested on operative

paragraph 2 of draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.38.
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a_recorded vote was taken,

In favour: Afghanistan, A bania, Ageria, Angola, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia. Botswana, Brunei Datussalam Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Byel orussi an Sovi et SocialisztRepublic, Cameroon,
Canada, Central aAJrican Republic, Chile, China, Col onbia. Congo,
Costa Rica, céte d'Ivoire, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia. Denmark,
Djibouti, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Germany. Ghana, Greece,
Quatemal a, Cuinea, Quinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland,

I ndonesia, Iran (Islamc Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Italy,
Jamai ca, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Li echtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mal aysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mal ta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mngolia, Morocco, Myanmar, Nepal .
Net her| ands, New Zeal and, N caragua, Niger, N geria, Norway,
oman, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,

Romani a, Rwanda, Sanmpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Solonon
I sl ands, Sonalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, “udan, Surinane, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,
WUkrai ni an Sovi et Socialist Republic, Union of SovietSocialist

Republics, United ArabEm rates, U uguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Against: Paki stan, United States of America, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe
Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, Ecuador, France,lndia, |srael, Mexico,

Nam bi a, Uganda, United Kingdom of GreatBritain and Rorthera
Ireland, United Republic of Tanaania

Opera “ve paragraph 2 of draft resolution as¢,1/45/L,38 Wwas rewed by 115
votes {0 4, wWith 12 abstentions.
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The CHAI RVAN: A separate, recorded vote has been requested on operative
paragraph 4 ofdraft resol uti on AsC.1/45/L.38.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, eahamas, Bahrain, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Bel gi um Benin,
Bhut an, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bul gari a,
Bur ki na Faso, Burundi, Ryelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Caneroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China,

Col onbia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cdte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Dennark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, Gernmany, Ghana, Geece, Quatemala, Quinea,

Qui nea- Bi ssau, Quyana, Hungary, lceland, India, Indonesia, Iran
(I'slamc Republic of), lrag, Ireland. Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Luxembour g, Madagascar, Ml aysia, Maldives, Mli, Mlta,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar,

Nam bia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zeal and, N caragua, N ger,

Ni geria, Norway, ©Omanm, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,

Pol and, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanpa, Saudi Arabi a,
Senegal , Singapore, Solonmon |slands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thai l and, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emrates, United Republic of Tanzaria, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet
Nam, Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zi mbabwe

Agai nst : France, United Kingdomof Geat Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of Anerica

Abstaining: |Srael

r ion A/ /457 W
w‘ ni »

The CHAIRMAN: W shall nowvote on draft reselution A/C.1/45/L.38 asS a

whole. A recoded VOte has been request ed.
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A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, A geria, Angola, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas. Bahrain, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Bel gium Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Byel orussi an Sovi et Soci al i st Republie, Caneroon,
Canada, Central AfricanRepublic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Congo,
Costa Rica, céte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechosl ovakia, Denmark,
Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Germany,
Ghana, Geece, Guatemala, Cuinea, Quinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary,
| cel and, Indonesia, lran (Islamc Republic of), Irag, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao
Peopl e' s Denobcratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Li echtenstein, Luxenbourg, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Mal di ves, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mngolia,
Morocco, Mbzanbi que, Myanmar,Nepal, Netherlands, New Zeal and,

Ni caragua, N ger, N geria, Norway, Oran, Panama, Peru,

Phi | i ppi nes, Pol and, Portugal , Qatas, Romania, Rnanda, Samoa,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Solonon Islands, Somali a,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian Sovi et

Soci alist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emrates, United Republic of Tamzania, Uruguay, Venezuel a,
Viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire

Against: United States of Anerica

Abstaining: Argentina, Brazil, France, India, Nam bia, Pakistan, Uganda,
United <ingdom Of Geat Britain an3 Northern Ireland, Zanbi a,

Zi nbabwe
Dxaft resolution asc.1s45/5.38, as a whole, WasS adopted Dv 121 votes to 1,
wth 10 abstentions.
Th IRMAN: | shall now call on representatives who wish to explain
their votes.

Mr. BELLINA (Peru) (interpretation from Spanish): M/ delegation would
like to explain the position of Peruin respect of draft resolution as¢.1745/L.38,
entitled "Prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities**, which the Comnittee has
just adopt ed.

My del egation, overcomingmajordi fficulties posed by the text, and in strict
accordance with the principles that guide our foreign policy on disarmnent, voted
in favour of thedraft resolution, in particular operative paragraphs 1 and?2.

Arnmed attacks on nuclear facilities, as well asbeing unacceptable acts of



AE/bg A/C.1/45/PV.37
13

(M. Bellina, Peru)

viol ence, can have serious consequences for individuals and for the environnent
because of the harnful effects of the atomc radiation that they can cause.

In this respect Peru firmy supports all initiatives submtted to the United
Nations CGeneral Assenbly, the Conference on Disarmanent, the General Conference of
t he organizatioen of Anerican States and other foruns and designed to bring about
the prohibition and prevention of such attacks. M country firmy supports the
hol ding of a diplomatic conference to give thorough consideration to all aspects of
this question, in particular, those relating to the protection of civilians and the
environment in the case of attacks on nuclear facilities.

This is why mydelegation is extrenmely concerned that operative paragraphs 1
and 2 are confined to action by the international comunity in respect of cases in
which attacks are perpetrated on nuclear facilities that are under the safeguards
system. This restriction, far fromhelping to build an international consensus on
t he subj ect, causes a dangerous vacuum because it |eaves out the potential harnful
effects of attackson nuclear installations that are not under the safeguards
system

V% hop8 that, mext year, the sponsors of the draft resolution on this subject
will take into account the coments that have been made by my del egati on.

M. zIPPORI [Israel): W voted in favourofdraft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.38 because we are in full agreementwith its thrust. However, we would
hav8 preferred operative paragraph 1 to beworded differently. The Government of
Israel has on many occasions officially declared that its policy is that nuclear
facilities dedicated to peaceful ends should be inviolableand that it wll not

attack or threaten to attack any peaceful nuclear facilities.
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Mr, RENYON (United Kingdom: | should like to explain the United
Ki ngdom s vote on draft resol ution Asc.1745/L.38, entitled "Prohibition of attacks
on nuclear facilities'*. The United Kingdoms policy is to maintain negotiations on
this subject in the Conference on Disarmament. In our view, operative paragraphs 1
and 4 are inconsistent with that approach.

M. RIVRRQ (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): M delegation takes
this opportunity to explainits vote on draft resolution AsC.1/745/L.38, whi ch has
just been adopt ed.

The Cuban del egation voted in favour of the text as a whole because we believe
that attacks on nucl ear facilities must beprohibited. This matter has been
considered in the nultilateral negotiating body, the Conference on D sarmanent, in
whi ch body ny country has worked consistently, and will continue to work, for a ban
on attacks onnuclear facilities. But we must be frank and makeit clear that our
vote in favour of this draft resolution does not inany way nean that we do not
have differences with regard to some -of the ideas contained in the text.

First, we deeply regret the way in which the text was, so to speak
negotiated. \\ also regret the fact that themain sponsors did not allow forthe
kind of negotiations that woul d have made it possible to avoid the resultant text,
bearing in mnd the various issues contained therein.

My delegation feels that there are certain inconsistencies. In sone places
there i S reference to safeguarded nuclear facilities, whereas inother places there
is reference sinply to nuclear facilities. For the purposes of the workthat we
are doing, and witha view to achieving our objectives, it would have been nuch
betert 0 refer to nuclear facilities forpeaceful purposes. W believe that this
woul d have enabled US t0 avoid theproblens that are reflected in the results of

the voting.
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Furthernore, operative paragraph 2 calls upon all States "to abide by any
decisions taken by the Security Council”. In the view of mydelegation thisis a
vague way to make an appeal to States in connection with decisions of the Security
Council; it does not specify the decisions that are at issue and this could lead to
different interpretations. W would have preferred either to elimnate the
confusing reference in paragraph 2 to decisions of the Security Council, especially
as paragraph 1 already contains the idea, ortoreferto clearly defined decisions

of the Security Council. The reference to "any decisions" is too vague,
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Ve are tal king about the maintenance of international peace and security, and
Member States nust be clear about which decisions by the Security Council are
involved: it is not a question of abiding by "any decisions".

In respect of operative paragraph 4, ny delegation has no fornmal objection to
Member St ates considering the possibility of the diplomatic conference nentioned
here: we believe that this mght be another way to try to protect or expand the
protection of nuclear- facilities, but that this does not nean that we shoul d not
continue the work within the framework of the Conference on Disarmanment that we
have been doing despite a nunber of difficulties. For this reason, we woul d have
preferred to see, in operative paragraph 3, a nuch clearer reference to the
Conference on Disarmament, to the effectthat it should step up its work, and an
appeal to the participants in that Conference to exert all possible efforts

This brings me to something that is striking inits absence fromthe draft
resolution, and that is - if we are really talking about prohibiting or preventing
attacks on nuclear facilities - a paragraph that condems orrejects such attacks
on nuclear facilities. In our delegation's view, the |ack of such a paragraph in
this draft resolution is a serious om ssion.

To sum up, Cuba's general objective has been to inprove this text. W would
urge that next year, when we are called upon to consider a simlar text, we should
have broader consultations and the opinions of other countries should be taken into
account.

Ms. MANTILLA (Ecuador) (interpretation from Spanish): M/ delegation
wi shes to give a brief explanation of its vote on draft resolution as¢.1/45/L.38,
Ecuador voted in favour of the draft resolution as a whole, and in favour of
operative paragraph 4 specifically: however, we abstained when operative

paragraprs 1 and 2 were put to the vote because we believe that all nucl ear
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facilities should be covered by the obligation not to use force, in other words, by
the obligation not to attack them

Ecuador believes that the obligations contained in the instrunents that refer
to the need to submt all such facilities to United Nations safeguards mechani sns
shoul d be conplied with. Furthernore, Ecuador considers it essential to avoid any
type of assertion that mght be interpreted as encouraging the Security Council to
act in certain cases, or placing conditions on such action. The Charter of the
United Nations states specifically the circumstances in which the Security Counci
can and shoul d act and gives it the necessary authority to take decisions to that
end.

M. AGAYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation wishes to explain the reasons for its vote on
draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.38.

The Soviet Union is a convinced supporter of the view that practical neasures
to prohibit attacks on nuclear facilities should be worked out as soon as possible.

| should like to take this opportunity to recall that since 1982 we have on
nmore than one occasion put forward specific proposals on this issue for
consideratZon both by the General Assenbly and by the Conference on Di sarmanment.
The Soviet Union has ratified Additional Protocol | to the Geneva Conventions of
12 August 1949, which prohibits attacks on nuclear power stations. and considers
that the international |egal régime protecting nuclear facilities needs further
st rengt heni ng.

During the consideration ofthis issue in the Geneva Conference's Ad hog
Conmi ttee on Radiol ogi cal \Wapons, the Soviet Union has adopted a flexible position
aimed at seeking nutually acceptable decisions on all the problens involved. Thus,

while preferring that the issue of prohibiting attacks on nuclear facilities be
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considered separately fromthat of banning radiol ogical weapons in the traditiona
sense, We have stated that we are prepared for these issues to be settled within
the framework of a single agreenent. The drafting of two separate conventions on
these issues by the Conference on Disarmanent woul d al so be acceptable to us, on
the understanding that they nust enter into force at the sane tine.

As forthe category of nuclear facilities which should be protected from
attack, the Soviet Union has specifically expressed its agreement to having
protection both for peaceful and for mlitary nuclear facilities, with the
exception of those facilities associated with weapons systems.

W are ready to examne constructively all possible variants for a solution to
the problemof preventing attacks on nuclear facilities, in the interest of seeking
a conpronise outcome. In our view, draft resolution asc.1s/45/L.38, justadopted,
Is, on the whole, a proper response to the need to step up multilateral
consideration of the issue of prohibiting attacks on nuclear facilities, and takes
fresh approaches into account. The Soviet delegation therefore voted in favour of
it

M. cHapHA (India): | wish to explain ny delegation's vote on draft
resol ution asc.1s745/L.38, entitled "Prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities".

It is an undisputed fact that an arnmed attack on any nuclear installation
saf eguarded or not, could result in radioactive releases with grave consequences
w thin and beyond the boundaries of the State which has been attacked
Consequently, there is a need to inprove the present régime with regard to the
protection of all nuclear facilities. Resolution GC(XXXI1)/RES/475, adopt ed by t he
CGeneral Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agencyon?28 Septenber 1987,
which is quoted in draft resolution asC.1/45/L.38, al so nentions the need to

protect all nuclear installations in this context.
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Qperative paragraphs 1 and 2 of the draft resolution we havejust adopted
however, mention safeguarded facilities only, thus elimnating fromthe
resolution's purview other nuclear installations and, in an indirect manner,
condoni ng attacks on other nuclear installations. My delegation therefore
abstained fromvoting on these paragraphs and on the draft resolution as a whole.

M. AM GUES (France) (interpretation from French): The French del egation
would li ke to explainits vote on draft resolution asc.1/45/L.38, concerning the
prohi bition of attacks on nuclear facilities.

My del egation abstained fromvoting onthis draft resolution as a whole and
voted agai nst operative paragraphs 1 and 4, for the follow ng reasons. First,
France does not share the view of the sponsors of the draft resolution that the
threat of an armed attack against a nuclear facility should automatically entail an
obligation for the Security Council to act. Secondly, Franceconsiders that the
Conference on Disarmanent is not the proper forumfor dealing with the issue of
attacks on nuclear facilities, which is an issue of humanitarian law in arned
conflicts - a £aet recogni zed, indeed, in operative paragraph 4 of the draft
resolution. The deadl ock on this matter - which has |asted years now - at the
Conference on Di sarmament justifies, a posteriori, France's non-participation in
its work. Thirdly, turning to the Protocol of 1977 additional to the Geneva
Conventions of 1949, France did not subscribe to all the provisions of the Protoco
for reasons relating to France's security policy, but has no objection to a

di plomatic conference with a view to strengthening the existing régime.
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Mr. GARCIA MORITAN (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): M

del egation abstained in the voting on draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.38 as a whol e and
on Operative paragraphs 1 and 2. Wth regard to our abstention on paragraph 1, we
do not agree with its content, inasmuch as it departs fromthe criterion of mass
destruction which should be observed in dealing with the subject.

Moreover, in our opinion, it contains serious gaps froma technica
standpoint, since there are certain installations which, in accordance with the
statute of the International Atomc Energy Agency (IAEA), do not need safeguards
and which we feel should be protected, since their destruction, if they were to be
attacked, could result in radioactive dissemnation and have effects simlar to
those weapons of mass destruction.

Vi believe that this type of selective draft resolution does not constitute
the best way of dealing with the subject of the prohibition of attacks on nuclear
facilities, and that such selective draft resolutions in fact are directed atother
col l ateral objectives.

Th IRMAN: The Committee will proceed totake action on draft
resol uti on AsC.1745/L.24/Rev.1,in cl uster 9.

M. cHapHA (India): Draft resolutionaAsc.1/45/L.24/Rev.1,entit] ed
"Scientific and technol ogi cal devel opnents and their inpact on internationa
security", covers a theme which should be of universal concern since it pertains to
the qualitative inprovement of weapons and weapons systens, their inpact on the
gl obal security environnent and the need to channel scientific and technol ogi ca
devel opnents for peaceful needs and the benefit of mankind. The considerations
behind the draft resolution were spelled out by mydelegation while introducing the

draft resolution earlier in the current session of the General Assenbly,
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The draft resolutions on the subject received w de support during the last two
sessions of the CGeneral Assenbly, and it isour hope that that support will be
further increased whenthedraft resolution is voted upon today, so as toexpress
the universality of the concern in the Committee on this inportant issue.

It has certainly been the objective of our delegation to hold extensive
consul tations towards this end, and draft resol ution AsC,1/45/L.24/Rev.1 I epresents
the results of that effort. W thank the del egations which have co-operated with
us.

The CHAIRMAN: The Conmittee will now vote on draft resol ution
A/C.1/45/L.24/Rev.1, entitled "Scientific and technol ogi cal devel opments and their
inpact on international security**. Draft resolution asC.1/45/L.24 Was i ntroduced
by the representative of India at the 29th meeting of the First Committee, ON
7 November 1990.

There is an oral statement in connection with the draft resolution.

| call on the Secretary of the Committee.

M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft
resol ution asc.1s45/L.24/Rev.1 are the following: Afghanistan, Bolivia, the
Byelorussiam Sovi et Socialist Republic, Costa Rica, Hungary, India, |ndonesia,

Peru, Sri Lanka and Venezuel a.

| have to makethe followi ng statement on behalf of the Secretary-General with
regard to the draft resolution.

By the terms of operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution, the General
Assenmbly woul d request the Secretary-CGeneral to continue to follow scientific and

t echnol ogi cal devel opments in order tomake an assessment of emerging "new
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technologies™ and submt to the General Assenbly at its forty-seventh session a

framework for technol ogy assessmentguided, inter alia, by the criteria suggested

in his report.

In carrying out this task, the Secretary-General would take such actions as

practicable within the existing resources of the Departnent for D sarnmanent

Affairs, and therefore there would be no additional programre budget inplications

for the bi enni um1990-1991.

The CHAIRMAN: A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

| N favour:

Af ghani stan, Al bania, Al geria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria, Burkina
Paso, Burundi, Byelorussian Sovi et Soci al i St Republic, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa
Rica, céte d4'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Djibouti. Dom nican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, CGuatenala,

Qui nea, CQuinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, lran
(I'slamic Republic of), Iragq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwai t, Lao People's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,

Li beria, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein, Mdagascar,
Malaysia, Vbl dives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,
Mongol i a, Morocco, Mbzanbi que, Myanmar, Nam bia, Nepal, New

Zeal and, N caragua, N ger, N geria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sampa, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal , Singapore, Solomon Islands, Sonmalia. Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Surinane, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo,TuNi si a, Uganda, Ukrainian Sovi et Seecialist Republic, Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emrates, United
Republicof Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yenen,

Yugosl avia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

France, United Kingdomof Geat Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of Anerica

Bel gium Canada, Czechosl ovaki a, Deamark,Germany, G eece,
Iceland, | srael, Italy, Japan, Luxenbourg, Netherlands, Rorway.
Portugal, Spain, Turkey
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The cuarrMaN: | call on representatives who wish to explain their
vot es.

hrs. MIEDEMA (Netherlands): The Net herl| ands, regrettably, coul d not
support draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.24/Rev.1 On scientific and technol ogi ca
devel opnents and their inpact on international security. A though the draft
resol ution has been inproved, it still does not have, in our view, the right
conceptual point of departure. W accept the sincere notivation of the authors of
draft resolution Asc.1745/L.24/Rev.1, but we believe that the nost appropriate way
cf dealing with these concerns would have been to incorporate themin draft
resol uti onasc.1s45/L.13/Rev.1. However, this did not happen, so now we have to
address draft resol uti on asc.1/45/L.24/Rev.1 0N itS own nerits.

The pursuit ofscientific and technol ogi cal development is in itself, in our
view, an abstract - that is, an unqualifiable - process. It is the application of
scientific and technol ogical research that may have a beneficial, a neutral or a
negative effect, This holds true, also, for mlitary applications, vhich nay

hanper disarmanent efforts but are equally likely to enhance and strengthen

international security.
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To mention one exanple, scientific and technol ogi cal devel opnents as applied,
for instance, to satellites could further transparency as well as better know edge
of mlitary capabilities. 1In the fourth preanbul ar paragraph of draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.24/Rev.1, t he Assenbly woul d stress the possibl e negative inpact of
scientific and technol ogi cal devel opnents on the security environment and on the
process of arms [imtation and disarmament. The Netherlands, however, holds the
view that modern mlitary technology, if properly used, mayverywell serve
stability and enhance security.

These reasons pronpted us to abstain on draft resol ution AsC.1/45/L.24/Rev.1.

M. RENYON (United Kingdom): Now that we have conpleted action on the
two draft resolutions on the subject of science and technology in relation to
di sarmanent - cluster 9 - | should like to explain Why it was that, while the
Uni ted Kingdomwas able to vote in favour of draft resolution asC.1/45/L.13/Rev.1,
it felt obligedto vote agai nst AsC.1/45/L.24/Rev.1.

In giving approval for future consideration of issues, including the
commitment Of resources, it is essential that the work involved is clearly defined,
realistic and directly in support of the objectives of the First Conmttee. It is
t he vnited Ki ngdoni s viewthat draft resol uti on asC.1/745/L.13/Rev.1 meetsthese
criteria. This draft resolution is focused on the positive contribution that
science and technol ogy could maketo arns control and disarnmanent, in particular in
the field of verification of conmpliance with agreenents and treaties.

In draft resolution Asc.1745/L.24/Rev.1 the Secretary-CGeneral is asked to
undertake a w de-ranging taskin assessing the whole field of emerging technol ogies
in relation to the disarmament process in general. |n our view, to undertake such

a task effectively woul d demand a great deal of resources.
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V¢ vel come the report of the Secretary-Ceneral eatitled "Scientific and
t echnol ogi cal devel opnents and their inpact on international security" (A/45/568).
W must be selective in considering how to follow up the conclusions ofthat
report.
V¢ consider that draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.13/Rev.1 represents the nost
practical and cost-effective step forward.

M. JANDL (Austria): Austria voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/745/L.24/Rev.1, entitled **Scientific and technol ogi cal devel opnents and their
i mpact on international security". As in previous years, we have supported the
draft resolution on this subject because we are in agreement with the basic thrust
of the text. At the sanme time, we are quite aware of the dual applicability of
t echnol ogi cal advancenents. Although they are a »oriori neutral in their essence,
they can entail negative effects for peace and security if applied with hostile
intent. The potential to create new weapons systens or refine existing ones and
make them nore sophisticated can contribute to decreasing stability and, in certain
ci rcumstances, increase the probability of conflicts.

On the other hand, ny delegation wants to enphasize that science and
t echnol ogy can al so have very positive effects on peace and security, in particular
inthe field of the inplenmentation and verification of disarmanent agreements, as
well as in connection with the task of weapons disposal. These aspects are
appropriately reflected in draft resolution asc.1745/L.13/Rev.1, of which ny
del egation has the honour to be a sponsor and which was adopted by the Conmttee
unani mousl y.

1 should like to add that the fact that scientific and technol ogica
advancements can have both negative and positive effects on international security
was al so el aborated on atthe Sendai seminar earlier this year, which i s mentioned

inthe sixth preanmbul ar paragraph ofdraft resolution A/C.1/45/L,24/Rev.1. Inthis
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context, let me quote fromthe statement of Under-Secretary-General Yasushi Akash
at the Sendai meeting:

»x hope that we shall be better able to identify the scientific and

t echnol ogi cal devel opments that offer the greatest prospects for building

nutual confidence and understanding, for preventing accidents and unwanted

escalation and for assisting in the verification of international agreenents.

| also hope that we are able to gain a clearer perspective on devel opments

which may pose the greatest risk of exacerbating vulnerability, arns races or

instabilities that conplicate efforts to negotiate |ower levels offorce.”

hearing in mnd the negative as well as the positive applications of
scientific and technol ogi cal devel opments in the mlitary and related fields and
hence their positive and negative inpacts on international security, and in the
hope that the sponsors mght take up this dual aspect next year, Austria voted in
favour of draft resol uti on As7C.1/45/L.24/Rev.1.

Ms. MASON (Canada): | have asked to speak to explain our vote on draft
resol uti on asc.1s45/L.24/Rev.1, entitled “Scientific and technol ogi cal devel opnents
and their inpact oninternational security".

My del egation abstained on this draft resolution primarily because it
continues to contain elements that we cannot fully support. W wouid have
preferred to be able to vote in favour of it, particularly since it is evident that
the draft resolution's sponsors made very considerable efforts to recognize t he
conplexity ofthe issues involved in this area, the diversity of views and the need
for closer co-operation among States to assess how best to deal with these.

Vi note that there had been some discussion this year of the possibility of
nmerging this draft resolution with the parallel draft resolution, of which we area

sponsor, on *'Science and technology for disarmament*@ W& regret that in the event
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this did not prove possible. We hope that this apparent inclination to seek a
conprehensi ve expression of the international comunity's diverse concerns in this
area will becone, through further consultations and exchanges, a clear trend and
that in the near future we shall be able to support a single draft resolution on
this issue.

The CHAIRMAN: The Comrmittee will now proceed to take action on draft
resol uti on asc.1745/L.26/Rev.1,in cl uster 12.

M. GAJDA (Hungary): The Hungarian del egation wi shes to make a short
statenent in connection with the draft resolution that will be acted upon today and
inthat context to say a few words on another draft resolution that was put to the

vote at our last neeting. Oiginally they were both scheduled for action

yesterday.
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It is with great regret that theHungarian del egation notes the unfortunate
fact that the report of the Conference on Disarmanent has again this year becone
the subject of sharp exchanges.

Aslong as the single nultilateral negotiating forum ondisarmament matters
operates, and most pertinently so, on the basis of consensus, and its yearly report
to the General Assenbly is drafted and adopted in the same manner, that report in
our considered vi ew sheuld be the subject ofa non-controversial, in essence
procedural, draft resolution,

This, however, has not been the case for sometime and isnot the case at the
present session either. The wording of the draft resolution before our Committee
(A/C.1/45/L.26/Rev.1) Sinply precludes its adoption without a great nunber of
di ssenting votes, including the votes of numerous membersof the Conference on
Di sarmanment as wel | .

Hungary, a member of the Conference on Disarmanent, is always eager and ready
to contribute its share to progress in negotiations on real problems. It is also
ready to engage in debate on matersof real substance where the comon goal is to
achi eve agreenent on inportant issues. W are not, however, willing to get |ocked
into never-ending, self-generating polemcs which cannot take us anywhere and which
in the end can become even counter-productive to negotiations. Ve sinply cannot be
part of such exercises.

It was with that consideration in mnd that the Hungarian del egation was
unable to support the draft resolution on a conprehensive programme of di sarmanent
contai ned i n docurment AsC.1/45/L.32, which was voted upon at the previous meeting.

Ata timewhen the future of the Conference on Disarnmanent - and, in fact,the

nul tilateral disarmanment negotiating process as a whole - is the subject of
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agoni zing debate, not to mention many chastising criticisms, it is sinply
unrealistic to try to force upon the Conference on Disarmanent topics that have
| ong proved unproductive.

Draft resol ution asc.1/45/L.26/Rev.1, Whi ch i s now before the Committee,
reflects simlar designs, disregarding facts of life and previous conclusions. It
Is therefore with great regret that the Hungarian delegation finds itself obliged
to abstain in the vote on that draft resolution.

The ceatrMaN: | call on the Secretary of the Cormittee toread out the
list of sponsors.

M. xHERADTY (Secretary of the Conmttee): The sponsors of draft
resol ution asc.1s745/L.26/Rev.1 are Al geria, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Col onbia,
Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, the Islamc Republic of Iran,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mexico, Mrocco, Myammar, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela, Viet wam and Yugosl avia.

The cHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to takea decision on draft
resol ution asc.1745/L.26/Rev.1, entitl ed "Report of the Conference on
Disarmanent". This draft resolution was introduced by Yugoslavia at the 30th
meeting of the First Commttee, on 7 November 1990.

A recorded vote has been request ed.
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Arecorded vote was taken,

|n favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrai n, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Congo, Costa
Ri ca, Céte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Djibouti, Doninican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, CGhana, Quatenal a,
Gui nea, Guinea-Bissau, CGuyana, India, Indonesia, lran (Islamc
Republic of), Iraqg, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao
Peopl e' s Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mal aysia, Ml dives, Mili, Mlta,
Mauritania, Muritius, Mexico, Mngolia, Mrocco, Mzanbique,
Myanmar, Nanmi bia, Nepal, New Zeal and, N caragua, Niger, N geria,
Oman, Pakistan, Pananma, Peru, Philippines, Qatar. Rwanda, Sanpa,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Solonon Islands, Sonalia,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Sovi et
Soci alist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emrates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuel a,
Viet Nam Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Against: Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxenbourg, Netherlands, United
Kingdom of Geat Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
Anerica

Abstaining: Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Dennmark, G eece, Hungary,
I celand, Israel, Japan, Liechtenstein, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romani a, Spain, Turkey

Draft resolution asCc.1s/45/L.26/Rev.1 Was adopted by 108 votes to 8, With 16
abstentions.*

The CHAIRVAN: = shall now call on del egations wishingto explain their

vote after the voting.

* Subsequent|ly thedel egation of Zaire advised the secretariat that it had

intended to vote in favour.
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Mr. AGAYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation voted for draft resolution as/C.1745/L.26/Rev.1,
entitled "Report of the Conference on Disarmanent'*. \& support it5 critical tone.
At the same time the draft could, in our view, have morefully reflected the real
state of affairs at the Conference, including the positive aspects connected to the
process of rationalization of the work of that forum which has begun.

It is true that we cannot reconcile ourselves to the fact that the negotiation
process at the Conference is clearly lagging behind the dynam sm of world
devel opnents and is proceeding at a pace characteristic of the post-war period.
The first steps to enhance the effectiveness of the Conference's work undertaken
during its summer session, although still clearly insufficient, nevertheless are in
the right direction. The mostinportant thing is that at the Conference a
purposeful collective search has begun in today's rapidly changing world. As we
see it here, We cannot bank on sinple decisions, and in drawing themup it will be
necessary to take into account a great number of factors, i Nncl udi ng the real
progress made in discussion of oneor another issue at the Conference. The Sovi et
rnion firny favours having the Conference in factreaffirmng its capability to go
froman exchange of views to draw ng up responsible decisions on matters on its
agenda. |n our view the Conference's primary objective is still the speediest
concl usion of negotiations to draw up a convention on a full and effective ban on
produci ng, acquiring and storing all forns of chem cal weapons and their
destruction. W sincerely hope that in 1991 the last remaining obstacles to
agreement on a convention on chem cal weapons Wi || be overcome.

In the Conference's work, we nust concentrate our efforts onsuch priority
areas a8 the cessation of nuclear tests. It is hightime to begin multilateral

negotiations on drawing up an agreement on a comprehensive ban on nucl ear tests. A
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substantive intensification of workis also needed forconsideration of issues
connected W t h preveating an armsracein outer space. It is inportant, finally,
moxe fUlly to highlight possible practical neasures in other areas as well. W
wel come the effort8 bei ng undertaken to enhance theeffectiveness of the Conference
on Disarmament, iN the framework of the present session of the General Assembly,
i ncludi ng consul tations which are being held by the Chairman ofthe Ad Hoe
Committes ON a Nucl ear Test Ban, Anbassador Donowaki. | should like to express the
hope that these efforts will in the |ast analysis lead to having appropriate !
resolutions on the report of the Conference receive general support by del egations

at the forty-sixth session of the General Assembly.
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W& are sincerely convinced that the Conferenceon Di sarmanent, the single
nul tilateral disarmament negotiating forum wll in the near future be able to
denonstrate its inportant role in negotiations on disarmanent issues oftruly high
priority. For our part, we are ready to pronmote the inplementation of the
obj ectives before us.

M. WAGENMAKERS ( Net herl ands): “Comsensus™ is the key word applicable to
the Conference on Disarmanent. In that single nultilateral disarmnent negotiating
forum views are expressed acrossthe whole spectrum of political articulation. How
could the workof that forum be done otherw se than by consensus? Wuld it not
therefore be preferable forthe report of the Conference on Disarmanent, containing
rather diverging views on all sorts of political issues, to be presented to the
CGeneral Assenbly by all States members ofthe Conference onDi sarmament together?
In our view, the consensus reached in the Conference on its annual report shoul d
have its echo in the General Assenbly, in the sane way as the General Assenbly
deals with the report of the Disarmament Commission, that is, by adoption ofa
consensus resol ution,

The General Assenbly addresses all itens on the agenda of the Conference on
Di sarmament by means of specific resol ut’i ons pertaining to the subject-matter of
the respective itens. There is no good relason to deal with the name issues again
in the resolution on the report ofthe Conference on Disarmanent, a resolution
whi ch shoul d be of a general and non-controversial nature.

As is known, the Netherlands del egation has been exerting its beat effortsin
the last few years to arrive atthe adoption of a draft resolution under agenda
item 60(¢(b) al ong the lines Thave just mentioned, With a view to enabling the
CGeneral Assenbly to endorse the report of the Conference on Di sarmament wthout a

vote - but to no avail, Again, the First Conmttee has bean called upon to take
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action on a clearly controversial draft. To what end? Is the General Assenbly
supposed to resolve the political difficulties that manifest thenselves between
del egations of the Conference on Disarnmament as well as the ensuing differences in
approach to the organization of work in that body? The fear seens warranted that
the effect of the |anguage used in document AsC.1/45/L.26/Rev.1 night be rather
count er - product i ve,

The Netherlands del egation regrets that the General Assembly will once again
be unable to adopt a wi dely sponsored draft resolution wthout a vote. W should
have preferred the matter of substance under consideration to have been dealt with
in a procedural way, in conformty with the high status of the Conference on
Di sarmanent, the single nultilateral disarmament negotiating forum

Mr. KENYON (United Kingdom: Wth regard to draft resolution
A/C.1/45/L.26/Rev.1, On the report of the Conference on Disarmanment, | should Iike
to associate the uynited Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland with the
expl anation of vote given by the representative of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.

M. MORRIS (Australia): Although Australia voted in favour of draft
resol uti on AsC.1/45/L.26/Rev.1, We nust express our regret that this year yet again
it has not been possible for the sponsors of the text to produce a resolution
capabl e of enjoying consensus support.

The Conference on Disarmanent works by consensus, and its annual reportis
adopted by consensus. It follows that in the First Conmttee draft resolutions on
the Conference should also be susceptible to consensus. weare aware of and
appreciate the efforts to negotiate a single text, but Australia hopes that next
year a greater and even nore concerted attenpt canbe made to produce a text

capable of support by all members of the Committee.
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on the substance of the text, we note that in draft resolution AsC.1745/L.26
the General Assembly would urge the Conference on Disarmanment to provide
negotiating mandates to ad hoc conmittees on all of its agenda itens. Australia
woul d not object to the establishment of ad hoc commttees with negotiating
mandates onany itemon the agenda of the Conference if consensus to do so
existed. However, we also note that the Conference on Disarmanent has various
alternative nethods at its disposal which may occasionally be nore appropriate,
especial Iy when these mght be the only way to advance the work of the Conference.
M. LEDOGAR (United States of Anerica): Om behalf of the United States
of America I, too, should like to associate nyself fully with the comments nade by
the representative of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.

The CHAIRMAN.  The Conmittee will now proceed to takea decision on the

following draft resolutions in cluster 13: draft resol uti onsAsC.1745/L.22/Rev.1,
asC.1/45/L.42 and A/C.1/45/L.50/Rev.1,

As no del egations wish to explain their vote before the voting, the Commttee
wi Il now proceed to take a vote on draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.22/Rev.1, entitled
"Prevention ofan arms race in outer space: confidence-building measures inouter
space". This draft resolution has programme budget inplications, as set out in
docunent AsC.1/45/L.59.

Before proceeding to the vote | call on the Secretary of the Conmttee to read
out the list ofsponsors.

Mr, RHERADI (Secretary of the Conmttee); The |ist ofsponsor8 of draft
resol uti onasc.1/45/L,22/Rev.1are: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, India, the

Islam c Republic of Iran, Mexico, Peru, Sweden, theUnited Republic of Tanzania and

Ur uguay.
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The CHAIRMAN. | now put to the vote draft resolution

A/C.1/45/L.22/Rev.1. Arecorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Al bani a, Algeria, Angol a, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria,

Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canmeroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China,

Col onbi a, Congo, Costa Rica, cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechosl ovakia, Denmark, Djibouti, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Ghana, G eece,
Quatemal a, CGuinea, Quinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland,
India, Indonesia, Iran (lslamc Republic of), Irag, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao

Peopl e's Denocratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahi riya, Luxenbourg, Mdagascar, Malaysia, Ml dives,
Mali, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Mrocco, Mzanbique, Mannar.
Nam bia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zeal and, N caragua, N ger,
Nigeria, Norway, Qman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,

Pol and, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sanmpa, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal , Singapore, solomonlslands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Surinanme, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thai | and, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emrates, United Kingdomof Geat Britain and Northern
Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,

Viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Aqainst: None
Abstaiaing: United States of Anerica

Draf_t resolution asc.1/45/L.22/Rev.1 Was adopted by 129 votes to none, with
1 abstention.

The CHAIRMAN.  The Conmittee will not proceed to take a decision on draft

resol ution asc.1/45/L.42, entitled "Verificationinall its aspects: study on the
role of the United Nations in the field of verification". The draft resolution was
introduced by the representative of Sweden at the 28th neeting of the First
Committee on 6 Novenber 1990, Anora staementW || be nmade with regard to it.

| shall now call on the Secretary of the Commttee to read out the list of

CO-sponsors.
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M. kHERADI (Secretary of the Conmttee): The sponsors of draft

resol uti on asc.1s45/L.42 are as follows: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,

Bel gi um Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Caneroon, Canada, Colonbia, Costa Rica,

Czechosl ovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Geece, Hungary, Iceland, India,

Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zeal and, N geria, Norway, Panama,

Portugal, Romania, Sampa, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, the United Republic

of Tanzania, Uruguay, Yugoslavia and Zaire.

1should also like to make the followi ng statement on behalf of the

Secretary-General with regard to the draft resolution in document AsC.1/45/L.42,

entitled "Verification in all its aspects: study on the role ofthe United Nations

inthe field of verification"

"By the ternms of operative paragraph 5, the General Assenbly woul d
request the Secretary-General to take appropriate action within available
resources on the reconmendations ofthe G oup and, by operative paragraph 7,
would request the Secretary-CGeneral to report to the General Assenbly at its
forty-seventh session on actions taken by Menber States and by the United
Nations Secretariat to inplenent these reconmendations.

»In carrying out these tasks, the Secretary-General woul d take such
actions as are practicable within the existing resourcea of the Departnent for
Disarmament Affairs, supplenented by any relevant voluntary resources that my
be received to inplenent the recommendations of the Goup. There would
therefore be no additional programre budget inplications forthe
bi enni um1990-1991.*

The_CHAIRMAN.  The sponsors of thisdraft resolution have expressed the

wish that draft resolution Asc.1/45/L.42 be adopted bythe Conmittee without a
vote. If | hear noobjection, | shall take it that the Committee W shes to act

accordingly,

1t was SO deci de@
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The cHARMAN: The Committee will now proceed to take a vote on draft
resol uti on asc.1745/L.50/Rev.1 entitled "General and conpl ete di sarmanent:
def ensi ve security concepts and policies'*. This draft resolution was introduced by
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics at the 27th neeting
of the First Committee on 6 Novenber 1990. The draft resolution has programe
budget inplications, containedindocument A/C.1/45/L.61.

Before proceeding to the vote, | shall call on the Secretary of the Committea

to read out the Iist of sponsors.
M. xHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee): The sponsors of draft
resol utionasc.1s45/L.50/Rev.1are as fol | ows: Australia, Austria, the
Byel orussi an Sovi et Socialist Republic, Indonesia, the Islamc Republic of Iranm,

Sweden and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Th |RVAN. | now put to the vote draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.50/Rev.1.

Arecorded vote has been requested.

AT [ Vv ken.

In favour: Af ghani stan, Al bania, Al geria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bel gium Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam Bulgaria,
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Caneroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China,

Col ombi a, Congo, Costa Rica, céte a'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechosl ovakia, Denmark, Djibouti, Dom nican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, GErnany, Ghana, G eece,
Ghatenala Qui nea, Qi nea- B|ssau %ana Hungary, Iceland

| ndi a, Indone5|a lran (Islamc REpu lic of), lraq, IreIand
Italy, Janai ca, Jordan Kenya Kuwai t, Lao People's Denocr ati ¢
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Li beria, Libyan Arab Janahiriya
Luxembour g, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mldives, Mali, Mlta, Mexico,
Mongol i a, Morocco, Mzanbi que, Myanmar, Nam bia, Nepal

Net her | ands, New Zeal and, N caragua, N ger, N geria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar.
Romani a, Rwanda, Sanpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Sol onon
Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, Wkrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emrates, \Wited Republic of

Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam Yenen, Yugoslavia, aaire,
Zanbi a, Zi nbabwe
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Against: None

Abstaining;  France, Israel, Japan, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United States of Anerica

Draft resolution asc.1/45/L.50/Rev.1 WaS adopted by 124 votes to none, with
6 _abstentions,

The CHAIRVAN | shall now call on those del egations which wish to

explain their vote on the draft resolutions in cluster 13.
M. GALVAO (Brazil}: My delegation voted in favour of draft

resol uti on Asc.1745/L.50/Rev.1, because we agreed with the main thrust and
objective of this text. Nevertheless, we believe that some of the elementsin the
draft resolution are not well defined. Certain terms referred to are not generally
in use or are enployed in a context in which they mght be anbiguous. This is
particularly true of the pairing of the words "security" and "stability" when it
woul d certainly have been better to use the term "peace and security**,

W hope thatthe study to be undertaken by the Secretary-CGeneral wll
contribute to nmaking the interesting and positive idea of defensive security

concepts and policies conceptual ly clear and better defined.



PKB/ sm A/C.1/745/PV.37
46

M. LEDOGAR (United States of Anerica): The United States abstention on
draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.22/Rev.1, entitled "Confidence-building measures in
outer space", does not inply opposition either to the principle of
confi dence-buil di ng neasures in outer space or to the idea of a study perse W
woul d have preferred, as a nore econom cal step, for the draft resolution to state
that the General Assenbly invites Menber States to present their views on the
subject to the Secretary-General. Such views could have included the different
technol ogi es available for such confidence-building nmeasures and mechani sns for
international co-operation. Menbers could then have reviewed the conpilation of
views nmade by the Secretary-CGeneral to determne what steps should follow W
woul d certainly have joined the consensus had there been a draft resolution along
those |ines.

M. AGAYEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) {interpretation from
Russian): The Soviet del egation supported draft resolution A7C.1/45/L.22/Rev.1,
entitled "Confidence-building measures in outer space". W share the view that in
any expansion of the use of outer space there is a need for greater transparency

and for a strengthening of confidence-building neasures. The Ad Hoc Committee on

the Prevention of an Arns Race in Quter Space of the Conference on D sarmanent has
been carrying out a great deal of work to highlight areas in which such nmeasures
coul d be adopted and we have a positive opinion of the results of that work. In
that connection the Soviet delegation w shes to enphasize that in supporting the
idea - to be found in operative paragraph 3 of draft resolution
AsC.1/45/L.22/Rev,1 - Oof carrying out a study concerning such confidence-building
measures in outer space. The Soviet delegation believes that such a study wll not
replace or duplicate the work of the Ad Hoe Committee on the Prevention of an Arms

Race in outer Space of the Conference on D sarmanent,
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The CHAIRMAN. W have thus concl uded the consideration of and action on

the draft resolutions prescribed for this norning.

At the next meeting of the First Conmttee, which will take place tonorrow
morning, we shall take up all of the remaining draft resolutions, nanely: in
cluster 5, draft resolutions asc.1/45/L.5 and A/C.1/45/L,35; in cluster 7, draft
resol utions asC.1/45/L.39 A and B and A/C.1/45/L.45/Rev.1; in cluster 11, draft
resol uti ons asC.1/45/L.30, A/C.1/45/L.31 and A/C.1/45/L.41; in cluster 12, draft

resolution asc.1s45/L.12; and in cluster 13, draft resolutions asc.1/45/L,10,

3/C.1/45/1..49 and A/C.1/745/L.53/Rev.1.

meetin M.



