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AGENDA ITEMS 57 Aim 58 ( c ont i_J:22:!;ed) 

CONSIDERATION J'Ji!D ACTICIN UPON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS UNDEF. AGENDA ITE1>1S 57 Al\ID 58 

(A/C.l/36/1.58; 1.59; L.60/Rev.l; 1.61) 

The CHAiru,~N: This afternoon the Committee will take action on the 

draft resolutions in tte following order: A/C.l/36/1.59, 1.58, 1.60/Rev.l 

and 1.61. 

Before we proceed to the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.59, I 

shall call on the representative of F.onania, who wishes to introduce an oral 

revision of that draft resolution . 

.tl!.'_• DIACONU (Romania) (interpretation fron French) : iflhile 

expressing their agreement with the content of draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.59 3 

on 71 Development and strengthening of coed-neighbourliness betvreen States, 11 

which I had the honour Jf introducing last Friday on behalf of 24 countries 

and to \.Jhich five other countries have added their names as co~sponsors, 

some delen;ations have expressed the wish that paragraph 8 of 

the draft resolution sh)uld be slightly modified and worded in a somewhat 

more precise manner. 

In order to meet t:1is wish~ the ions of the sponsoring countries 

agree that the last par·~ of paragraph 8 should be revised to 

read as follm.rs : 

" ... a H·eport (:ontaining an orderly _9resentation of the views 

and sugc:;estions received concerning the content of good~neic;hbourliness 

r.:s vrell as ways and modalities to enhance it. 11 
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Thus v'E' request that operative parac;raph 8 of draft resolution 

A/C.l/3G/L,59 be changed to read as follm·rs: 

(spoke in Enc;lisl=.} 

:Requests the Secretary.General to submit to the General Asserbly 

at its thirty-seventh session" on tee basis of the replies of States 

and of the vieus expressed during the thirty .. sixth session, as 

uell as on comr:1ents of specialized ac;encies, a Report containinc; an 

orderly presentation of the vieTrs and suc;cestions receivecl concernine; 

the content of the c;ood-neir;hbourliness , as 1vell as ~rays and 

modalities to enhance it.:. 

( Esmt~~SL..f!l .. ~!!=~!:'J 
As can be seen, this is a minor change" simply replacinr; the vord 

;;systematic" by the uord corderl7; and introducing a precision re~arding the 

vie11s and suggestions appearing in the report. 

On behalf of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C .1/36/L. 59 i·re 

should like once again to thank all the delec;ations that participateCl. in 

the preparation of this draft resolution. Tie l~ope that this draft 

resolution, 'ilhich deals 1-rith a question of r_r,reat inportanc<::, 

the development and strenc;theninc; of good- neir;hbourliness betvreen States 0 

uill be adopted by consensus, 

The CHAITIHJUT: The Comrnittee cas before it draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/L, 59 as orally revised by its sponsors. It relates to agenda 

item 57, !:Development and strene,:thening of cood-neighbourliness betveen 

States"'. The draft resolutionxhas 31 sponsors, and it uas introduced by 

the representative of Romania at the 45th meetins of the First 

Corm11i ttee" on 27 november 1981 . 

The 31 sponsors are as foll01v-s: Bangladesh, Burundi, Chad, Colombia, Congo, 

France, Guinea, Indonesia, Lesotho? Madagascar, Mali, No rocco, Mauritania, 

Nigeria, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, R\Tanda, Senecal, 

Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanl~a, Sudan, Turkey, United Republic of 

Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay? Yugoslavia. 
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The sponsors of th= draft resolution have suggested that it be adopted 

uithout vote. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee 

uishes to adopt draft r=solution A/C.l/36/L.59 as orally revised without 

vote. 

Draft resolution AIC.l/36/L.59 Has adopted. 

f'he CEAIRWI.N_: I shall novr call upon representatives vrho \dsh 

to explain their l)Osition on draft resolution A/C.l/36/PV.21. 

Mr. ADELMAN (United States of America): The United States is 

pleased to have supported draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.59 and to have 

,ioined in the consensus. 

This draft resolut:~on calls upon all States to develop good··neighbourly 

relations. It also seeks to identify essential elements of cood"" 

neighbourliness ancl to :~aster a fuller understandine; of vrhat constitutes 

good-neighbourly relations behreen States. 

The United States J~egards this effort to clarify essential components 

of good-neighbourliness as both timely and useful. 

The principles of good-neighbourliness which vre support are those 

vrhich in fact all nations support. The pertinent question is not whether 

a nation supports prind ples of good· -neighbourliness· all nations do, as 

I said. It is, rather, vrhether a nation adheres to principles of r:sood

neighbourliness and noi. all nations do. 

I speak on this matter as representative of a nation having excellent 

relations with both its neighbours, relations vrhich have improved markedly 

under the Reagan Administration. During the presidential campaicn, in fact, 

Candida·te Reagan placed improved relations vrith Mexico and Canada among his 

top foreign·-affairs pric·rities, and he has succeeded quite lrell in 

implementing that goal. I represent a country with more than 

5,000 miles of open and unguarded borders with its neighbours. '~:.Te have 

no troops garrisoned alcng our borders; vre have :co military installations 

for protection along our borders: we have no \·reapons poised along our 

borders; and we need none. 
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This stands in sharp contrast vrith other nations around the world. 

too proclaim their undying support for principles of good"·neighbourliness, but 

they do not practise the:m. 

In its reply to the Secretary'"-General 1 s request for comments on the 

goo~~neighbaurliness draft resolution, the Soviet Union highlighted its 

numerous treaties and bila,teral declarations >rith nearby countries in ,,rhich 

eood-neie;hbourly conduct is sole:mnly pledged. But it goocl-nei3hbourly 

to carry out a military occupation of a sovereign nation to attempt 

harsh coercion to bend an ancient people to the arbitrary iTill of a pouerful 

neighbour? Is it good-neighbourly to seal the borders of a State so that only 

a selected fevr may enter or leave, shroudinr: its actions and purposes 

even from its nearest nei~hbours? 

A truly good neighbour encourages the free exchange of people and of ideas 

uith nei3hbours. It does not raise barriers to the dissel!lination and discussion 

of vie-vrs 'lhich are not official doctrine. It does not require a rigid political 

orthodoxy of smaller States on its borders~ nor does it resort to massive an~ed 

intervention such as we have witnessed on several occasions to enforce that 

orthodoxy. 

There is a ,';reat deal more to being a good neighbour than pledc;ing 

on a piece of paper. 'l'he United States hopes that the practice of good,, 

neighbourliness amonc nations vdll flourish, that it will enjoy increasing 

acceptance and respect. 

I sense a great longing amonc; the nations of this earth, a lonr;inr: -.re in 

the United States profoundly share , for the blossoming of peaceful, 

constructive relations betveen Gte.tes. This blossoming vmuld eneble us to 

devote undivided attention to the r;reat challene;e uhich all of us, nei13hbours 

all on this planeto face in the decades ahead. 
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The CHAIRMAN: vle shall now proceed to take action on draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/L.58, related tc agenda item 58 (c), 11Review of the implementation of the 

Declaration on the Stren€:thening of International Security"~ entitled 
0 Implementation of the D~:claration on the Preparation of Societies for Life 

in Peace 11
• The draft resolution is sponsored by 16 countries and was introduced 

by the representative of Poland at the 45th meeting of the First Committee on 

27 November. The sixteer.. sponsors are: Afghanistan, Algeria, Cameroon, Colombia, 

the Congo, Czechoslovakis, the German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Hungary, 

Indonesia, Madagascar, Mcngolia, Peru, Philippines, Poland and Yugoslavia. 

I shall first call en those members who wish to explain their vote 

before the vote. 

tfr. SUMMERHAYEt~ (United Kingdom): On behalf of the Ten member States 

of the European Community, I should like to say a few words on draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/L.58. 

The Ten member StatEs of the European Community voted in favour of 

resolution 33/73 which ccntained the Declaration on the Preparation of 

Societ for Life in Peace. On the occasion of the vote upon that resolution 

in the First Committee, the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany~ 

speaking on behalf of thE then Nine member States of the European Community, 

expressed appreciation of the basic thrust of the initiative but recorded 

certain reservations upor. the language used in the resolution. 

The Ten have similar reservations on some of the language used in the 

draft resolution which currently before us. In particular, the preambular 

paragraph, which refers to the paramount value of 11positive moulding of human 

consciousness", is rather unfortunate. As delegations will be well aware, 

the democratically electEd Governments of the Ten member States of the European 

Community reject the concept of controlling information sources in such a 

way as that which might 1e suggested by the wording of that paragraph. 
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(i>'lr. Summerhayes. United Kingdom) 

Our second hesitation in respect of the text in draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/1.58 concerns operative paragraph 2 which lists Governments, the 

United nations and various specialized agencies in a way which might be 

interpreted as placing them upon the same level. The Ten believe that in 

matters of this sort it is for the United nations as such to exercise a 

co-ordination role. 

Having elaborated our reservations on this text, I would repeat that 

the Ten nevertheless appreciate the main thrust of the initiative. Hhen 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.58 is put to the vote, we shall vote in favour. 

Hmvever, our vote in favour should not be talcen as an indication that the 

Ten can necessarily subscribe to all of the content of the report of the 

Secretary-General contained in document A/36/386. 
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Mr. ADELMAN (Un:ited States of America): Nore than 200 years ago, the 

United States committed it self to live in peace and harmonious co-operation with 

all peoples on earth. Draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.58 effectively reaffirms many 

principles that appear in the Charter of che United Nations and in other solemn 

commitments of the United States. Consequently, \ve are in full accord with the 

moving spirit and intent cf this initiative. 

Hcwever, the defect that the United States 

adopted three years ago ttat set forth the Declaration on the Preparation 0f 

Societies for Life in Peace endures in the present draft resolution. The two 

fundamental flaws in the Ieclaration itself also endure. The first is the 

inadequate r~:::t·erence to a number of basic human rights that are essential to a 

just and peaceful life for all persons and to a viable international society for 

all countries. These include the right of individuals to be free from 

or psychological coercion on the part of authority, from ~rbitrary arrest or 

detention and from exile cr deprivation of nac They include the right of 

individuals to enjoJ' freeaom of travel, to hold one's own beliefs, to 

assembly, to voice one's cpinion and to live under a system of impartial justice. 

F'ailinr the assertion of :::uch basic ri~hts, the Declaration is lacking in a very 

~undanental way. 

The second flaw is tte casting of e;overnn:c-nts in a role q_uite e.dverse to the 

principles on which the Ur.ited States - and even the United Nations - was 

founded. 'l'he representativ-e of the United Kingdom has made reference to this. 

'The draft resolution call::: upon all States to "l·re:;_>are" their citizens for life in 

peace with other societies nnd to use ,rrovernment ar;encies, as well as schools and the 

informationmedia, to achieve the 11moulding of human consciousness. 11 Free 

societies are fre~ in part, because their governments are prohibited from 

attempting to dictate or n.ould the opinions of their citizens. Specifically, the 

right of the Press and of individuals to speak their minds, whether or not 

their ideas are c<.c;rec::tole to current authority, is a jealously c;uarded freec:or.. 

Such freedoms stand at the very heart of the Bill of Rights of our Constitution, 

and they stand at the ver-y heart of freedom in any society 
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~Mr. Adelman. United States) 

The United States holds that policies and goals are worthy of support only 

if they earn the willing assent of the people without coercion or manipulation 

by authority. r!e believe that the ordinary person, wherever he may reside on 

this earth, does not need to be taught to wish to live in peace. Threats to 

peace arise,not from ordinary people, but from the leaders and wielders of power, 

particularly from powerful leaders who feel no need or desire to consult the 

wishes of their subjects. 

For those reasons, which are quite important to us, the United States will 

abstain in the vote on this otherwise noble draft resolution. 

Mr. AKKERMAN (Netherlands): Elaborating on the statement made on 

behalf of the Ten member States of the European Community, to which the ·netherlands 

belongs, I should like to make a further brief statement reflecting the 

detailed position of the Netherlands on one aspect of draft resolution A/C.l/35/1.58 

on the implementation of the Declaration on the Preparation of Societies for 

Life in Peace. 

The Netherlands holds the opinion that the concept of life in peace should 

apply,not only to the activities of States, but also to the life of the 

individual citizen. If the concept of life in peace for individuals is to have 

a practical meaning, we think it must be related to human rights. Peace for 

the individual means freedom - freedom from war, freedom from want, freedom from 

fear, freedom of expression, conscience, religion and belief. 

In our view, international security cannot be strengthened in a world 

community if in some of its societies those freedoms are not guaranteed or are 

even trampled upon. The Netherlands regards as its duty the guarantee of the 

free exercise of these freedoms that are bestowed upon its citizens through 

its national Constitution or through international obligations. He call upon 

all Governments concerned to respect the exercise of those freedoms for their 

citizens. 
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(IIr. Akkerman, Netherlands) 

More specifically, tl:e Netherlands has some reservations about the language 

used in the fourth preambtclar paragraph, namely: 

:•positive moulding of human consciousness". 

That phrase seems to imply activities by States that could run counter to the 

constitutional principles we share with many countries and could prejudge the 

outcome of the exercise of freedoms by individual citizens. vJe can only 

interpret that paragraph HS referring to a requirement for our Government to 

provide all the available information on the purposes and principles of the 

Charter of the United Nations and other relevant documents, so as to enable its 

individual citizens fully to perceive the loftiness of those concepts, with a 

view· to strengthening intElrnational peace and security by their implementation. 

\Hth that interpretation in mind, the Netherlands will support draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.58. 

Hr. SKINNER (Canada) : First , I would like to say that Canada will vote 

in favour of this draft rosolution. I do so, while at the same time I should 

like to draw the CommitteE! 1 s attention to the fact that in Canada it is normal 

constitutional practice that matters such as those dealt 1·1ith in the present 

draft resolution come und::r the purview of the Provinces under our federal system. 

Having said that, I ahould like to turn to a point that has been addressed 

by the tw·o precedinG speal.:ers, and that concerns the phras~ ·'positive moulding of 

human consciousness ; . 'Ph~ French version of the draft resolution, it seems to 

us, Dresents less of a problem. I should like to read out the French version, 

because those who have th•~ English text before them may have a different 

appreciation of the text ·:;han those who have the French. The French text 

reads as follows: 

(spoke in French) 

''Consciente qu' il est primordial de susciter dans les consciences 

huma:i,nes une attitud,~ favorable <1 la realisation des buts et des principes 

de la Charte des Nat ions Unies. 1: 
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( l'ir. Skinner, Can _ada) 

(continued in English) 

Now, this is not quite the same thing as :;positive moulding,;: as the English 

text has it, and I am -vronderine: - and I would put this to the sponsors u~1ether 

it might not be possible to resolve the problem presented by the English 

text, at least to a certain degree, by changing the fourth preambular paragraph 

to read: 
11Aware of the paramount value of encouraging in the human consciousness 

appreciation for the fulfilment of the purposes and principles of the 

Charter of the United Nations.' 

If this amendment were acceptable to the sponsors -if) indeed, it is an 

amendment at all - I think it 1vould solve a number of difficulties for some 

of the delegations present. He believe that such an amendment in fact 

preserves the essential idea contained in that preambular paragraph. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I am very sorry that the representative of Canada 

has chosen to suggest an amendment at a time that is quite beyond the limit 

for such things, as he uill understand. As we wish to be as helpful as 

"GOssiblE::, perha:os we n::ight close one eye as far as rule 128 of the rules 

of procedure is concernt:d. I would ask the representcctive of Poland -vrhether 

or not the sur':e;estion o:' the representative of Cnnada 1.rould be acceptable to 

him. He should merely liay: yes or no. I do not vrant a discussion on this, 

because if iiTe start diseussing it we shall be completely out of order. 

Mr. NOHAK (Poland: I just wanted to ask the representative of 

Canada, through you, Hr. Chairman, to repeat his amendment, because I was 

unable to catch it. 

The CHAIRMAN: Would the representative of Canada please repeat his 

suggestion? 

lftr. SKINNER (Canada) : Thank you for your tolerance in this matter 

Hr . Chairman. The amen( ment if it is an amendr·1ent , 

fourth preambular paragraph would read: 
11Aware of the paramount value of encouraging in the human 

consciousness appreciation for the fulfilment ... and so on. 

The CHAIIDffiN: I would ask the representative of Poland just to state 

whether or not this is acceptable. 

Mr. NOVlAK (Poland): Taking into account the very brief time I 

have for reflection, I cannot say at this time that I mi[;ht accept it. 

The CHAIRI·IAN: There being non-positions and non-papers the non

amendment of the Canadia:1 representative is non-acceptable. 

As there are no further explanations of vote before the vote, I shall 

now put to the vote the ~raft resolution in document A/C.l/36/1.58. A recorded 

vote has been requested. 
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A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: 

Against: 

Algeria~ Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Bhutan, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian 

Soviet Socialist Republic" Canada, Ca~e Verde~ Chad, 

Chile, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 

Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Eduador~ 

Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finlnnd, France, Gabon, German 

Democratic Republic, German, Federal Republic of, Ghana, 

Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyanr:., Haiti, Hungary, Iceland" 

India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland> Italy, Ivory Coast, 

Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya Kuwait, Lao People 1 s 

Democratic Republic, Lebanon~ :::,i"t~r-n 1\rab Jamahiriya, 

Madagascar~ Halaysia, Hali i:'1al ta, Hauri tania, Mexico 

Nongolia, Horocco, Hozambique, Nepal, Netherlands" New 

Zealand~ Niger, Nigeria, , Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 

Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 

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

Spain, Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Svn::.ziland., Svreden, 

Syrian Arab Re9ublic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidan and 

Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab 

Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United Republic of Cruneroon, Uruguay, Venezuela, 

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yueoslavia, Zaire, Zambia 

None 

Abstaining: Israel, United States of America 

DrA.f~_!'::E!91~~i:9!.l_A/C.l/36/L.58_~as adopted. by 111~ vot~s to none.:: with 

2 abstentions.* 

The CH/,IRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish 

to explain their vote after the vote. 

*Subsequently, the delegations of Afghanistan and Peru advised the 

Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour. 



NR/jlc A/C .1/36/PV. 51 
23 

==~-==~= 
(Austria): Austria voted in favour of the draft resolution 

contained in document A/C.l/36/L.58 since it had, at the thirty-third session of 

the Generr1l Assenbly, supported the J;eclaration on the Preparation of Societies 

for Life in Peace. I wish to recall, however, that at the adoption of that 

document the Austrian delegation had certain reservations concerning it. 

Austria fully supports the concept of the right to live in peace, but 

we feel that it must be linked to human rights as a whole. The promotion 

of human rights and fund'3Jllenta1 freedoms is necessary to create ccr..diticns 

leacinr to a just and durable peace. This must be taken fully into account 

in all efforts to promot= the objectives of the present draft resolution. 

The CHAIRJ\1AN: As no other delegation wishes to explain its vote 

on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.58 after the vote, we have now concluded our 

action on that draft resolution. 

He shall now proceed to take action upon draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l, 

which is related to agenda item 58 (a), ''Review of the implementation of the 

Declaration on the of' lnternEtional Security11
• The draft 

resolution ivas introduced by the representative of Yugoslavia at the 47th 

neetinr·. of the First Comnittee on 1 December. This draft has 20 sponsors, 

as follows : Algeria, Bahamas, Ball[:;lade sh, Burundi, Congo, Egypt , Guyana, India, 

Indonesia, Madagascar, Malta, Nie;er, Nigeria, Pa1dstan, Peru, Senegal, Sri J"anka, 

Sudan, Yu,zoslavia and Zanbia. A recorded vote has been requested. 

In explanation of vote before the vote, I call on the representative of 

Israel. 

Mr. EILAIIT ( IsrLel) : I should like to explain the position of my 

delegation regarding draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l. 

Agenda item 58 (a), entitled "Implementation of the Declaration on the 

Strengtheneng of International Securitya, deals with fundamental principles upon 

which rests the whole edifice of the Charter of the United Nations. The United 

Nations was created with the principal aim of supporting the maintenance of 

peace and security in thE world. This is its essential raison d'etre, and 

all other activities, hov;ever important, are subsidiary to this, the main 

goal of our Organi2;ation. 
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Israel has allvays supported resolutions of the General Assembly that 

were in full accord with the spirit and letter of the United Nations Charter 

and its ideals and purposes and will continue to do so. If one were to 

enumerate, one by one all the armed conflicts that have taken place since 

the inception of the United Nations, conflicts that have caused so much 

suffering to mankind" one would easily come to the conclusion that most, 

if not all, of them could have been avoided. They could have been avoided 

if Member States had been prepared to be guided by the provisions of Article 2 

of the Charter and especially by the injunctions contained in paragraph 3 of 

that article. Article 2, paragraph 3, says: 

"All Members shall settle their international disputes by peaceful 

r·J:;:::ns in such a Gtmner ttat interr..aticr..al peace and security, and justice, 

are not endangered." 

The key words in this paragraph are ';peaceful means : and peaceful means in 

this context connote ne:'·otiations. No negotiations are possible vrithout 

contact. Even in the worst periods of the cold war diplomatic contact \vas 

maintained between the United States and the Soviet Union. It 1vas the maintenance 

of contact that made negotiations between the two Powers pos 

lJ.ter stage. 

at a 

The draft resolution in document A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l contains 

appeals to Hember States that have often been made in the past. They repeat 

obligations already existing under the Charter. They do not contain a single 

new thought that would make peace more durable or make war less likely. Here 

and there the language of the draft resolution departs from the accepted 

terminology of diplomacy and borders on the well-worn cliches of a propaganda 

pamphlet. Hhen we try to take an all-over view of the debate so far, we 

cannot help asking ourselves whether this draft resolution - and the same 

goes for draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.61 ~ and some of those adopted in 

previous years were really necessary. 
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(Hr. Eilan, Israel) 

Ho1v much did this las·; debate - which wa.s a repetition of so many previous 

ones ... actually contribute to the cause of peace? And 1rith so little to shou 

for this c1ebate, we accord:~nG;ly rer,ret to note the introduction into the draft 

resolution before us of ce:~tPin semantic nuances v1here the original meaning 

of w·ords has been changed ·jo denote political conceptions that do not al1·rays 

fully conform with the principle of solvinc; disputes by pacific means. 

Certain thoughts expressed in operative pRragraph 5 are acceptable to 

Israel? especially 
11 

••• to seek the peac,~ful settlement of disputes and the resolution 

of the focal points of crises and tensions •.. 11 

Hmrever, the rest of the d::oaft resolution is worded in a Hanner and in 

lanr:;uar:e not calculated to encourage dialogue and mutual understanding, 

but rathe:r confrontation and hostility. 

Israel will therefore not be able to support this draft resolution. 

The CHAIRiiAN: \·J,:! shall now proceed to take a vote on draft resolution 

A/C .l/36/L.60/Rev .1. A re·~orded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was ta.ken. 

In favour: Alge::"ia, Angola, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 

ByelQrussian Soviet Socialist Republic~ Cape Verde, 

Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 

Demo·~ratic Kampuchea, Der.1ocratic Yenen, Ecuador, Egypt, 

Ethi·)pia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, German 

Demo:!ratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, 

Indi1 9 Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 

Jord'l.n~ Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, 

Leba:1on, Libyan Arab Ja..mahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, 

Hali, l~Ialta, Hauritania, Mexico, !Iongolia, Morocco, 

Moza11bique, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan~ 

Panana, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rvranda, 

Saudi Arabia, Sene~al, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
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Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surina.'Tie, Syrian Ar8b 

nepublic, Thailand, Toc;o, Trinidad and Tobago, 

Tunisia~ Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, 

United Republic of Cameroon, Uruc;uay, Venezuela, Viet Ham, 

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Z~1bia 

None 

Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Federal 

Republic of, Guatemala, Haiti, Iceland, Israel, Italy, 

Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand,, Nor;my, Portugal, 

Spain, Svraziland, Sweden, Turkey, United Kinc;dcl:l of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America 

Draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.60/Rev.l was adopted by 93 votes to none, with 

21 abstentions.* 

The CHAIRMAN: I shall nmr call on those representatives who vrish 

to e::plain their vote after the vote. 

l'Ir. de LA GORCE (France)(interpretation from French): The French 

delegation voted in favour, thus conveying the support 1...-hich its Goverm1ent 

has for one of the basic objectives of the community of States: the 

strenc;thening of international security. VTe consider that, on a whole, the 

text that >re have just adopted e:xr:r~;:;;ses a realistic and positive approach, 

He have also been mindful of the spirit in which the sponsors have endeavoured 

to acconmodate certain comments to which their original draft might have 

given rise. 

Nevertheless, although 11e voted for the draft resolution, we have certain 

reservations on some parts of the text. 

For us, it is self-evident that the provisions contained in the draft 

resolution should necessarily be interpreted in accordance with the letter 

and the spirit of the Charter. In this connexion, France, i'Thich has al-.;rays 

lived up to its obligations as a permanent member of the Security Council
9 

* Subsequently the delegations of Afghanistan, Djibouti and Peru advised 

the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour. 
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(I<Ir. de La Gorce, France) 

does not consider that the international mechanisms the purpose of vrhich is to 

maintain pes.ce and security can be questioned as institutions. Of course it is 

our that these institutions function in the most effective •·ray 

but the reconmendations in operative T in connexion Hith em 

of existinG r.e or those t.o lJe r;reated and to 

the Security Ccunc 1 s authority do net. for us nean that 1.:re 

ace any criticisf'l of tl:e Council's action. 

Hith reference to operative paragraph 3, 11e should recall that the right 

c:o.ch State freely to cispose of its ~at~ral resources can 

oe sed only while re the principles of international law. The 

members of the European Cc had occasion to that out in the course of 

the 

of the 

In 

cieclar~::.tion me.de when the text relatine; to the 

Develofment I'ecade was adopted. 

cy, 'tlith paragraph 11, and more specifically the 

nucle~<r co.pability of 8m:.th , the French delegation,vrhich adheres to 

the contained jn the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa 

vrould like to point to thE· distinction that Ti"Ust be drawn beh;reen a nuclear 

capability for peaceful plTposes and a strictly nuclear 

··T c"c:Lm.Ul~ed .: 

The French , furthermore, vrould lilce to reserve its 

position on the request mcde to the Security Council in connexion with the 

steps outlined in that pa::r·ae3raph. 

, the French C.elegation r,mst make the point that the draft 

resolutions vrhich lve have adopted contain references to texts to which France 

was unable to subscribe despite the laudable motives which inspired them. 

That to the Declaration on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace and 

the 1960 Declaration on decoloni 

to operative pararsraph 14, which refers to a zone of peace and 

co-operation in tbe r.llediterranean, we note that the princ on which such a zone 

vrould be established are nnquestionable and do not affect tte necessary 

of security. 
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Kr. ADfl~SOJIT (United States of Arnerica): I should like briefly to 

explain my delegation's abstention in the vote on the draft resolution on 

strengthening international security in dOCQ~ent A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l. 

Before doinc so, hovever, I should like to express our appreciation to the 

sponsors of the draft resolution and other delegations Hhich have conducted 

extensive consultations in an attempt to meet the concerns of many delegations. 

He share the disaay of the sponsors of this draft resolution over the 

escalation of tension and threats to security throughout the vrorld. Our 

vieiT as to the cause of much of this tension is well lmmm to my colleac;ues 

and I need not d-vrell on it at this time. 

In addition, -vre should to co~nend the sponsors of the draft 

resolution for highlighting the importance of respect for human rights 

and other fundamental freedoms, as well as the vrork of the IIadrid ~1eeting 

of the Conference on Security and Co~operation in Europe. He consider 

those freedoms essential for strengthening international peace and security 

w·ithin Europe and throue;hout the '\vorld. 
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(lfJr. Adamson, United State~) 

Nevertheless, my deleg~tion has a number of difficulties with the text 

which required us to abstain in the vote. The United States, along with other 

nations, has repeatedl stressed its difficulties with the terms of reference 

contained in the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, referred 

to in operative paragraph 12 of the draft resolution before us. In addition, 

the reference to control over natural resources contained operative 

paragraphs 3 and 14 should, in our opinion, note the right of all States freely 

to dispose of their natural resources in accordance with international law. 

Further, we have consistently objected to language like that contained in 

operative paragraph 10, that calls for support of national liberation movements 

~Tithout recognizing the roLe that peaceful settlements of dis~utes ought to 

play in resolving differences and strengthening international security. 

Finally, the United St:1tes continues to have serious reservations about 

the utility of the many res,)lutions on the strengthening of international 

security, no matter hoi¥ nobLe of purpose, that have been brought before the 

General Assembly since the 1doption of the original Declaration on the Strengthening 

of International Security i:1 1970. The international communitY does not suffer 

from an insufficiency of re3olutions and declarations on this subject. 

The solution does not lie in more flights of rhetoric but in the real observance 

of existing rules. The Uni·~ed Nations Charter itself provides the best 

guidelines under v.rhich r·'lembo;r states can take practical, concrete and effective 

measures to strength international peace and security. 

r.'fr. BLOMBERG ( Fin:Land) : The delegation of Finland voted in favour 

of draft resolution A/C.l/3t)/L. 60/Rev.l, just adopted. In doing so, we note 

that its general thrust is eonsonant with the original Declaration of 1970 on 

the Strengthening of International security, to which we continue to attach 

great importance. 

In our view, the revised version of the draft marks a considerable 

improvement over the original draft. However, we cast our positive vote '"ith 

some reservations as to reg:~onal arrangements dealt with the text. It is our 

view that such arrangements can only be arrived at freely among the States of 

the region concerned and -vli~;h undiminished security for all. Further, we wish to 

emphasize strict compliance with the provisions of the Charter concerning 

the powers of the Security Gounc and the General Assembly. 



HLG/ct A/C.l/36/PV.51 
32 

l.Jr. LEI-nm (Austria): Austria has always considered its security 

to be closely linked to international stability and is thus vitally interested 

in all measures conducive to the strengthening of international security and 

the promotion of peaceful co-operation between States. Ue have thus from the 

very outset supported the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 

Security, adopted at the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly. 

Today we note with great satisfaction that the sponsors of draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l have prepared a text which is by and large 

well-balanced, comprehensive and in keeping with the spirit and substance 

of the Declaration. Ue appreciate in particular that it was possible to 

eliminate certain controversial elements that have in past years forced the 

Austrian delegation to abstain in the vote. 

1iJhile we thank the sponsors for their constructive approach and their 

willingness to compromise, ue feel nevertheless obliged to note that there 

remain certain provisions with regard to 1-rhich the Austrian delegation has 

reservations. I refer in particular to operative paragraphs 6 and 7 1-rhich 

do not take full account of the delimitations of the functions of the different 

organs of the United Nat ions, and to ope:rra ti ve paragraph 14. The Austrian 

delec;ation cannot support the proposal for the transformation of the Mediterranean 

into a zone of peace and co-operation as long as this concept has not been 

defined and clarified 1n discussions 1-rith all countries of the region, and 

until their readiness to participate in the establishment of such a zone has 

been ascertained. 

In vievr of its agreement with the general thrust of the present draft 

resolution, the Austrian delegation was nevertheless able to support its 

adoption. 

Mr. 0 1 CONNOR (Ireland): The Irish delegation has voted in favour 

of draft resolution A/C .1/36/L. 60/Rev .1 entitled r;Implementa t ion of the 

Declaration on the Strengthening of International Security". vJe have done 

so because we are in general agreement with the general thrust of the draft 

resolution. 
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(Mr. O'Connor, Ireland) 

We have nevertheless certain reservations regarding the provisions of this 

draft resolution, and in particular I would mention those which touch on the 

respective competences of the Security Council and the General Assembly. 

Mr. ERSUN (Turkey) (interpretation from French): Security in Europe 

and security in the Mediterranean are closely linked, and it would not be possible 

to consider European security without taking the Mediterranean region into 

account. That was the position of Turkey during the negotiations between East 

and \fest in the 1970s, and we have always defended the idea that the 

Mediterranean should be included in the East-West security concept which, on 

the basis of recent and quite painful experience, was concentrated mainly on 

the eld continent. 

I do not want to take up the time of the Committee by referring to some 

interesting details of the debate which, as I said, took place in the 1970s. 

I should just like to underline the fact that the notion of a ·zone of peace, 

which appears in paragraph 14 of draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.60/Rev.l, conceals 

a veritable iceberg, that js to say, a very detailed and thorough debate 

during which the countries around the Mediterranean have almost always acted 

together, in solidarity. 

This was not the case today for all the Mediterranean countries. I 

regret this, but I should Llso like to praise the understanding and the 

flexibility shown in the drafting and the wording of this paragraph, which 

takes into account our security concerns and comes rather close to our concept. 

In general, the text ~:ubmitted to us this year has the merit of containing 

most of the considerations expressed in the past by various delegatiens. 

Nevertheless, perhaps by reason of the rather hasty method of work of the 

First Committee, this year too my delegation has been obliged to abstain, despite 

the fact that it is a better and more balanced text than those of previous years. 
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(Spain) (interpretation from sh): First of all 9 

my delegation would like to thanlc the sponsors of the draft resolution on 

the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of Internatio.r.Dl 

Security for the constructive efforts made to try to arrive at :a" text 

>'muld find acceptance among the delegations here present. Those 

efforts have resulted in the draft resolution contained in docmnent 

A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l,vhich has just been put to the vote. 
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(Mr. Zelada, Spain) 

My delegation, while e.cknowledging improvements introduced in the text, 

has had to abstain because scme of the paragraphs still contain viewpoints 

and terms that we do not stare • 

These reservations, ae I said, apply to several paragraphs of the draft -in 

particular operati \"e parag1·aphs 14 and 15. 

Despite its abstentior., the Spanish delegation wishes at the same time to 

state that it fully shares the sentiments motivnting the wording of operative 

paragraph 13, and once again expresses its firm intention to make every 

contribution so that the Me.drid meeting of the Conference on Security and 

Co-operation in Europe may culminate, as stated in that paragraph, in: 

"substantial and balar,ced results ••• in the implementation of the 

principles and goals E~stablished by the Helsinki Final Act 11
• 

(A/C.l/36/1.60/Rev.l, operative paragraph 13) 
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The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to take action on draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/L.61. This draft resolution relates to agenda item 58 (b), 

"Review of the Implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of 

International Security: Non-Interference in the Internal Affairs of Statesn, 

introduced by the representative of Guyana on behalf of the Member States of 

the United Nations belonging to the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries at the 

45th meeting of the First Committee, on 27 November. 

Before we proceed to the vote, I call on the representative of Guyana, 

asked to 

Mr • SCOTLAND (Guyana) , Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group: I have 

as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group charged with the 

responsibility of preparing the draft declaration on the inadmissibility of 

intervention and interference in the internal affairs of States, I wish to 

present to the First Committee a report on the work of the Working Group during 

this session. 

It will be recalled that, by resolution 35/159, of December 1980, the 

Ad Hoc Working Group was mandated to continue its work at this session. The 

document then before the Working Group, which had been presented on behalf of 

certain members of the Non-Aligned Movement, was A/C.l/35/WG/CRP.l. On Friday, 

20 November, of this year, I informed the First Committee, in my capacity as 

Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, that document A/C.l/35/WG/CRP.l in revised 

form and then identified as document A/C.l/36/WG/CRP.l, which had been prepared 

and submitted on behalf of all States Members of the Non-Aligned Movement, was 

available for examination by members of the First Committee. 

I arranged at the same time for the distribution of the document to all 

members of the Committee and, further, asked them to submit amendments thereto 

by Wednesday, November 1981, in an effort to facilitate the work of the 

Ad Hoc Working Group. The members of the ~vorking Group had been informed of the 

intention of the sponsors to obtain a decision on the draft declaration at 

this session. 
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(Mr. Scotland, Chairman of the 
~~ci Hoc VforldngGroup) 

Before the ~.clJIS?.S:.. Harkins;; Group had commenced its work 5 the Chairman, 

ln deference to some of the vieHs which had been e~~pressed during the thirty~ 

fifth session, consulted vrid~~ly vith a diverse cross-section of the membership 

of the \·larking Group as to the best method of conducting the deliberations 

of the Harking Group at this session. The Chairman had ascertained from those 

consultations that the procedure of converting the :fed Ho£_ Harking Group into, 

in the first instance, an Ad Hoc Drafting Group 1muld be an appropriate and 

and acceptable manner of pro<!eedine; to allow· for the -vridest participation 

of experts ln its work. 

A set of amendments ln 'vritten form was received from one of the two 

groups of States not members of the Non-Aligned Movement. Consultations 

were conducted by the Chairman with representatives of that group and with 

representatives of the spons,)rs of the draft declaration. Up to the time 

of the last meeting of the \I<)rking Group, agreement had not been reached on 

the specific texts for inclu:3ion in the draft declaration. 

Members representing th~ other group of States not members of the Non-Aligned 

Hovero1ent submitted no amendm~nts in written form, nor did they, with a few 

notable exceptions J speal\: to the points of their concern? either in the 

Harking Group or in the Ad H<::.c:_ Drafting Group. Scme of those members were prepared 

to make lmown to the Chairma:1, unofficially, their concerns about the cl.raft 

Cl.eclaration but without commitment as to their stand on it. They could not 

say that they i·rould be favou~ably disposed tm-rards the draft declaration, even 

if all the concerns they had expressed were met by changes in the text. 

Others of that Group ue ~e content to rest on the contention that they had 

raised in previous years: t1at the draft should be referred to the Sixth 

Connnittee. They did not see:n able to indicate to the Chairman why the 

procedure of an Ad ~oc_ Drafting Group which would allow for the participation 

of experts in every fielCl_ reLevant to the draft declaration 1-ras either inappropriate 

or inadequate; nor "\·rere tho 3e delegations ready to discuss textual changes in 

the draft declaration. As s .1ch, while conducting very intense consultations ,.J"ith 

a feH members of that group · . .,rho had presented a very helpful and constructive 

posture towards the draft de ~larat ion, the Chairman of the Harking Group \vas very 

much aware that those delega·~ions proceeded without commitment or obligation, and 

thus remained free to determine their approaches to the draft declaration, 

notwithstanding efforts to a<~commodate their concerns. 
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Scotland, Chairman of the 

Certain other members of this group pleaded the paucity of time to conclude 

v1ork on the draft declaration but did not feel, nevertheless, that they should 

bee;in work on the draft de.cJ,aration vrith a view to seeinr:; hov far progress 

can be made at this session. 

In the face of the realities within the two groups of States not memb.ers of 

the Non·-Aligned Movement, the Chairman did not fino_ that he vras in a position 

publicly to attempt in any meaningful manner a reconciliation of 

the positions of these two groups with that of the sponsors of the draft 

declaration. 

The sponsors of the draft declaration informed the Chairman that under 

those circumstances it was their intention to put the draft declaration to 

the vote in its present form. 

I wish to express my appreciation to all \-Jorking 

Group who have in some measure contributed to the understanding by the Chairman 

of the realities attending adoption of this draft declaration. 

l'f..-dle I have the floor, and speaking now as the representative 0f Guyana, 

I vvish to s.tate on behalf of the States members of the Non-Aligned Movement 

that it is their intention, as I indicated to this Cbnnnittee on ~1onday 

November, to obtain a decision on the draft declaration at this session. 

It was the intention of the Non~·Aligned Movement to present to the General 

Assembly a draft declaration for adoption by consensus. 

I must en>;Jhasize that in the course of the very extensive consultations 

vrhich have been undertaken since the appearance of this document I 1-ms 

very encouraged by the serious and positive approach displayed by some 

delegations to the Committee 1 s consideration of this document. Unfortunately, 

this attitude uas not as w·idespread as we -vmuld have liked it to be or as 

it needed be for the purposes of the present draft declaration. There 

were many useful hours of discussion with some delegations in an attempt to 

establish the vridest possible ground and I do sincerely regret that when 

everythine; is taken into consideration these efforts should not have led to 

a different result in which we could all have shared at this time. 
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(Mr. Scotland, Chairman of the 
!td __!i()_c ~ro!k~_!l_g_G_r:_ou'R) 

It vrould be fair I believe 1 to say that the non··co--operation of some 

States not members of the Non--Aligned Movement on this draft declaration" the 

self-exclusionary approach taken by others to the negotiations, the fact that 

yet others appear to lay down pre--conditions for their participation in 

discussions on the text C•f the draft declaration - these points have been 

notable. Others among those States would prefer even at this time, the 

third successive year? to discuss generalities of the text or to discuss 

specific texts only on their terms and in a context determined by the r1. 

Yet others remarked on the lack of time but vrere not disposed even to start 

work on the draft declaration at this session. All these approaches 

dealt a serious blow to -~he aspirations of the Non.,Aligned Movement for 

the adoption of a document by consensus. 

The discussions and consultations did not appear at times to contain 

that element of readines:; to give and take characteristic of negotiations. 

And yet many delegations through their representatives in the general debate 

in the Genero.l Assembly remarked on the frequent instances of intervention .. 

and interference, both actual and threatened ivhich have occurred in recent times. 

Many delegations also admitted that there vrere elements in the draft 

declaration to i·Thich they were favourably disposed. That notvrithstanding, 

there has been a marked reluctance on the part of those delegations even to 

begin the process of coLsultations and negotiations in earnest or, indeed, 

to give an indication aE to whether or hmr soon they would be prepared to 

co-operate as a group ir that endeavour. 

These approaches tc the draft declaration gave the distinct impression 

in some quarters that tlte difficulty which many delegations claimed to have 

1·rith the text of the dr~.ft declaration lay less within the text itself than 

outside it, that the pr:.ncipal issue may not, after all, have been the text 

of the draft declaration. A statement that there are difficulties with the 

text of a draft accompanied by a refusal to specify those difficulties did 

not prove to be.a helpful course. 
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(!c1'r. Scotland, Chairman of the 
.1\.9:_ Hoc:._yo~in_r__C'r£9_\!P) 

A detailed statement of difficulties follovred by a refusal to discuss texts 

to accommodate those difficulties did not prove an asset to negotiations. 

Given the advanced star>;e of the \vorl\: on the draft declaration, the length of 

time that this item has exercised this Committee · · five sessions o durine; three 

of uhich the First Committee had before it the text of a draft declaration, 

given the aspirations and expectations of the sponsors of this document? 

it could not be a reasonable request on the part of some delegations not members 

of the IIovement for e. pos-u1;onement of the vote on this draft declaration when 

those delegations offered in return nothing -· neither any indicat.ian of a 

real change in their approach to the draft declaration, nor any indication 

of an intention to negotiate in earnest for the adoption of a declaration 

by consensus in a spirit of give and take and mutual respect. 

As I remarked at the start of this part of my statement, the Non Aligned 

Novement wished for the adoption of a draft declaration by consensus and was 

prepared to and did, indeed 0 strain every nerve in its efforts to this end. 

Those towards whom these efforts were directed did not appear ready to join 

in the search for compromise and consensus. 

Hore in sorrow than in anc;er, I regret the fact that this draft 

declaration with its potential for so much good, could not benefit 

in its final form from the participation of those States not members of the 

Non-·Aligned Hovement. 

The CHAIRILAN: I now call on those delegations which 1-rish to speak 

in explanation of their vote before the vote. 
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Hrs. DA SILVA VEnezuela) (interpretation from Spanish) The delegation 

of Venezuela •vould like to malce a few coiiL'll.ents relation to the 

declarationonthe inadmissibility of intervention and interference in the 

internal affairs of States::, which appears as an annex to the draft resolution 

introduced by Guyana., contained in document A/C.l/36/L.61, the t 

of vrhich is Non--Interferer.ce in the Internal of States· . 

My couni;ry in its intE;rnational relations has always shown the strictest 

respect for the principles and purposes lvhich this Organization and 

the commitments undertaken by virtue of the Charter. This is I.Jhy we attach 

particular importance to the preparation of a draft declaration on the principle 

of non-intervention. 

fulfilled its international ions, Venezuela has ahrays 

particularly those laid do1m 

that the principle of the 

in the Charter of the United Nations and considers 

sibility of intervention and interference 

in the internal affairs of States is a princ 

community should recoc;nize and develop, but not 

1-rhich the international 

the terms of s d.raft 

dcclaraticn end not withou·; the relevant safep:ul::irds that· it should: have 

contained. 
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( r'1rs. Da Silva, Venezuela) 

Venezuela sees a series of incongruences and contradictions in the draft 

declaration as regards the principles enshrined in the Charter of the United 

Nations, but it does not intend to analyse all of its weaknesses. It 

wishes simply to point them out generally and to say that in a broader 

perspective many of the paragraphs of the draft declaration can be seen as 

limiting the commitments under the Charter as regards the principles that 

we want to develop. 

Venezuela would have liked the declaration to have included some elements 

that would supplement it, such as the statement that nothing in the declaration 

affects the rights of States under treaties, validly entered into~ concerning 

territorial disputes nor should any State use it to evade the obligation to 

try to find, by peaceful means, solutions to territorial disputes which are 

envisaged in such treaties as have been duly signed. 

Nor is there any reference to the recognized existence of dispute on 

territorial matters still pending and not yet solved. Consequently there 

could be cont·radictions between several of the paragraphs of the draft 

declaration now before us, with the results arising from the solution of 

the said dispute. That is why Venezuela will vote against document A/C.l/36/1.61, 

which contains in its annex the draft declaration on the inadmissibility of 

intervention and interference in the internal affairs of States. 

Mr. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): The French 

delegation will have to vote against draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.61. We regret 

having to do so because that draft resolution deals with a principle -

non-interference in the internal affairs of States - to which France naturally 

gives its unreserved support. May I add that a number of the provisions to 

be found in the draft resolution are acceptable to us. I would observe that 

the French delegation has been very actively engaged 2n negotiations to 

explore the possibility of reaching agreement on the text, and in this 

connexion we have made very precise proposals. 

Although, as I have said, certain of the text's provisions meet with 

our agreement, the same is unfortunately not true of others. In this 

connexion I shall confine myself to referring to the absolute opposition of 
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(U!':_~~- La_ 95?.rs:..e.LFr~~) 

the French delegation to para;:';raph ( ix) of' part II of' tlce draf't declaration. 

This provision is aimed at cissuading States from collectively organizinG their 

defence and security. It to make it f', duty to refrain from any 

initiatives and indeed any ~:.ctions r1irectecl to that end. That provision is 

therefore completely at var:i ance >lith a fundamental article of the Charter; 

ltrticle 51 vrhich refers to the natural and inherent right of' individual 

or collective self-defence ::.nd consequently the right of' States to organize 

and to provide for the exercise of that ric:ht of' lec;it defence. 

I uould add that this text uhich contains a number of' complex provisions~ 

could usefully have been thE sub,ject of discussion in the Sixth Committee~ 

which vrould have been entirEly justified by the inherent 

its provisions. 

aspects of 

Tr:::;:_q!"!.!_HPJ~l= Tte Committee will noll vote upon the draft resolution 

in document A/C.l/36/L.Gl. 

A recorded vote has beEn requested. 

A recorded vote uas taken. ------ -----· 
In favour: Af'gh::.nistan, Albania, Algeria~ Angola .Argentina, Bahamas~ 

Bahrain Bangladesh, Bhutan, , Bulgaria, Buma, 

Durur.di Dyelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Cape Verde, Chad~ Chile, China, ConGo, Cuba, Cyprus, 

Czechoslovakiac Democratic Kampuchea? Democratic Yemen) 

Djibcuti, Ecuador 0 Egypt, Pthiopia~ i, German Democratic 

Repullic, Ghana? Guinea, Guyana~ Hungar-Y", India, Indonesia, 

Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica" Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait 

Lao People r s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Libyan Arab 

JaTtJ.al: iriya, I·Iadagascar, I'!alaysia, , Malta, IIauritania :~ 

i:lexico, IIonr.;olia, Horocco, i!Jozru11bique o Nepal_ Niger, 

Hic;eria" Oman, Pakistan, Panama~ Philippines, Poland, 

Qatar , Romania, R1vanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia. 

Senecal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, 

Sudar., Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic> Thailand, To~o, 

Trinidad and Tobago? Tunisia, Uganda .. Ukrainian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
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United Arab Emirates, United c of Cmneroon~ 

Urucuay, Viet Nam~ Yemen, Yugoslavia Zambia 

Australia, 1\ustria, Belc;ium, Canada, Denmarl;:, France, 

Germany, Federal Republic of, Icelands Ireland, Israel, 

Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Nei·T Zealand, ITonray, Portugal, 

Spain, S~-reden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela 

~bst~inin.c:_: Finland, Gabon, Greece? Guatemala, Haitio 

Paraguay, S1v-aziland, Turl{.:ey 

~raft resolution A/C.l/36/1.61 1-ms adopted by 90 votes to 21, Hith 

8 abstentions. * 

'l'he CHAIRtl[ll.IIT: I shall nm·r call upon those representatives l·rho 

wish to in explan8,tion of vote after the vote. 

Hr . _ _?~INiTIKOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

frmn French)· The Soviet delec:ation \muld like to explain its vote in connexion 

with the adoption of the draft declaration en the inadmissibility of 

intervention and interference in the internal affairs of States. 

The situation that has arisen in the 1-rorld in recent times quite 

legitimately causes concern and anxiety among all who are concerned with the 

peacef1li coexistence of peoples. The sources of the present international 

tension seem to be rooted in the policy of aggressive imperialist circles 

and the actions of those i·rho are undermining and destroying detente and 

steppinG up the arms race. r'8-nifest£Ctions of this imperialist 

policy can be found in Europe, in As , in Africa and in Latin America. 

Through its policy the United States is trying to arrogate to itself 

the right to declare any part of the world a sphere of vital American 

'interests in which it can it says, freely carry out its interventionist 

plans. To that end the United States has created especially rapid deployment 

forces designed to serve as a police truncheon to be aimeCl. at younp: 

liberated States. For that purpose it has concluded strategic alliances -

:for example, that with Israel - as an additional tool for imperialist 

intervention. 
*Subsequently the delegaticn of Peru advised the Secretariat that it 

had intended to vote in favour. 
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the c;rmrin:_; age;ressiveness of imperialisr:1~ it is perfectly 

justified and let:';itimate foJ' States to aspire to strengthen the United 

Charter principle on non~intervention in the internal affairs of States aud 

to that it be observed unsvrervinn;ly. 



BHS/mam A/C.l/36/PV.51 
51 

(!<fr. Ovinnikov, USSR) 

The Soviet Union is extremely sympathetic to such an approach and 

is prepared to support it in every possible way. The Chairman of the 

Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

I. J. Brezhnev, on '27 P:,pril this year, submitted a proposal on a 

code of conduct which States should observe in their relations with young 

States in Asia Africa and Latin .America. He are very gratified to see 

that many of the provisions contained in the Veclaration on the Inao~issibility 

of Intervention and Interference in the Internal Affairs of States are in 

consonance Hith that Soviet proposal. '··Te consider that the essence of Part II, 

paragraph (ix) of the Decl:3.ration is completely correct when it refers to: 

nThe duty of States to refrain from any measure ivhich would lead to the 

strengthening of existing military blocs or the creation or strengthening 

of new military :1.lliances, interlocking arrangements, the deployment 

of interventionist forces or nilitary bases and other related military 

installations conceived in the context of great Power confrontation 11
• 

That paragraph, hoi-rever, could have been considerably strengthened if 

it ho.d included a provision on the need to dissolve milit::try e.lliances. On the 

other hand, the very end of that paragraph, which refers to actions nconceived 

in the context of great Power confrontation 11
, we believe, is inappropriate. 

First, it is not the socialist countries, but rather the Hest, which was 

the initiator of military alliances. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 

bloc was created six years earlier than the H:=>.rsav Treaty 1\lliance. It is not 

the socialist countries, but rather the West, which was the 

initiator in the pasto as it is today, of military alliances. The socialist countries 

favour the dissolution of such alliances. 

As recently as the last session of the General Assembly, the Soviet 

Union submitted an initiative for refraining from expanding the existing 

and the formation of new military groupings. At the recently concluded 

meeting of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the countries 

parties to the Harsaw Treaty, it was emphasized that it we.s of fundamental 

importance in averting the further deterioration of the international 

situation to refrain from tr>.kinc; any to create new 
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or to extend existing military-political alliances or to extend their 

activities to other regionE. Those who participated in the meeting also 

reaffirmed the proposals trey had frequently rPpe<::.tc'1 that there should be 

simultaneous dissolution oi' the Warsaw Treaty and the NATO bloc and~ as 

an initial step, the elimiration of military organizations belonging to 

both of those groupings, starting with a reduction of their military 

activities. 

Secondly, the present Tmrc".ing at the end of paragraph ( ix), to which 

I have referred, could be utilized by the imperialists in order to lend 

some justification to the deployment of their interventionist forces and 

their military bases directed against the developing countries. In that 

way, this formulation is a serious omission, and 1-re have frequently had 

occasion to point to this <luring the consultations that were held. 

On the whole, however. the Declaration on the Inad.missibility of 

Intervention and Interference in the Internal Affairs of States is a 

positive and constructive clocument. It stresses the inalienable right of a 

State freely to determine its political, economic, cultural and social 

system, to develop its intE!rnational relations e.nd to exercise permanent 

sovereic:nty over its natural resources in accordance with the will of 

its ovm people, without outside intervention. 

The Declaration confirms the Charter principle that 

States shall refrain from ·~he threat or use of force and also 

the duty to refrain from any forcible action vrhich deprives peoples 

under colonial domination Jr foreign occupation of their right to self

determination, freedom and independence. 

The Declaration also refers to the rights vested in 

States to depend their sov1;reir:nty and ne.tional independence. It is also 

sicnificant that the I:ecla:~ation assumes the legitimacy of political and 

armed struggle of peoples ·-rho are under coloni2.l domination or 

under the oppression of racist regimes. 

All that made it possible for our delezation to support the draft 

Declaration of the non-aligned countries. 
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Hr. ADAMSON (United States of America): The United States strongly 

supports the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of States 

and deplores any interference which violates that principle. This concept 

is an important element in the international system which this Orsenization 

is pledged to uphold and to protect. Fe therefore share the deep concern of 

non-aligned States that this principle be reinforced.~as a deterrent to 

nations that lTOuld violate it, as the Soviet Union has done, despite its 

tendencious rhetoric just repeated here, by its invasion and continuing 

occupation of Af~hanistan, and as Viet Nam has done, by its invasion and 

continuing occupation of Kampuchea. It is heartening that the General 

Assembly has once again during this session called for an end to those 

illegal acts. 

My delegation believes that there is much to commend in the draft 

Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention and Interference in 

the Internal Affairs of States, contained in the annex to document A/C.l/36/1.61. 

The draft reaffirms some fundamental and vital principles of the United 

Nations Charter, for example, self-determination and equal rights of peoples 

as well as the political independence and territorial integrity of States. 

The draft text affirms that no State has the right to interfere with the 

free exercise of those riq:hts. It stresses the duty of States to refrain 

from threats or use of force to violate existing internationally recognized 

boundaries, to refrain from armed intervention and to refrain from carrying .. 
out subversion or unlawful military occupation. 
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Those points are useful reaffirmations of basic principles that merit 

re-emphasis. 

In spite of those coi~endable points in the text of the draft resolution, 

my delegation believes that the text is seriously flawed in many respects. 

My delegation pointed out many of those flaws in a meeting held by the ad hoc 

working group last Friday, which - I should emphasize -was the first meeting 

of that group. Today, I 5hall briefly point out a few of the most serious 

substantive difficulties my delegation has with the draft declaration. 

The draft declaratio1 purports to create numerous new rights and duties, 

which are not contained i1 the United Nations Charter or in international law, 

and it seeks to expand existing Charter principles in ways not called for by 

the Charter itself. It d~fines those rights and duties in vague, imprecise 

and sometimes unbalanced language. For example, in its paragraph on a new 

international information order and on the dissemination of information, the 

text directly contradicts the principles of the Universal Declaration on Human 

Rights, notably Article 19 of that Declaration, which affirms the right of 

everyone to receive and impart information across frontiers. In its pejorative 

reference to 11military bases" and "military alliances, n the text of the draft 

declaration directly contravenes the right of States to engage in individual 

and collective self-defer.ce,under Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. 

T':lat point is a grave flEW in the draft declaration and constitutes a very 

serious omission in its treatment of the subject of interference and intervention. 

The text of the draft declaration also refers to the dut r of States "to 

refrain from the exploitc,tion and the distortion of human rights issues 11
• The 

confusing and imprecise language of that portion of the text could be interpreted 

as discouraging progress towards internationally recognized standards of human 

rights. The draft declaration even purports to define new and hitherto 

unrecognized duties of States with regard to economic assistance and multinational 

corporations. The language of the draft declaration does not address those issues 

either realistically or equitably. This listing summarizes only a few of the 

many substantive deficiencies my delegation finds in the draft declaration. 
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Although my delegation shares the desire of non-aligned States to 

strengthen international support for the principle of non-·intervention and to 

oppose interference, ''e do not think that the draft declaration addresses clearly 

or judiciously many of the issues it raises. My delegation made clear its 

to support a procedural resolution that would have forwarded the 

draft declaration, along -vrith any other proposals on the subject, to the Sixth 

Committee for its consideration at the thirty ~seventh session of the General 

Assembly. \-Je think that the Sixth Committee would have been the appropriate 

forum for consideration of this initiative, since it involves, for the most part, 

the restatement and interpretation of legal principles and is therefore related 

to other that are before the Sixth Committee, for example, Charter review, 

the peaceful settlement of disputes and the non-use or threat of use of force. 

However, since the sponsor of A/C .l/36/L.6l insisted on pressing the draft 

declaration to a vote, my delegat ,.ras compelled to cast a negative vote, 

based on the serious substantive shortcomings of the text. 

Mr. MEGALOKONOMOS (Greece) (interpretation from French) : Draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/L.6l on 1n the affairs of 

States, introduced by the delegation of Guyana, undoubtedly contains many positive 

elements for the strengthening of international security, a matter that has 

ahrays been of great interest to Greece. He fully agree, in particular, with the 

reaffirmation of the principles of the Charter, the prohibition of armed 

intervention, respect for the territorial integrity and of countries, 

the, non· of secessionist activities within other States) and so on. 

The policy of Greece has always been based upon such principles. 

Ho1,rever" the draft declaration also contains elements to which we cannot 

subscribe, such as the paragraph with the right of States to belong 

to alliances, a right that is in conformity with Article of the Charter, 

as 1-rell as the pararsraphs that appear,.:inter alia, to limit human rights and' 

fundamestal freedoms and the right to information. 
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For those reasons, while recognizing the positive aspects of the draft 

declaration~ my delegation was obliged to abstain in the voting on it. 

Mr. BLOMBERG (Finland): The delegation of Finland abstained in the 

vote just taken on draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.61. The principle of non-~ 

interference in the internal affairs of States is a basic, underlying principle 

of the Charter of the United Nations and of several other instruments of 

international la,.;. Hy dele13ation vie,.;s with syrn.pathy the efforts made to give 

further effect to basic prir ciples embodied in the Charter, but we have doubts 

with regard to the advisability of and the neec1. for further declaratory 

statements, particularly if such declarations - as in the present case -

interpret the basic principles of the Charter in a selective and arbitrary 

manner. That constitutes our principal reservation with regard to the approach 

adopted in the draft resolution. 

As to the content of the draft declaration iocs,;lf, 1.:re find several 

paragraphs objectionable. ':he draft declaration contains internal contradictions, 

and several of its formulat:~ons are not in keeping with the Charter or with our 

concept of human rights or, for example, with the provisioLs of the Final 

Act of the Conference on Sec!urity and Co--operation in Europe. rre c)bJect 

specifically to the way in 'vhich questions concerning human rights~ the 

dissemination of information and the economic aspects of the principle of non

interference are dealt with in the draft declaration. Had those paragraphs been 

put to a separate vote, my ielegation would have voted against them. 

l'•Tr. LEHNE (Austri9.): Austria is firmly committed to the principle of 

non-intervention, which is the cornerstone of the existing international system 

and one of the most fundamental elements of the Charter. In view of the clear 

and unambiguous formulatior1 of that principle in Article 2: •. paragraph 7, of 

the Charter and the existence of a number of other pertinent international 

in st rt1111ent such as the 1965 Declaration on the inadmissibility of intervention 

and the 1970 De~laretion ccncerninr: friendly relations• the Austrian delegation 
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has certain doubts about the necessity for preparing a new declaration on this 

subject. 

At the same time, we fully understand the concerns of the delegations that 

have supported this initiative. Indeed, we share their apprehensions about the 

frequent violation of the principle of non-intervention in recent years, which 

has led to a grave deterioration of the international situation. We would 

therefore have been willing to engage in a constructive dialogue on ways and 

means to strengthen the principle of non-intervention. Unfortunately, that was 

not be. 'The delegation of Guyana introduced a draft declaration at a very 

late stage of the present session of the General Assembly, one that contained, 

apart from very valuable and useful ideas, a number of highly controversial 

elements, some of ¥rhich seemed to us incompatible 'I·Tith the Charter of the United 

Nations. A long and intensive discussion on the basis of this proposal might 

have led to positive results. Called upon to take a decision on the draft 

declaration today, the Austrian delegation had, regretfully, to cast a negative 

vote. 

Mr. HELLER (Mexico)( interpretation from Spanish) : My delegation voted 

in favour of the draft declaration contained in document A/C.l/36/L.61. It 

did so because that draft declaration contains principles to which my country 

totally adheres its foreign policy. 'Nevertheless, my delegation would like 

to state that, althourt,h it does have some doubts with regard to some aspects of 

the draft declaration which seem to address circumstantial factors rather than 

general principles, it rec;rets that the absence of a iating attitude on the 

of some delegations as regards questions of both procedure and substance, 

has not enabled us to arrive at a better text that would have merited the 

Committee's consensus. 
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Mr. 0 1 COHNOR (Irel:md): Ily delegation has voted a~ainst draft 

resolution A/C .l/36/L. 61, on non· interference in the internal affairs of 

States. "He have dcne so with regret, in view of the importance attached by 

the sponsors to this questi:m and the nany positive provisions in the draft 

resolution and in the draft declaration annexed to it. Hmv-ever, there are 

also several provisions which are not acceptable to my neler;ation. 

Of the difficulties which are created for us by some of the 

of the draft declaration, I will mention three by way of illustration. 

First, in the view of my there are provisions in the &raft 

declaration which are not consistent with the letter and the spirit of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Secondly~ the present draft declaration 

contains provisions >-rhich, in our vievr, are inconsistent -vri th the right of 

the appropriate organs of the United Hations to take collective action that 

may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Thirdly, in view of the responsibility of the United Nations, in accordance 

with the Charter, to seek ~eaceful solutions to disputes, my delegation cannot 

associate itself vrith the ion of an explicit endorsement of armed 

struggle in a United Natior:s declaration. 

trr. JITOKO (Fiji): The Fiji delegation has voted in favour of 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/1. as a reflection of my country's inherent 

belief that the independence and sovereignty of any State and its to 

determine and pursue its o~n goals and affairs, without outside 

constitute one of the very basic elements contributing towards the strengthening 

of security. No one can deny, least of all the members of this 

Committee, the gravity of the present international situation, brought £\bout 

to a extent by the f~.ilure of States to adhere to this very basic 

principle of non-interfereHce. This is in spite of the many General nssembly 

declarations and resolutior.s that in the past have attempted to elaborate codes 

of betaviour amonc: States :.n accordance with Articles 1 and 2 of the Charter, 

The draft declaration en the inadmissibility of intervention and interference 

in the internal affairs of States, 1rhich we have just adopted, in defining 

in a very comprehensive way what the principle of non-intervention and non

interference entails, is ore which my delegation finds little difficulty in 
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supporting or adhering to. The rights and duties of States enunciated 

therein are in the main consonant lvith the purposes of the United Nations 

as set out in Article l of the Charter. 

However, lvhilc my delegation associates itself with the many aspects and 

the over--all thrust and ob,jective of this draft resolution and declaration~ 

ue should like at the saPJe time to reserve our ri7ht concernin[~ the interpretation 

of part II ( ix) and to record our reservation -.rith regard to part III ( ii) of 

the said draft decl'"'ration. vle interpret part II ( ix) as not precluding a 

State from entering into any arrangement that is commensurate with its own 

genuine security needs. My delegation notes, in this regard, paragraph (e) 

of the draft declaration. Our reservation concernine part III (ii) of the 

draft declaration is based on my Government's long-held view on the legitimacy 

of armed struggle. 

Notwithstanding our reservations just expressed, my delegation 1vould like 

to associate itself vrith the draft declaration. It remains only for each and 

every Member State, including those that have supported the draft, to live 

by it. 

Bs. BOYD (Australia): Australia is, of course, fully committed. to 

the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of States. Therefore 

my delecation regrets that it has felt obliged to vote against the draft 

resolution contained in document A/C.l/36/L.6l today. 

Australia appreciates greatly the concerns of so many of its friends within 

the non-aligned group which have motivated them to devote so much time and 

effort to the drafting of this draft resolution. Australia takes these 

concerns seriously. It is for this reason that we urged the sponsors to 

give delegations sufficient time to have the draft discussed 1vith the 

deliberation due to a document of this nature. He regret that the sponsors 

have judged it better to persist now with this text, which~ while containing 

much of merit, also includes elements which cause us serious difficulties, but 

which, given time for examination and consultations, might have been overcome. 
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Mr. ERSUN (Turkey) (interpretation from French): The draftinG of 

the text of a declaration on non-interference in the internal affairs of 

States by a group of non-aligned countries has taken up considerable time. 

Hy delegation believes that it is quite understandable and legitimate to 

give to such a subject the time that its importance warrants. However~ we 

cannot say the same about the negotiations that have taken place in the 

First Committee this year. Without wishin~ to cast aspersions on the good

will and the pragmatic and constructive approach of the delegation of Guyana, 

which presided over the wo:~k of the fld Hoc_ v!orkinc; Group, I would say that it 

is obvious that the few meetings that 1vere devoted to this li'.atter were 

insufficient for finding c~mmon ground among extremely divergent positions 

and conflicting ideas in c~nnexion with this draft declaration. 

Secondly? we are convinced that the Sixth Committee is the most appropriate 

body for carrying out such a discussion. As we noted during the informal 

consultations, there are a number of constructive elements to be found in 

the text of this draft declaration and also other elements which would have 

prompted the Turkish delegation to cast a negative vote. To give one example, 

I would refer to part II (ix) of the draft declaration, which deals with 

alliances. 

Nevertheless, we prefE~rred to abstain rather then cast a ner:ative vote 

on this text o because the Turkish Government attaches particular iirll':I:'PJllttam:o:e 

to the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of States. It 

would undoubtedly have been desirable if the process of negotiation, however 

discouraeing its beginnings may have been and however disconcerting the 

circumstances in which we proceeded during this session, had been pursued 

with perseverance and patience because consultations could have gone on 

throughout· the year in 1\ew York and in capital cities, without wait inc: for 

the regular sessions of tl: e General Assembly , in order better to evaluate 

the possibility of producing a text which would gain ~ne consensus of States. 

The importance of this sul: j ect, we believe, de served such an approach. It would 

probably be a somewhat slew process but perhaps more promising and in the final 

analysis more productive. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Several representatives have asked to speak in 

exercise of their right of reply. 
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Ilr. OVHHUKOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)( interpretation 

frm,1 Russian) Frequently today vre have heard_ statements by re·oresentat of 

the United States, apparently to explain its vote.) but in fact the United 

States representatives have atteJllpted to denic;rate the policies of other 

States and raainly to advertise their own policies. 

First, the representative of the United States spoke on the Question of 

good .. neiGhbourly relations between States. Let us conpare the w·ords of the 

United States uith the actual deeds of that country in this connexion. The 

United States representative claimed as a model of good-neic;hbourly relations 

the relations between the United States and Mexico. The iBprint of those 

so-called c;ood--neighbourly relations can clearly be seen today on the map, 

because many towns in the United States and even whole states bear r~exican 

nar:1es. The United States i;ook a\·ray from Hexico by force tuo thirds of its 

territory. One may 'iJonder about these relations .. which the United States 

considers good-neic;hbourly relations. 

On the other hand; th(~ United States has c;iven 1-ride publicity to its 

relations 1-rith another nei(~hbour, to the North - Canada. As far as Canada 

is concerned, 60 per cent of its economy is controlled by United States 

transnational monopolies. That is why Canadians say that they are not perhaps 

afraid of Toronto 1 s being destroyed by the United States f..rrny; what they are 

afraid of is that Toronto':; destruction may be by a computer 

belonginc; to a United States transnational monopoly some\·rhere in Texas. Is 

that an example of United ~jtates good-neighbourly relations? 

Let us go further. The United States has frequently referred to c;ood

neighbourly relations with the countries of Latin America, primarily with 

the CentroJ. American Repuh_ics. Those are the words of the United States. 

But ;rhat are the facts? 

In 1954 the United States organized the overthrow of the progressive 

regime in Guatemala. Toda:r 1-re can say smnethinc; about that by referring 

to the documents that have been unveiled by the State Department. I should 

like to dravT the attention of representatives to the fact that quite recently, 

about a couple of months ago in fact, a book was published in the United 

Stateso entitled The Decla:>sified Eisenhower, which is based on material 
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that belon~s to the State Department. In it He can see that the United States 

State Departnent, like other such institutions, deliberately planned, orcanized 

and carried out the overthrmr of the Government of Guatemala. Furthermore, as 

soon a.s that Government had been overthrmm, the book continues ~ referrine; 

directly to documents held by the State Department of the United States .. the 

United States AMbassador in Guatemala immediately produced a long list of 

persons uho should be destroyed in 24 hours. Does the United States reQ;ard 

that as an example of f!:OOd·neir;h'oourly relations? 

In April 1961 the United States or(janized and carried out a.n invasion by 

mercenaries against Tievolutionary Cuba. 

In l'lay 1965 10,000 United States troops vrere sent to the Dominican :Republic 

and landed there. 

Such a United States policy in relations vrith its neiGhbours is not only 

borne out by history, including recent history, but is also a United States 

policy 1-rhich exists till the present da~r. He knovr quite uell, for example, 

that the United States is threatening to use force ae;ainst Cuba, 

Nicara[;ua, Grenada, ::'1 Salvador and others . 

If He Hanted to say vrhat r'.otto oest characterized United States policy 

tmmrds its neic;hbours, it 1muld be a slogan put foruard at one time by 

President Theodore Roosevelt, namely: 0 Spealc softly, but carry a big sticlc. ;; 

That is uhy many Latin Jl.mericans speal>;: bitterly to the effect that they regret 

God is so f'ar and the United States so near. 

Secondly) today the First Co~wittee adopte~ a draft resolution 

on the question of educatinc peoples in the spirit of peace. The only hro 

delegations which did not support the idea of educating peoples in that 

spirit of peace Here those of the United States and Israel. Obviously, the 

point is that the United States and Israel, which have just concludei a 

military treaty on stratecic co-operation in the Middle East, are 

concernecl not with educating peoples in the spirit o·f peace,, but, rather, vrith 

brinr;ing U:1) their Peoples in a snirit ofreadiness for war in the Hiddle.East. 
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A third point where we might compare the words and deeds of the United 

States today is on the question of non-intervention in the internal affairs 

of States and the Declaration which was just adopted by the Committee. The 

United States 9 a country wl:ich has not yet cleansed itself of the shame 

of its intervention in Viet Nam, voted today together with its partners 

in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization against non-interference in the 

internal affairs of States. In other words, today the United States by 

its deeds had demonstrated that it intends to maintain the possibility 

for direct gross and military intervention in the affairs of other States. 

Those are, on the one hand, the words and, on the other, the deeds of 

the United States. 
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Mr. SKINNER (Canada): I suppose it was inevitable that I should 

have to say something about this extraordinary statement by the Soviet 

Union on the nature and kind of relations we have with the United States. 

I am astonished at the statement. I hope that in due course the 

Soviet Union will regret having made it, and I equally hope that members 

of this Committee will note and draw the right conclusions from the 

motivations which prompted such a statement. 

Mr. ADAMSON (United States of America): I shall be very brief. 

I speak simply to reject the contentions of the Soviet representative. He 

has chosen to speruc on behalf of a number of America's neighbours. I would 

say~ ho1-rever, that the USSR, as the last great colonial empire and as a 

nation which flagrantly abuses the rights of its neighbours -today, 

Afghanistan; yesterday, many other States which I need not enumerate now -

is in no position to make such charges against the United States. 

This Committee has much better things to do than to listen to this 

tired shopping-list of Soviet propaganda. 

The meeting rose at 5.45 p.m. 




