UNITED NATIONS .
PROVISICNAL

CENERAL e
ASSEMBLY

ENGLISH

Thirtieth Session
FIRST COMJITTLE

PROVISIONAL VERBATIHM RECORD OF THE TWO THOUSAND ONE-HUNDREDTH AND
FIRST MEETING

Held at Headquarters, New York,
on londay, 1 December 1975, at 10,30 a.m.

Chairman: Mr. GHORRA (Lebanon)
Rapporteur: lir. ARTEAGA ACOSTA (Venezuela)

Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3254 (XXIX): report of the
Secretary-General /34/ (continued)

Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use:
reports of the Secretary-General /35/ (continued)

-~ Chemical and bacteriological (bioclogical) weapons: report of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament /36/ (continued)

Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion
of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive test ban: report of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament /37/ (continued) /

This record contains the original text of speeches delivered in English and
interpretations of speeches in the other languages. The final text will be
distributed as soon as possible,

Corrections should be submitted to original speeches only. They should be

sent in quadruplicate within three working days to the Chief of the Official
Records Editing Section, Department of Conference Services, Room LX-2332, and

incorporated in a copy of the record.

AS THIS RECORD WAS DISTRIBUTED ON 2 DECEMBER 1975, THE TIME-LIMIT FOR
CORRECTIONS WILL BE 5 DECEMBER 1975.

The co-operation of delegations in strictly observing this time-limit would
be greatly appreciated.

75-71323/A



A/C.1/PV,2101
2

Irplerentaticn of Ceneral Assembly resolution 3258 (XXIX) concerning
the signature and ratificaticn of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Yeapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco) /38/ (continued)

Implementation of the Peclaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of
Peace: report of the Ad Hoc Ccmmittee on the Indian Ocean /39/ (ccntinued)

Viorld Disarmament Ccnference: _report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the
World Disarmament Conference /L40/ (continued)

General and complete disarmament [ﬁl7.(continued)

(a) PRerortof the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
(b) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

iid-term review of the Disarmament Cecade: report of the Secretary-
General /L42/ (continued)

Implerentation of the Leclaration on the Lenuclearization of
Africa /h3/ (continued)

Ccmprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in
all its aspects: report of the Conference of the Cozmlttee on
Disarmarent /hh/ (continued)

Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3262 (XXIX) concerning
the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco): report of the Secretary-General /45/ (continued)

Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the
Middle East: report of the Secretary-General /L6/ (continued)

Prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for
military and other hostile purposes, which are incompatible with the
maintenance of international security, human well-being and health:
report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament /h?/ (continued)

Peclaration and establishment of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia:
report of the Secretary-General /h8/ (continued)

Esteblishrent of a nuclear-weapcn-free zone in the South Pacific Liégf
(continued)

Ccnclusion of & treaty on_the complete and general prohibiticn of
nuclear weapon tests /122/ (ccntinued)

Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new_types of weapons
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons L}Eé/

Organization of work




RG/k /mg 4/C.1/PV.2101
3

The meeting_ias called to order et 11 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 3L, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, ko, 41, L2, 43, Lk, L5, 46, L7, L8,
120, 122 and 126 (continued)

Mr. CHUANG (Chine) (interpretation from Chinese): The Chinese
delegation has studied the draft resolution tabled by Mexico and other
countries on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

In the draft resolution conteined in document A/C.1/L.72L, Mexico and
other countries have proposed that all nuclear-weapon States undertake the
following obligations: to respect the nuclear-weapon-free zones; to refrain
from contributing in any way to the performance of acte in violation of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone treaty, particularly to refrain from using or
threatening to use nuclear weapons against the States included in the
nuclear-weapon-free zones. Although the wording of the above propositions
is not quite so clear cut -- in particular they have failed to l&r emphasis
on the responsibility of the super-Powers in this respect -- they indeed reflect
to a certain extent the just demand of the third world countries on the
nuclear-weapon States, the super-Powers in particular. The Chinese delegation
therefore welccmes and supports it.

As is known to all, China has already taken the initiative in committing
itself not to be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and under any
circumstances, particularly not ageinst non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-
weapon-free zones. The Chinese delegation has repeatedly stated its principled
Position in support of the nuclear-weapon-free zones in Letin America, Africs,
South Asia, the Middle East and the South Pacific, as well as the Indian Ocean
Peace zone,

The Chinese Government has always proposed that all nuclear-weapon States,
particularly the super-Powers, should undertake the following obligations: first,
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and under any
circumstances, rerticularly not to use them against non-nuclear-weapon States
and the nuclear-weapon-free zones; secondly, to withdraw frcm abroad all their
armed forces, including nuclear-missile forces, and dismantle all their military

bases, including nuclear bases, on the territories of other countries. In our view,
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these are the necessary prerequisites for the promotion of genuire disarmament.
It is precisely in view of the above position of ours that the Chinese delegation
gives its principled support to the draft resolution contained in document
A/Cc.1/L.724, submitted by Mexico and other countries.

| In regard to such questions as the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
the balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear-weapon
and non-nuclear-weapon States, the international system of verification and
control and other matters, as referred to in the aforesaid draft resolution,

the Chinese delegation always has its own position, and we are not going to

repeat it here.

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of Bolivia to introduce

document A/C.1/L.74C, containing arendments to the draft resolution in document

Afc.L/LT2h.,

Mr. GUTIERREZ (Bolivia) (interpretation from Spanish): May I submit

for consideration by the Committeée some amendments which I am proposing to the

draft resclutionin document A/b.l/L.?Eh concerning nuclear-weapon-free zones,
submitted by Argentina, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Peru and Zaire.

The purpose of the sponsors is undoubtedly highly constructive: to establish
an institutional structure for nuclear-weapon-free zones, and the attitude
towards them that should be adopted by the nuclear-weapon Powers -- all this
under the governing standards and the protective mantle of the General Assembly.

My proposal should not be viewed as reflecting any ulterior motive of
obstructionism or a preconceived attitude. No one could wish more than I do to
support enthusiastically and unreservedly a proposal initiated by representatives
of developing countries friendly to Bolivia.

I suggest my amendments with the deep conviction that we can arrive at a
general consensus which will enable us all to give the deserved support to so
important a document, destined to affect the history of the future. If my
idea is not accepted, it will have cost us no more than a little time and some

consultations, and my conscience will be at rest.
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In any case, by way of excuse may I say that I lack experience in
parlismentary debates in the Ccrmittees, which I am attending for thre first
time. I must say also that I em hesitent in amending a draft resolution
submitted by such distinguished representatives as those who, with skilful
arguments and a broad knowledge of, the item in question, have prepared the
text contained in document A/C.1/L.72L4 which is now before us.

In the penultimaete preambular paragraph we come to the controversial
aspect of the proposal it uses the expression "define ithe concept" of the
subject, and "the scope of the principal obligations" of the nuclear-weapon
States in the matter. The entire operative part of the draft resolution is
based on these two phrases. The first serves as tle basis for the, provisions
of part I, and the second as the basis for the contents of part II.

To define & concept sounds like an intellectual contradiction. Every
word has its own intrinsic value, its inherent meaning. A concept refers to
the idea we have of things in themselves. A definition refers to the
character, qualities or constituent elements of something. . A concept is in
a sense indefinable. A definition is formulated rationally. A concept ccmes
to mind & priori. Hence, my idea of replacing the word "define"” by "clarify".
What we need rather than to define is to clarify the concept of nuclear-weapon-

free zones.
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Man has given innumerable definitions and will continue to give many more,
The field is inexhaustible., The important thing is rot to define man, but to
know him, By xnowing man, objects and events, we direct the cognitive faculty
of reason. Thus to kXnow what is or should be a nuclear-weapon-free zone must
be more'useful than to try to define it.

Furthermore, if we must insist on defining it, a nuclear-weapon-free zone is
self-explanatory. No explanation is necessary to make it understood. Its
constituent elerments are three clear items, expressed in three words, "zone', "free"
from something, and that sowething is "nuclear weapons". But what we want to do
is to bring together the concept in the institutional life of the United Nations.
To achieve this basic object is what we are seeking in the draft resolution in
document A/C.l/L.?Th, dealing with this specific subject. We want to establish
what is the first origin of a nuclear-weapon-free -one. This can only be a treaty
or a convention agreed on among sovereign States. Subsequently we must seek,
through the recognition of the General Assembly, the higher sanction of the
international scciety in which we live, But this sanction does not and cannot
commit, in simple truth, llember States unless they have sclemnly acceptéd this
commitment through the normral procedures.

If we delete from the draft resolution all the words relating to definition,
we shall gain in clarity and avoid becoming engulfed in the dangerous seas of
definition., And I ask again, what could we gain by defining the concept of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone, if it could be defined, over and above what I have
suggested? I emphasize again that what we must know is what such a zone consists
of and what would be its international effects.

We do not want to find ourselves in the same position, in trying to define
a concept, as we did in the case of terrorism, Distinguished legal authorities
frem every country have failed to agree, even now, in defining terrorism, which is
inflicting untold sorrow on many human ccmmunities, But why do we wish to define it
if we know what it is through its devastating and tragic effects for mankind? Why,
rather, does mankind not agree on a way of putting an end to it, and of prohibiting
it as a political weapon or as a means of extorting roney or inflicting pain by
antisocial groups? Who has been able to define electricity? Is it a fluid? What
type of egergy does it involve? What does it consist of? Ncbedy has determined
+ris. But e eciricity is scmething we also know well beceause of iis cffects, and

we know that it is senerated, transported, transformed and used in a thousand ways,

Wrat more do we want?
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For all these reasons, I maintain that we should delete the word "defipition"

from the heading of part I, and simply Say "concept". I forgot to mention that
in the last sentence of the preamble, the word "proclaims" should be replaced
by tke word "makes". This is more imperative and more suitable to the body
making the declaration.

One more idea regarding the clarification of the concept of nuclear-weapon-
free zones -- it seems appropriate to delete the phrase "as a general rule",
because there can be no exceptions. The zone cannot be partly free of nuclear
weapons, or free of nuclear weapons in some other way. It is either nuclear-
weapon-free or not. There can be no alternative, We should also delete the
phrase "recognized as such by the United Nations General Assembly” which is
not essential to the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone. Such a zone exists
not because it has been recognized by our Organization, but because it has been
créated by a treaty or a convention. Recognition by the General Assembly
relates to other effects linked with the primary objective of the Charter to
preserve peace and save peoples from the danger of war, and in this case, from
a nuclear or atomic war. Another point that is understood, and could therefore
be omitted, is that represented by the phrase "in the free exercise of their
sovereignty", since States agree to what is in their interests by virtue of
‘their sovereignty.

After certain amendments of style, we think it is desirable to introduce
something new, something which could be included in a treaty or convention on
nuclear-weapon-free zones. That refers to the limits of the zone which, if
I am not mistaken, has been raised by the representative of France, in the form
of a question.

In subparagraph (a) I have added the words "delivery of vehicles", not
in the original text. This is important in order to prevent acquisition or
installation of delivery vehicles. The absence of this provision could make

& mockery of our resolution. It that case,.it would be quite easy for ballistic
missiles witr nuclear weapons to be obtained and fired. It is easier to obtain
the delivery systems than the weapons. Somebody who has a gun but no bullets

cannot be regarded as unarmed; only the less important part is missing. He can

find a way of buying them at any time.
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Finally, I must explain why I did not retain the expression "statute of
absence", as in the original text. I find inconsistency in these words.

I find the ccrb’rative forced and unaesthetic. Absence is something
beautiful, suggestix= and poetic. Absence is more attractive than presence,
although this is not understood by the nucleai—weapon States, or at least

it does not suit them to understand it. Absence in itself, makes the presence
felt, according to the poets; although the presence holds little charm for
non-nuclear-weapron States. A statute, on the other hand, is something cold,
prosaic, empty, like a rule or a standard, like a constitution or laws which
are neither obeyed nor respected. The absence, therefore, by itself, of
nuclear weapons from a zone is a more appealing idea to the human mind. By
itself it is far more expressive and alluring than if subject to the forensic
dogma of a regulation. Finally, the statvte grd rilesare not a principal part
but a secondary and ancillary part of the principal or the basic rule teing
proclaimed. Drafting of the rule usually comes later than the establishment
of the law concerned, and in this case we are more concerned with establishing
the legal framework that will lead the great Powers to sign a treaty or
agreement to establish a nuclear-free zone under the aegis of the United Nations.

I believe that these explanations will suffice to inform the members of
this Committee of the purpose of the amendments I am proposing to part I of
the draft resoluticn.

With respect to part II, the draft resolution refers to "definition of the
principal obligations" of the nuclear-weapon States, in the heading. I will pass
over the word "principal", since in discussing obligations what we must know is
what the specific obligations are and what is their true meaning. The serious
problem is that there is a reference to obligations which have not been contracted
by those upon whom they are being imposed, merely by virtue of the recognition
by the General Assembly of a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

With full reason and justification the representatives of the United States
and the United Kingdom have expressed their disagreement with this way of creating
obligations. Let us proceed step by step. A nuclear-weapon-free zone is

established solely,and by virtue of their sovereignty by the States concerned.
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Trey do this by a treaty or convention. Thev are the ones who undertake:
tre obligation not to become nuclear-weapon States. The General Assembly
cen take cognizance of the international instrument concerned and undertake
tre protection of the nuclear-weapon-free zone concerned, It can then
vrcceed to call upon, to recommend, to urge, or appeal in other ways to

the nuclear-weapon States to undertake particular duties. Such duties,
which belong strictly in the moral sphere of international relations, will
teccme obligations as soon as those Powers have signed the document
establishing the nuclear-weapon-free zone,

It has been said, as a justification of the draft resolution, that
when the United Natiews speaks of obligations -- and it has been a;ing
this for 15 years -- it is speaking only of obligations of an ethical or
If this is se, then we must say so, and call things by their

moral nature.
real names. In this way there will be a clear knowledge of the scope of

such obligations, which are morally binding.

An enlightened Assembly such as this, however, does not have a licence
to change the semantics of words, or to confuse the peoples and deceive
international public opinion. An obligation means a tie whereby a natural
or juridical person commits himself to another, to do or not to do a certain
thing. This interpretation with minor variations must apply in all
legislations, and in all languages. And on the nuclear States we wish to
imposed a negative commitment, not to use nuclear weapons against the

non-nuclear-weapon States, and not to threaten them with their use.
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Let us now agree that obligations have their natural source in law. Among
States, which are subject to international law, the obligation refers to
conventions, treaties or agreements freely entered into. I agree that it would
be ideal if we, the developing countries, could impose certain obligations on
the major Powers -- but we are not in Utopia. Furthermore, our Ofganization
is far from being a supra-national Power which can impose obligations on its
Members. Its action is in the sphere of appeals, recommendations and so forth;
its edicts lack executive effectiveness, however much it speaks of deciding and
resolving. At best, it can send troops to guarantee an armistice, arrived at
through its good offices, or not recognize a country as a Member, as the League
of Nations did with Armenia.

How terrible it would be if the fate of a nation were to be decided by a
majority of votes, without hearing the voice of reason., We would then be in
a Tower of Batel or a Pan's Commune, without anybody knowing who is who, or

demolishing countries in the heat of a debate.
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Fcr all these reacons I believe it to be necessary tc replace the phrase
of the sexcrd title “Teliriiicn of iie prireir:l ctligeticrs' by tie “at
of the ruclear-vearon States. The rest remeins the same.

It is also understandable that crerative paragraph 1 "urges" nuclear-
weapon States. Here I refer to "recognition" by the General Assembly for the
effects I have mentioned in the cases of nuclear-weapon-free zones. The
General Assembly can only "recognize” these zones and "urgze" the major Powers
to adopt a certain attitude. Actually, with slight changes in form, the
substance of the three subparagraphs is maintained.

I wish to draw attention to the fact that my proposal means changes in
regard to subparagrarph (c) of orerative paragraph 1 in the interest of
clarity. Previously it stated:

"tc refrain frcm using or threatening to use nuclear weapons against

the States in the zone.”

It should now read:
"to refrain from using nuclear weapons against the States included in

the zone, or threatening to use such weapons against them."
Operative paragraph 2 has regard to the fact that nuclear-weapon States
should not use these weapons against a nuclear-weapon-free zone or the States
parties to it. It has been modified in line with our views.

I have no aim other than to seek a consensus on the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.1/L.T2k. If we succeed, that would redound to our

honour and our benefit. We would have taken a positive step for the benefit

of thousands of people throughout the world who wish to be free from terror.

In Latin America, in the Indian Ocean and in other territories which wish to

be really denuclearized, hope will flourish for a fruitful, happy and lasting
life. I wish to inform the Ccmmittee that we have been in contact with some

of the main co-sponsors of the draft resolution ard have arrived at an

agreenent on a harmonization of our points of view, which I think is a matter

for rejoicing.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Bolivia. I should like

to announce that Rahrain has become a co-sponsor of the draft resolution

contained in document A/C.1/L.Thl.
I now invite the representative of Australia to introduce the draft

resolution centained in document A/C.1/L.738.

14,-_‘.1
attizude
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Mr. KEVIN (Australia): Nuclear weapons testing fuels the nuclear
arms race and is its most visible and dramatic manifestation. It has
therefore been a major concern of world public opinion and of the Assembly
for nearly 20 years. Twelve years ego in 1663, the United States, the
Soviet Union and the United Kingdcm agreed -- undér the partial test ban
Treaty -- to ban all nuclear weapon tests except those under Around. In
becoming parties to that Treaty, those Powers also committed thkemselves to
seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons
for all time.

Since “rrn, progress has been painfully slow and, indeed, at times has
seemed to be non-existent. Nevertheless, there have been positive developments.

After a pericd of several years during which the two nuclear weapon States
not rarties to the partial test ban Treaty conducted a series of tests in the
atmosphere, this year for the first time there were no atmospheric nuclear
weapon tests anywhere in the world. Moreover, one of those two States has
indicated that in future its nuclear weapons testing programme will be
conducted under ground.

Another step in the right direction is the threshold test ban Treaty
between the United States and the Soviet Union, signed in 1974 and due to
come into force in 1976, which will ban nuclear weapon tests above 150 kilotons.
Verification will be by national technical means. However, peaceful nuclear
explosions above the 150 kiloton limit are not covered by the Treaty but will
be the subject of a further agreement which as yet dces not exist.

That is the extent of progress over the past 12 years: 12 years during
which the Assembly has repeatedly pressed the major Powers, and the CCD over
which they preside, to complete the task which they undertook under the
partial test ban Treaty of achieving a comprehensive test ban (CTB). The
Assembly has also in this pericd regularly called upon the two nuclear-
weapon States outside the partial test ban Treaty to adhere to that Treaty.

Throughout those 12 years, one major Power has consistently taken the
position that it cannot accept a CIB -- or even an interim suspension of
testing -- unless it is satisfied that the verification procedures are

adequate to detect any viclaticn, For this purpose it has insisted upon the
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need for on-site inspection. The other major Power has consistently rejected
the need for on-site inspecticn and has clezired insteed that national technical
means of verification are sufficient.

As the detection threshold has steadily come dowr. over the years due to
the advances in seismic monitoring technology -- a field in which Canada,
Japan and Sweden have made a notable contribution -- the technical difficulties
on this issue have apparently somewhat lessened.

But new and important problems have ccme into focus more recently which
threaten to negate the value of the great efforts made over the past 12 years,
particulerly in the CCD, to find a solution to the verification problem.
Indeed, there is now a real danger that we could be moving towards a situation
of impasse on the CIB issue. This must seriously concern all countries that
are anxious to see an early end to nuclear-weapon testing in all env’rcrrents.

One major Power has lately begun to draw attenticr. to the point that an
effective CTB treaty would need to contain adequate provisions for the
monitoring of any peaceful nuclear explosions by its signatories, in order to
ensure that these could not be used to circumvent the intentions of the
treaty. The other major Power, for its part, has come out increasingly
strongly with the proposition that a CTB could not enter into force until and
unless all nuclear.weapon States adhered to it. Against this, the two
nuclear-weapon States outside the partial test ban Trezty claim the right to
continue their nuclear-weapon testing, at least until the two major Powers
begin to significantly reduce the stockpiles of nuclear weapons in their
possession. ,

This is & situation that threatens total deadlock: a situation in which
each of the parties concerned, having arrived at its own definition of the
necessary preconditions for a CTB, would then be able to blame failure to
achieve a CTB on the fact that other parties concerned had not met its
preconditions. Unlike verification, which is more of a technical problem,
this is clearly a political issue. As such, it is an issue upon which it is
entirely appropriate that this Assembly should express its views.

The co-sponsors of the draft resoluticn contained in document A/C.l/L.758

believe that it is important that the Assembly should speak with a strong and
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united voice on the issue of nuclear-wearon testing. The co-spcnsorship
group is brcadly representative of ncn-auclear-weapcn States frcm all regicns
of the world. It includes develored and developing ccuntries; it includes
aligned ard non-aligred countries.

It cculd not bte expected that the precise viewpoints of all the
co-sponsors on more technical aspects of the CTB issue -- which is a ccmplex
one -- would te identical. The expressicn of the co-sponsors' various
positicns cn the CTIB issue is a matter of public record, frcm their past
staterents in this Ccmmittee, in the CCD, and at thre Non-Froliferation Treaty
Review Conference, where the CIB issue was discussed in scme depth under the

review of article VI of the Treaty.
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The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.75C has been framed to actormodate
the range of these views in order to give a single and united expression to the
strongly held position of principle that there is an urgent need for the
cessation of nuclear-weapon tests and for the conclusion of a treaty designed
to achieve a comprehensive test ban -- which is, of course, the title of the
agenda item under which the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.73C has been
presented. By giving a firm expression of world public opinion on this issue,
the co-sponsors hope that we will spur on the major Powers to intensify their
efforts to reach agreement on an effective comprehensive test ban.

The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.738 largely speaks for itself,
and I can be quite brief in ccmmenting on its contents. The draft resolution j<
based on last year's resolution 3257 (XXIX), which had a similar group of
co-sponsors. Resolution 3257 (XXIX) received 95 affirmative votes in ‘he plenary,
and the cc-sponsors hope that we will do even better this year.

The draft resolution begins by expressing deep concern that underground
nuclear-veapon testing continues, while it welcomes the fact that there have
been no atmospheric tests since the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly.
It recalls previous resolutions, most recently resolution 3257 (XXIX), and it
recalls the stated aims of the parties to the partial test ban Treaty to seek
to achieve a discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons.

The fourth preambular paragraph is a ralher long paragraph which records in
summary form the results of the discussions on a comprehensive test ban that
took place at the NPT Review Conference in May 1975.

Subparagraph (a) reproduces the consensus language of the final declaration
of the Conference, which expressed the view that the conclusion of a treaty
banning all nuclear-weapon tests is one of the most important measures to halt
the nuclear arms race; expressed the hope that the nuclear-weapon States parties
to the NPT would take the lead in reaching an early solution to the techniczl
and political difficulties on this issue; and appeals to these States to make
every effort to reach agreement on the conclusion of an effective comprehensive
test ban. '

Subparagraph (b) records the fact that a considerable number of States

vwhich attended the Conference -- no less than 20, in fact -- submitted a draft
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resolution and a draft additional protccol concerning nuclear-weapon tests,
whereby the nuclear-weapon States dercsitaries to the Treaty iould agree on a
moratorium which cculd in due course tecome a comprehensive test ban embracing all
nuclear-weapon States. This draft protocol was included in the Conference's final
documentation as document NPT/CONF/L.2/Rev.l.

Subparagraph (c) reproduces the statement contained in the Review Conference's
final declaration that the desire was expressed by a considerable number of
delegations at the Conference that the nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty
should, as scon as possible, enter into an agreement, open to all States and
containing appropriate provisions to ensure its effectiveness, to halt all nuclear-
weapon tests of adhering States for a specified time, whereupon the terms of such
an agreement would be reviewed in the light of the opportunity at that time to
achieve a universal and permanent cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests.

The fifth preambular paragraph notes the section of the report of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the question of a comprehensive test
ban agreement.

The sixth preambular paragraph reaffirms the Assembly's confiction that the
cessation of nuclear-weapon testing would be in the supreme interest of mankind,
toth as a major step towards controlling the development and proliferation of
nuclear weapons and to relieve the deep apprehension ccncerning the harmful
consequences of radioactive contamination for the health of present and future
generations.

I turn now to thke operative paragraphs. Operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 are
self-explanatory. The Assembly would condemn all nuclear-weapon tests in whatever
environment they may te conducted, it would deplore the continued lack of progress
towards a ccmprehensive test ban agreement, and it would emphasize the urgency
of reaching agreement con the conclusion of an effective couprehensive test ban.

Operative paragraphs 4 and 5 introduce a new element. These paragraphs take up
the questicn of the desirability of an interim suspension of testing, agreed
between all or some of the nuclear-weapon States, pending the conclusion of a
comprehensive test ban agreement. The intention of these paragraphs is‘to provide
a statemént of what the positions indicated in sutparagraphs (b) and (¢) of the

fourth preambular paragraph have in ccmmon. To this end, operative paragraph L
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calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt all nuclear-weapon tests
through an agreed suspension subject to reviei zfter a specified period, as an
interim step towards the conclusion of a formal and comprehensive test ban
agreexent. Operative paragraph 5 emphasizes the particular responsibility in this
regard of the nuclear-weapon States which are parties to international agreements
in which they have declared their intention to achieve at the earliest possible
date the cessation of the nuclear-arms race.

The co-sponsors believe that the approach underlying these two operative
paragraphs would be consistent with the views of a large majority 6f delegations
as expressed in this Committee and elsewhere.

Operative paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 are much along the lines of last year's
resolution 3257 (XXIX). Operative paragraph 6 calls upon all States not yet parties
to the partial test ban Treaty to adhere to it forthwith. Operative paragraph 7
urges the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to intensify its efforts to
achieve a comprehensive test ban agreement and to report its progress to the next
session of the General Assembly. Operative paragraph 8 inscribes the item on the
agenda of the next session of the Assembly.

Finally, I would like to inform the Committee that a separate vote has been

requested on preambular paragraph 4 and on operative paragraph 5, and this has

been accepted by the co-sponsors.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Australia for introducing

the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.738.

Mr. HULINSKY (Czechoslovakia) (interpretation from Russian): Speaking

on 12 November in the general debate on questions of disarmament, my delegation
confirmed that the Government of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic supports the
idea of the creation of nuclear-free zones as an additional instrument which would
serve to strengthen the prevailing régime governing the non-proliferation of

nuclear weapons on the basis of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

Weapons of 1970.
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ZIven last year, at the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly, the
Czechoslovak delegation supported the initiative of Finland aiming at the
preparation of a comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones.
In preparing this study, contaired in the special report of the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmarent (A/lOO27/Add.l), a Czechoslovak expert also took part.
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The study reflects in detail the views of Governments of countries whose
experts took part in its preparation with regard to all the rajor aspects

of this important problem. It also summarizes areas of agreement as well

as hitherto unidentified questions and differing approaches to solving these
problems. ‘

The study confirms the "ranircity of view with regard to the advisability
and nz=fulress of the establishment of nuclear-weapcn-free zones as a zmeans of
strengthening international security and creating a more favourable climate
for making progress in the field of disarmament.

My delegation takes a favourable view particularly of the consensus on
‘.= principles whick stould govern ruclezr-wearen-free zcr2s -- principles
contained in chapter III of the study. This chapter contains a number of
l.pertant provisions, primarily the requirement that there shall be a
guarantee that zones should be and remain entirely free from nuclear weapons;
that the initiative for creating a zone should core from theprospective
participants in a zone on the basis of voluntary participation; and that a
zone treaty should include an effective system of control which would ensure
total compliance with the cblig.ticns assured, as well as other principles,
in order to make progress in the question of nuclear-wu:zron-free zones.

An essential prerequisite remains the achievement of a universally
acceptable way of reconciling contradictory aspects of the problem -- matters
which were also touched upon, as I have mentioned, in this study.

There is no doubt that these questions can only be effectively solved by
our joint efforts, and also on the basis of the views of as wide a circle
of States as possible, including all States which possess nuclear weapons,

with the idea that these States should assume specific and important obligations

with regard to particular zones.
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The dAra®t resolution #n % “tnert A/C.1/L. 73 provides a “engTriative
avgroach to the achieverzent of a universally acceptable solution. This
resolution was submitted by the delegation of Finland. In paragraphs 5 and 6

of the orerative part of this draft resolution, all Governments and

(¥

frearn:tionil organizations 2cnezrn=d are invited te subnit their views

and recommendations relating to the 2xperts' stvdy on the basis of which

the Secretary-General could prepare a report for the next session of the
Gereral Assembly of the United Nations. The Czechoslovak delegation believes
that the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.?Ek is 2 gced point of
departure for making progress in the matter of nuclear-wezapcn-free zones.

My delegation whole-kh=artedly supports the view contained in chapter III
of the experts stvdy that the conditions in which nuclear-weapon-free zcnes could
become viable and strengthen international security will, without any doubt,
differ substantially from one region to another, and that the ideas and
concepts of the security of the States which would be potential members of
such a zone can, by the same token, differ widely too.

We agree with the view of the experts that in this regard it is
impossitle or unrealistic to determine beforehand specific provisions governing
the creation of such zores, since the Governments of the countries concerned
themselves should determine the requirements of their own security and their
own national interests.

We do not think it useful to attempt at this early stage to prejudge the
substance of the matter -- the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones -- by
sutr.itting druft resolutions which do not reet the atove-rentiorned, brcedly
ackncwledged 2nd well-fovnded conditions.

Therefore, the Czechoslovak delegation is unable to support the draft

resolution in dectrent A/C.Ll/L.72k.
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lir. MEERBURG (Netherlands): I would like to address myself to the

question of peaceful nuclear explosions. As you know, the permanent representative

of the Netherlands had the honour to introduce, on behalf of its sponsors, the
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.721 concerning the different aspects

of peaceful nuclear explosions. Last Friday, the representative of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles, introduced a number of proposed amendments,

which are on the table under document number A/C.1/L.729. The co-sponsors

of the draft resolution in docrrart 4/C.1/L.721 huve carefully considered these
suggestions in a very constructive spirit, a spirit which I am sure is still
present in this Committee.

On behalf of the co-sponsors of the craft resolution in docirent A/C.l/L.?Zl,
I may now state the following., Let me first say that a majority of the arendments
are acceptable to the co-sponsors. A number of them we consider to be
improvements. We may be able to accept some others in a spirit of compromise.
However, a few of the amendments present us with considerable difficulties.
The co-sponsors hope and expect that there will be a constructive dialogue
with the co-sponsors of the proposed amendments.

I am happy to inform the Committee that the co-sponsors of the draft
resolution can accept the first and eighth amendments which are concerned with
the same subject. As Ambassador Garcia Robles rightly pointed out, similar
paragraphs were included in 1 st year's resolution 226l D (XXIX). The
reason why the co-sponsors did not incorporate such paragraphs in the
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.721 in the first place was because we

considered it useful to address ourselves solely to the question of peaceful

nuclear explosions in all of their aspects. However, we are in total agreement

with the representative of Mexico that the ongoing nuclear arms race is a

great danger to the world. To create no misunderstanding about our

concerns in this respect, we can accept the amendments on this point.
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Proposed arendrent No. 2 in document A/C.1/L.729 would, in our view , be
most unfortunate because it calls for the deletion from preambular caragrazph 3
of the resolution itself of a view widely shared in the Conference of the
Cermittee on Dicarmarent (CCD). The CCD had extensive formel and informal
talks on the arms-control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions in the
course of this year. At the end of these discussions, wide support
was given to the idea expressed in the second part of the third rreambular
paragraph of tire draft resolution. To delete this part would imply that no
pregress at all was made in the CCD studies of the arms-control implications
of peaceful nuclear explosicns, studies which were requested by the General
Assembly 1in operative paragraph 3 of resolution 3261 D (XXIX).

We are also not very happy with the third proposed amendment, which would
have us delete the fifth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution in document
A/b.l/L.?El. As the representative of Mexico apparently wished to use as
much a2s possible of the language of last year's resolution, we fail to
understand why preambular paragraph 5 should be deleted. The paragraph
formed a very important consideration in last year's resolution 3261 D (XXIX)

and we would strongly prefer to retain it in this year's resolution.
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The co-sponsors entirely agree vith the fourth and fifth proposed
arendrents and vould be pleased tc accept them.

We hesitate to accept the six:h proposed anendment. Ve recognize that
the United States and the Soviet Urion are in a somewhat unigue position,
as they are the only nuclear-weapor. States that have conducted zeaceful
nuclear explosion experimentes. Howvever, we think we should bear in mind
that positions do change and that Assembly resolutions should take this
factor into account.

We consider the seventh proposed arendment to be an improverent, and
we gladly accept it. We can also accept the ninth proposed amendrent, and
the same holds for the tenth proposed arendrent, which is factuzlly more
correct than the original text. The co-sponsors can also agree to the
eleventh proposed amendrent, which rearranges the order of subparagraphs.

We are unable, hovever, to accept the twelfth, thirteenth, and
fourteenth proposed arendmrents.

The twelfth propcsed arendment calls for the deletion of the whole of
operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.721. To
delete this paragraph would be to ignore totally the fact that during the
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons an extensive review took place of the implementation of

article V of the NPT. 1In Committee II of that Conference long negotiations
were held which led to very substantial agreement. This was reflected in
the Final Declaration of the Reviev Conference. We recognize that there
was a draft resolution co-sponsored by Mexico and others on this question.
Hovwever, several of the co-spornsors of that draft resolution later
participated actively in the negotiations which led to the formulation
adopted in the Final Declaration of the Review Conference.

We firmly believe that the conclusions of the Review Conferernce on the
question of peaceful nuclear explosions are very important. We would
therefore consider it a significant step backwards if the important results
of the Review Conference  could not te recognized. The progrese of thinking
on the question of peaceful nuclear explosions at and since the Review

Conference has, in our view, been significantly greater than most of us had

anticipated at this time last year.
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We have even more problers with the operative paragraph wrenticned
ir. she twelrth .rcoposed amendment. This paragraph is factually incorrect.
Last year's resolution invited the Soviet Union and the United States:
"... to provide the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty
on the Non-Froliferation of Nuclear Weapons with information concerning
such steps as they have taken since the entry into force of the Treaty,
or intend to take, for the conclusion of the special basic international
agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes which is envisaged

in article V of the Treaty". (Gereral Assembly resolution 3261 D (XXIX))

Did the two States mentioned ignore this invitation, as is stated in the
twelfth proposed amendment? XNo, cn the contrary: toth the Soviet Union
and the United States provided, in the general debate and in Committee II of
the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Froliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, extensive information on their situation in the field
of peaceful nuclear explosions, including past and future steps towards the
implementation of article V of the Treaty. All of this can be found in the

" summary records of the Conference. Ve cannot, cherefore, acceypt the
operative paragraphs set out in the twelfth and thir teenth proposed
arendrents.

We have come now to the stage where, in the International Atomic
Agency, substantive steps are being taken to study most aspects of peaceful
nuclear explosions. In the International Atomic Agency's open-ended
Ad Hoc Advisory Group on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions an intergovgrnmental
group has been created to discuss peaceful nuclear explosions in their
different aspects, including the setting up of peaceful nuclear explosion
services for the benefit of non-nuclear weapon States. Frankly, it is
difficult for us to understand why the co-sponsors of the proposed
arendments want to give a privileged status to the United States and the
Soviet Union in negotiations leading to the conclusion of a special
international agreement, or agreements, for the provision of peaceful
nuclear explosion services. We assume that this view is fully shared
by wost, .if not all, United Nations Member States. Surely, all Member
States that wish to participate in discussions leading to such an agreement,

or agreerents, would insist on their right to do so on an equal footing.
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That brings me to the fourteenth proposed amendrment. This amendment
would ignore the decisions taken by the RBoard of Governors of the International
Atomic Energy Agency when they es%ablished thc already-rentioned
Ad Hoc Advisory Group on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions. Perhaps I might
remind the Committee of the mandate given by the Board to the Ad Hoc
Advisory Group. The Group was called upon:

"(a) To examine the aspects of nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes (PNE) coming within the Agency's sphere of
competence, with particular reference to:

(i) Procedural aspects relating to possible requests for

PNE-related services;

(i1) 1Iegal aspects and treaty obligations;

(iii) Health and safety matters; and

(iv) Economic aspects, including comparisons with
non-ruclear alternatives, taking fully into account
the work already done in these fields by technical
committees under the auspices of the Agency;"

(ac (XIX) /544, pp. 66 and 67)

And the mandz*e goes cn:

"(b) To advise the Roard on the factors involved in the
establishment and operation of an international service
for PNE as envisaged in paragraph 1(c) of its resolution
on PNE of 13 September 1974; and

(c) To advise the Board, within the Agency's sphere of competence,

on the structure and content of agreements necessary under
Article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons;". (ibid., p. 67)

In operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution in document
A/c.1/L.721 this important decision by the Board of Governors of the
International Atomic Agency has been fully taken into account. The
fourteenth amendment, as proposed by the Mexican delegation and others,

apparently tries, ex post facto, to restrict the work within the IAEA -~

a view, by the way, which is apparently not shared by the Mexican
representative in the IAEA Ad Hoc Advisory Group, whose statements in that

Group's discussions we have had an opportunity to examine carefully.
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vioreover, way I strongly recomrend that all members of this Committee bear in
mind resolution 3386 (XXX), adopted unanimously at the 2403rd plenary meeting of
the General Assembly, on 12 November 1975, that is just over two weeks ago.
Operative paragraph 6 of that resolution ccmmends the International Atomic Energy
Agency on the establishment of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group on Nuclear Zxplosions
for Peaceful Purposes and its mandate, a mandate on which the draft resolution
in document A/C.1/L.72L reflects in its orerative paragraph 5. It is obvious,
therefore, that the proposed fourteenth arendment is unacceptable.

In this statement we have made clear what we think about the proposed
amendrents., I really want to stress, however, that we are willing to engage
in a constructive dialogue with the co-sponsors of the propbsed arendrents, with
a view to reaching a mutually acceptabtle solution. It is our sincere hope that

we shall be able to start such consultations today.

The CHAIRMAN: I would certainly hope that consultations might
start today so that we could reach agreement before the end of the week.
I now call upon the representative of Iran to introduce the draft

resolution in document A/C.L/L.741.

Mr. HOVEYDA (Iran): By a nearly unanimous vote, the twenty-ninth
session of the General Assembly adopted resolution 3263 (XXIX), dealing with the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East.

As co-sponsor with Egypt of that resolution, my country is gratified to see that
interest in the subject of nuclear-weapon-free zones has revived in recent years.
The growing interest in the regional approach for containing the spread of
nuclear weapons is in a way a reflection of the disillusionment felt at the

lack of progress on a global scale. Hence, in a more positive sense it is a
concrete response by the States concerred for devising alternative ways of
enhancing their own security within certain defined regions of the globe.
Moreover, the disturbing outlook with respect to the depletion of traditional
sources of energy has accelerated the diffusion of nuclear technology and thus

increased the likelihood of proliferation of nuclear weapons.
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Those factors have combined to lead to an upsurge of interest in nuclear-
weercn-fra2e zones as an approach to curbing the further spread of weapons.
Thus, at this Assembly session we have &s many as eight agenda iters dealing
with non-nuclear-weapon zones. Moreover, the Assembly has been entrusted with
the task of examining the comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-
free zones in &ll its aspects, rrepared by the A4 Hoc Grour of Qualified
Governmental Experts, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3261 F (XXIX),
vhich in our view is bound to stimulate further interest and encourage
constructive efforts with respect to the establishment of nuclear-wesron-free
zones.

The concerns urderlyirg cur rrop~sal bave glre=ly tezr exrla’ized at
length in this Committee and elsewhere. One essentisl element in it, however
bears constant re-emphasis. In the pclitizal climate of cu» regicn,
the introduction of nuclear weapons not only cannot be discounted but also
would represent the most dangerous aspect of nuclear-weapon proliferation.

It would seriously ccmplicate the prospects for peace and security in the region.
All of us here know the full import of the brutal facts that confront us in

theat part of the world. Indeed, it is ominously easy to predict the turn of
events that could follow the introduction of ruelear wearons into the area.

It is no mere coincidence that in the comprehensive study on the question
the opinion has been expressed by many experts that:

"... in regions where the most acute tensions exist the establishment
of nuclear-weapon-free zones, thoueh particularly difficult, would be
particularly desirable.” (A/10027/Add.1, p. 39, para. 5)

It is precisely that logic tha: .s the basis of our aavocacy of such a zone

in our part of the world.
Thus, on the initiative of Iran and Egypt, resolution 3263 (XXIX), on the

subject, was introduced in the General Assembly last year. As I have said,

the resolution received nezrly vrarrous cuprort, inc’ading the supnort of all the
nuclear Powers. Pursuant to the resolution, the Secretary-General has ascertained
the views of the States in the region with respect to the implementation of the
resolution. One may take heart frcm the positive tenor of the bulk of the
rar’ies received. From the answers it is obviously manifest that the idea of

the establishment of such a zone in the Middle East enjoys a wide measure of

support in the region.
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However, that 4ces nct minimize the complexities involved in the
implementation of the propcsal. In our view, mere expression of support for
the idea, though welcome, is =not In {itselr sriZiciart 4o overricde the ex’sting
obstacles; nor could the advocacy of conventional means for the realization
of the idea stand the test of credibility in the face of the particular
alirate in the regicr. Tha®t view is amply suprcrted bty the experts stuéying
the ¢uestion when, in their conclusions, they express deceiving unanimous
opinion:

"Tre study dces rof atterpt to esitalliskh arny preciss mlas, as it Is the

considered view of the experts that circumstances in different regions

vary so widely that a pragmatic and flexible approach would

need to be adopted in each case.” (Ibid. p. 69)

It is in the sincere hope of offering such pragmatic means thet the
delegations of Tran and Egypt have cnisavcui«:d to produce a draft resolution
as a follow-up to last year's resolution on the subject. It is my privilege
now to introduce the text of the draft resolution (A/C.l/1“7hl) cn tehalf
of the sponsors.

The preambular paragraphs essentially trace the background to the present
draft resolution, as well as the relevant develormerts since the adoption of
last year's resolution, and therefore do rot require eleborste explaraticn.

I should, however, like to draw particular attention to the third preambular
raragraph, which scknowiedges the extensive support the proposal has received
within the region, to which I referred a short time ago. The srrrcech adopted
in the operative part of the draft resolution is based on a realistic assessment
of the present situation. It entails two distinct though ccmplementary courses
of action by the Gecverrrerts which would form the core of tre denuclearized
zone in the region.

In & more general way, it would be essential to promote conditiogs which

would be conducive to the eventual establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone,

and the exerticr of efforts towards the creation of such a congenial environment
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is the course of action advocated in the first two orerative paragraphs of
the draft rescluticn. Through actions which could be interpreted
unequivocally as gestures of good faith, feelings of trust and confidence
among the States of the region would be bound to be genersted. In the
opinicn of the sponsors, adhesion to the Treaty on trc licn-rrnliferation of
Nucleaer Weapons by the States directly concerned could produce such a

beneficial effect, and thus that is urged in oLerative paregreph 2 of the draft

rezciuticn.
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Crerative paragrarh 3 addresses itself to the very heart of the matter.
It reccmmends that the States with which the Secretary-Ceneral has consulted
pursuant to rescluticn 3263 (XxI¥) should proclaim immediately their intenticn
to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, frcm producing, acquiring or in any other
way possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices, and from
permitting the stationing of nuclear weapons in their territory or the
territory under their control by any third party. It further reccmmerds that
these States refrain from any other acticn that would facilitate the
acquisition, transit, testing or use of such weapons, or that would be in
any otner way detrimental to the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zcne
in the region, under an effective system of safeguards. By thus spelling out
in precise terms the urgent and substantive measures to bte undertaken by
the States of the region, this raragraph tries to prevent pre-emptive action
that would defeat the purpose of the zone at an embrycnic stage.

Operative raragraph L reccmmends that the nuclear States should extend
their full co-oreraticn to the States of the region in their efforts to
prcmote the objective of establishing the zone, and that they should refrain
from any action that might be contrary to the purpose of the present
resoluticn or to the objectives embcdied in it. At this stage, we do not ask
them to undertake a priori obligations witn respect to the security of the
zone. What is required of them, rather, is the avoidance of any action that
would render the eventual realization of the zone even more intractable.

Finally, it only remains for ze to say that, in trying to prcduce a
sultable formula, the co-sponsors have been guided by one supreme and
overriding aim, that of sparing our region from the ravages of a nuclear
holocaust. And in that spirit, we have latoured to eschew, in terms of
. form as well as content, anything that might give legitimate cause for
dissension on the part of anycne. We think we have succeeded in that
endeavour. It is now our hope that all sides concerred, as well as each and

every Member of the Organization, will concur in this opinion and adopt the

resolution unanimously.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Iran for introducing the

draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.7k1.
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Mr. "ZKC2OV (Bulgaria) (iater;:it?:icn frcm French): I have asked
to speak in order tc make a brief stetement ccncerning tke drafti resclution
in document £/C.1/L.T724, of 17 November, sutritted cn behalf of & group of
countries by the represeriative of Mexico, Arbassador Carcia Robles. s

In the course of our previous staterent, the Bulgarian delegation took
the opportunity to =<t forth its views on the problem of establishing nuclear-
weapon-free zeres.  Our ful. suprort for the ides of esteblishing sizh zones
derives from cur attitude with regard to the rnon-rroliferaticn Treaty, which
the Feople's Republic of Bulgaria has signed and retified.

The delegation of Bulgaria thus cannot but suiscrite tc the basic idea
of draft resclution A/C.1/L.724, dealing with the esteblishment of nuclear-
weapon-free zcnes as one of the most effective means of preventing the
proliferaticn of these weapons of mass destructiox.

However, the Bulgarian delegation will not be able to vote in favour
of this draft resolution, the operative parts of which accord to the
General Assembly the mandate and competence to recognize the establishment of
nuclear-weapon-free zones and to define in advance the principsl obligations
of the States participating therein. This is not iIn accord with the
United Nations Charter and geces outside the frarework of the functions and
povers of the General Assembly, which, as we all know, can only make
recommendations. Clearly, a nuclear-weapon-free zone can be established only
through an international treaty or agreement negotiated among the States
concerned.

Under the terms of the draft resoluticn before us, the recognition of
such a zone by the General Assembly would at the sare time mean a recognition
of the treaties establishing it. But the United Nations Charter dces not
provide for recognition of international treaties and azreements concluded
by States Members; it provides solely for their registration with the

Secretariat.
Consequently, in this case, for ourselves as for many other delegations,

quite aside from the question of nuclear-wveapon-free zcnes and regardless of
our opinion as to the content of the obligatiors to be essumed by States
parties thereto, the draft resolution appearing in document A/C.1/L.724 poses
another question, one of principle, namely that ¢ <he ccmpetence of the

General Assembly.
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According to the Charter, the General Assembly is not authorized to
impose binding obligations on Member States. The adoption by the
General Assembly of the draft resolutién under consideration cannot be
defended in law, and would not have the desired effect in practice. For this
reason, though we are deeply convinced of the desirability of having nuclear-
wearon-free zones and though we recognize the good intentions of the sponsors
of the draft resolution, we regret that we cannot give it our support.

Furthermore, for the reasons I have just set forth, the delegation of
Bulgaria, in the course of the discussions within the group of governmental
experts this summer in Geneva, and here as well, stressed that the General
Assembly cannot decree the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

The representative of Bolivia introduced this morning a whole series of
amendments to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.724. We have not yet
had the opportunity to study those amendments, and I myself was not able, at
the beginning of this meeting, to listen to the statement of the representative
of Bolivia. It is therefore difficult for me to pronounce myself on the
proposed amendments, which seem to teke into account the objections and
reservations previously expressed by a certain number of delegations in this

Committee with regard to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.T2k.
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Mr. GAECIA ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): Contrary to

what might be expected, I shall not refer to what the representative of Bulgaria
has just said. I believe that the concerns which he expressed could be easily
dispelled were he to read what I said here on Wednesday afternoon,
26 November, at the 2098th meeting of the Committee, when I expressed my
views on the reservations of the United States, the United Kingdom, the
Soviet Union and France in regard to the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.758,
of which Mexico is a co-sponsor and which was formally introduced in the
Committee by the representative of Australis,

As was quite rightly said in the statement of the representative of Australia,

(spoke in English)

"It could not be expected that the precise viewpoints of all
the co-sponsors on more technical aspects of the CTB issue -- which is
a ccmplex one -- would be identical. The expression of the co-spcnsors!
various positions cn the CTB issue is & matter of public record, from their
past statements in this Committee, in the CCD and at the Non-Proliferation
Treaty Review Conference, where the CIB issue was discussed in scme depth

under the review of article VI of the Treaty." (supra, p. 14-15)

(continued in Spanish) _
That statement is in fact in s-cord with the existing situation, and I

should therefore like to clarify only two points, Zirst, the deisration
of Mexico interprets the provisions of operative paragraph 3,
"Emphasizes the urgency of reaching agreement on the conclusion

of an effective comprehensive test ban;", (A/C.1/L.738)
as something which dces not in any way affect the validity of what the
General Assembly :icpted in resoluticn 293L € (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 and
3078 A (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, in which the Assembly, in operative
paragraphs 2 of these resolutions, reaffirms

",.. its conviction that, whatever may be the differences on the

question of verification, there is no valid reason for delaying the

conclusion of a comprehensive test ban of the rzture contemplated in

the preamble to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere,

in Outer Space and under Water;"-
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The second point I wish to clarify is related to operative paragraphs U
and 5 of the draft resolution (A/C.1/L.738).
Operative paragraph b

"Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt all
nuclear weapon tests through an agreed suspension" ---as specified
there, a moratorium, in other words, which would be a provisional measure.
Orerative paragraph 5

"Emphasizes in this regard the particular responsibility of the
nuclear-weapon States which are party to international agreements in
which they have declared their intention to achieve at the earliest
possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race;".
In this connexion my de’egaticn would like to make it clear that, in
ouf opinion, the tangible measures of the States referred to in operative
paragraph 5 would be the ones specified in the draft Additional Protocol
which 18 or 19 delegations -- I do not remember how many exactly -- of the
third world submitted to the Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
a draft Protocol which has been reproduced in document A/C.1/1055, dated
5 September last, of this Committee.

Naturally, as I said when explaining the scope of this draft, these are
not inflexible or rigid formulas or ﬁeasures but formulas which, in our
opinion, constitute a practical, attainable and effective method so as to

make effective the promises that have so often been made to us.

The CEAZPMAN: I should like to announce that the delegations of
Kuwait and Tunisia have become co-sponsors of the draft resolution in

document A/C.1/L.741.
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Tre CHAIRMAN: I should like tc give you scome indication of what

I shall prorose to the Committee for the remainder of the week.

If the merbers of the Ccmmittee agree, it is my intention to proceed to
the vote on all the draft resolutiorns before us, beginning at Thursday
afternoon's reeting. We will have three reetings for voting -- Thursday -
afternoon, Friday rworning ard Friday afternccrn. We hope to conclude our work
at that tinre.

I hope delegations will have had sufficient tire before then to state
their positions on the draft resolutions and the amendrents. This afternoon's
meetirg is cancelled for lack of speakers. I urge members tc inscribe their

nares as soor. as possible if they wish to spezk on the draft resolutions.

Mr. ROSCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation
from Russian): The Soviet delegatior intends tomorrow to introduce revised
draft resolutions on the question of the -rcrititior. of the development and
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of
such weapons contained in document a/C.1/L.71l, and on the question of the

conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon

tests contained in document a/C.1/L.707.

The meeting rose at 12,35 p.m.






