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AGENDA ITEM 57 

Elimination of all forms of racial discrimination (A/ 
7163 and Corr .1, A/7163/ Add.1 and Add.l/Corr .1, 
Add.2 and 3, A/7203, chap. XI, sect. D; A/CONF .32/ 
41, A/C.3/610, A/C.3/L.1646): 

(9.) Implementation of the United Nations Declaration 
on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Dis
crimination; 

(Q) Status of the International Convention on theE limi
nation of All Forms of Racial Discrimination: 
report of the Secretary-General; 

(!!_) Measures to be taken against nazism and racial 
intolerance: report of the Secretary-General 

1. Mr. KRA VETS (Ukrianian Soviet Socialist Re
public), introducing on behalf of the sponsors the 
three-Power amendments (A/C.3/L.1646) to the draft 
resolution recommended for adoption by the General 
Assembly in Economic and Social Council resolution 
1335 (XLIV) (A/7163 and Corr.1, para. 13), said that 
he particularly wished to draw the Committee's atten
tion to the re-emergence of right-wing radicalism in 
the Federal Republic of Germany. The Declaration by 
the Government of the German Democratic Republic 
(A/C,3/610) gave information about the National Demo
cratic Party of Germany, its objectives and its sup
porters. That party based itself on the same ideology 
as Hitler's Nazi Party, and it was currently stepping 
up its activity. The serious dangers of neo-nazism 
had been acknowledged by the Government of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, and he considered that 
it should be specifically mentioned in operative para
graph 1 of the draft resolution. 

2. Mr. UY (Philippines) said that, since the draft 
resolution had been submitted to the General Assembly 
by the Economic and Social Council, it would naturally 
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receive the support of his delegation. With regard to 
operative paragraph 1, he was doubtful whether the 
qualifying phrase "and all similar ideologies" was 
necessary. As for the proposed insertion of the word 
"neo-nazism", he felt that that was simply a new form 
of nazism and therefore required no separate mention. 

3. Mr. PAOLINI (France) said that France had voted 
for Economic and Social Council resolution 1335 (XLIV) 
and for resolution II of the International Conference 
on Human Rights (see A/CONF .32/41,.!/ p. 5). Those 
votes should be interpreted as indicating his country's 
abhorrence of nazism and racial intolerance generally, 
and it wished to dissociate itself from any accusations 
against the Federal Republic of Germany, whose dele
gation had also voted in favour of the Teheran Con
ference's resolution. 

4. He supported the second three-Power amendment 
(A/C.3/L.1646, para. 2) and considered that the draft 
resolution should be based on the text of the Teheran 
resolution. The latter was preferable to the text 
adopted by the Economic and Social Council, on which 
his delegation had had to enter a reservation. Accord
ingly, he proposed the deletion, in operative para
graph 1, of the words "as a threat to world peace and 
the security of peoples", and their replacement by 
the following words: "the development of which might 
jeopardize world peace and the security of peoples". 

5. Mr. ABOUL-NASR (United Arab Republic) said that 
his delegation had supported Economic and Social 
Council resolution 1335 (XLIV), but considered that 
the amendments (A/C.3/L.1646) clarified the text. 
He was opposed to the French oral amendment to 
operative paragraph 1, since it would have the effect 
of weakening the draft resolution. 

6. Mr. MILTON (United Kingdom) said that his 
Government was very much alert to the evils of 
nazism, which had been condemned in General As
sembly resolution 2331 (XXII) and in resolution II of 
the International Conference on Human Rights. The 
United Kingdom had voted in favour of both those reso
lutions. Nevertheless, it could not altogether agree 
with Council resolution 1335 (XLIV). In view of the 
previous resolutions on the subject, he considered that 
the words "Once again resolutely condemns" inopera
tive paragraph 1 were exaggerated, He agreed with 
the representative of France that the draft resolution 
before the Committee should follow the wording of 
the Teheran text. Furthermore, operative paragraph 1 
introduced matters which were more properly left 
to the Security Council. The word "outlaw" in para
graph 2 was too strong. The United Kingdom had re-
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cently enacted legislation against racial intolerance, 
but preferred to deal with any particular case that 
might arise on an ad hoc basis, instead of introducing 
sweeping prohibitions. With regard to paragraph 4, 
he doubted whether that request to the Secretary
General was necessary, since there was already enough 
documentation in the course of preparation. The United 
Kingdom supported the first two of the three-Power 
amendments but, like France, it had no desire to cast 
aspersions on the Federal Republic of Germany, 
which, as the Ukrainian representative had himself 
pointed out, was aware of the dangers of neo-nazism. 

7. Mrs. PICKER (United States of America) said that 
her delegation could not support the three-Power 
amendment to operative paragraph 1 because there 
was no clear definition of neo-nazism and because 
it was advisable to avoid contentious issues. Although 
her delegation had voted for resolution II at the 
Teheran Conference, it could not support the draft 
resolution before the Committee in its current word
ing, and it was in favour of the French amendment. 
It did not agree that the survey requested in para
graph 4 was necessary, 

8. Mr. SCHREIBER (Director, Division of Human 
Rights) said that, during the discussions at the 
Teheran Conference and in the Economic and Social 
Council, he had pointed out that the inclusion of the 
words "similar activities" would render it impossible 
for the Secretary-General to interpret and carry out 
the request which was made in paragraph 4 of the 
text under discussion, If the draft resolution was 
adopted, the Secretary-General intended to imple
ment that paragraph by compiling information from 
government sources. 

9, Mr. ARTAZA (Chile) moved the closure of the 
debate. 

10. Mrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) and Mr. MEHIRI 
(Tunisia) opposed the motion. 

The motion was rejected by 36 votes to 7, with 
30 abstentions. 

11. Mr. HANDL (Czechoslovakia) said that nazism 
and apartheid were flagrant violations of the United 
Nations Charter and had been totally rejected by his 
Government. The dangers of neo-nazism must not be 
underestimated, and it should not be allowed to flourish 
under the protection of the freedoms of speech, of 
expression and of association. He hoped that the 
measures which States were called upon to take in 
operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution sub
mitted by the Economic and Social Council would be 
applied and that they would succeed in eradicating the 
evils of racial intolerance. 

12. His delegation had co-sponsored resolution II at 
the Teheran Conference, and the amendments before 
the Committee (A/C.3/L.1646) were intended to bring 
the draft resolution under discussion into line with it, 
He disagreed with the French oral amendment, because 
the United Nations had already recognized in other 
instruments that racial intolerance was a threat to 
world peace. Indeed, the United Nations had come 
into being as a result of the struggle against nazism, 
and there was no justification for weakening opera
tive paragraph 1. 

13. Mr. MEHIRI (Tunisia) said that racism was gain
ing ground in the world and its victims were increasing 
in numbers. Nazism was merely a form of racism, 
which should be unequivocally condemned in the draft 
resolution, He therefore proposed that the word 
"racism" should be inserted before the word "nazism" 
in the second and third preambular paragraphs and in 
operative paragraph 2, that the order of those words 
should be reversed in operative paragraph 1; in 
operative paragraph 3, the word "racism" should be 
added between the words "of" and "nazi" and the 
word "nazi" altered to "nazism", and in operative 
paragraph 4, the word" racist" should be added between 
the words "halting" and "nazi" and the word "activi
ties" after the word "nazi" should be deleted. Even 
if nazism were to re-emerge, racism would still be 
the main evil. 

14. Mrs. CONDE (Guinea) expressed surprise that 
certain great Powers, which were very eloquent on 
the subject of human rights, appeared to be unperturbed 
by the rise of neo-nazism. She disagreed with the 
French amendment, 

15. Mr. NASINOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics) said that his delegation could support the 
draft resolution recommended by the Economic and 
Social Council. The very fact that nazism was placed 
before racial intolerance in the title of Council reso
lution 1335 (XLIV) indicated, quite correctly, that 
nazism was the broader concept, embodying every 
negative value which adversely affected humanrights. 
He also supported the three- Power amendments 
(A/C.3/L.1646), which clarified and improved some 
of the provisions of the Council's resolution and were 
inspired by the work of the International Conference 
on Human R,.ights. He could not, however, support 
either the French amendment, which would weaken 
the draft resolution, or the Tunisian amendments, 
which reversed the relative importance attached to 
nazism and racism by the Council. Nazism contained 
the main elements of racism within its ambit and 
should thus be mentioned first. 

16. Mr. GRADZIUK (Poland) said that the question 
of measures to be taken against nazism and racial 
intolerance was of such importance as to be listed 
separately in the agenda. It had already been con
sidered by the Commission on Human Rights, the 
International Conference on Human Rights, and the 
Economic and Social Council. The resolution before 
the Committee had been adopted in the Council by an 
overwhelming majority. His delegation was a sponsor 
of the amendments in document A/C.3/L.1646, which 
did no more than bring the resolution into conformity 
with the principles approved by the Conference. Nazism 
and apartheid were the most dangerous contemporary 
manifestations of ideologies based on racial in
tolerance, and the ~wo had many points of similarity, 
Furthermore, it was clear from the draft report on 
racial discrimination in the political, economic, social 
and cultural spheres.Y a very valuable study which had 
been submitted to the Sub-Commission on Prevention of 
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, that nazi 
ideology was being resurrected, Paragraph 609 of that 
document stated clearly that there was a revival of 
nazi racist theories seeking to justify the concept of 
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"inferior" and "superior" races in certain parts of the 
world today. The draft report also showed that nazi 
ideas were being propagated through publications, 
political rallies, cultural circles, study groups, and 
so forth. Thus, there was clearly a need for surveys 
of the type referred to in operative paragraph 4 of 
the draft resolution. A particularly disturbing fact, 
borne out in the Sub-Commission's document, was 
that some 30 per cent of the members of the National 
Democratic Party of Germany were young people who 
had acquired their neo-nazi outlook after the Second 
World War. The Committee should now consider 
specific measures to outlaw ideologies based on racial 
intolerance, such as nazism, and to outlaw groups and 
organizations propagating those ideologies. 

17. His delegation attached great importance to 
operative paragraph 4 and to the need for action as 
indicated in operative paragraph 5, The world com
munity would thereby be made aware of the scope 
of the activities of those who· advocated ideologies 
based on racial intolerance, such as nazism, neo
nazism, and apartheid. His delegation would welcome 
the adoption of the draft resolution as a reaffirmation 
of the concern aroused by the revival of such ideo
logies, 

18. His delegation could not agree to the French 
amendment, which would weaken operative para
graph 1. Nor could it support the Tunisian amend
ments; nazism should be mentioned in first place 
because, given its past association with such crimes 
as genocide and expansionism, it was clearly a policy 
and not merely an ideology. 

19, It was not by mere chance that neo-nazism had 
been specifically mentioned in resolution II of the Inter
national Conference on Human Rights, As the draft 
report on racial discrimination showed, contemporary 
ideological groups concerned with the revival of 
nazism often did not dare to own to direct links with 
nazi ideology. The revival of the latter took various 
forms, but the source was always the same. 

20. Mr. NAYERI (Iran) said that he could agree to 
the three-Power amendments to the preamble (A/C.3/ 
L.1646, paras, 1 and 2) and to the French oral amend
ment. Indeed, his delegation could hardly fail to 
support the latter, which reproduced wording adopted 
at the Teheran Conference, It could not accept the 
third amendment (ibid., para, 3) because, as previous 
speakers had explained, neo-nazism must first be 
defined. His delegation supported the Tunisian oral 
amendments rightly emphasizing the primacy of 
racism, which embraced all ideologies based on racial 
intolerance, including neo-nazism. 

21. Mr. GUIRANDOU N'DIAYE (Ivory Coast) observed 
that there was a tendency to solicit votes from develop
ing countries by including in draft resolutions termi
nology to which they would react emotionally, such as 
racism and apartheid. His delegation was not deceived 
by such ruses and was therefore gratified that the 
representative of Tunisia had restored the correct 
order of the evils with which the draft resolution 
was concerned. 

22. His delegation would support the French amend
ment, which simply reproduced the wording of reso
lution II of the Teheran Conference. 

23. Mr. KITI (Kenya) said that his delegation had no 
difficulty in endorsing the spirit of the draft reso
lution and of some of the amendments, It firmly sup
ported the Tunisian oral amendments, which gave 
racism the prominence it deserved. 

24. The Committee had a duty to improve the text 
of draft resolutions wherever possible, and, although 
his delegation had voted in favour of resolution II of 
the Teheran Conference, it could not support the 
French amendment which would weaken the text now 
before the Committee. 

25. His delegation had always felt concern that 
certain delegations should pay lip-service to principle 
when racial discrimination was under discussion, It 
was surprising that some should think that racism 
and apartheid "might" lead to war; for racism and 
apartheid could clearly have fearful consequences. 

26. He could support the first two ofthethree-Power 
amendments but not the third, because neo-nazism 
had yet to be defined. 

27. He urged the Committee to ponder whether 
merely to amend the draft resolution would suffice 
to elevate its work to the proper height, The Com
mittee should state plainly that racism and apartheid 
were a threat to world peace, and he appealed to 
those who were trying to place other interests above 
moral considerations to reconsider their attitude, 

28. Mr. SANON (Upper Volta) said that his country 
was a member of the Economic and Social Council 
and its position with regard to the draft resolution 
was therefore well known, He was glad that, in the 
present instance, his delegation could not be accused 
of mentioning apartheid in every possible context. 
He had been astonished by the attitude of delegations 
representing the Powers which had emerged victorious 
from the Second World War; they had known nazi 
atrocities, and they also knew that certain individuals 
had gone from nazi Germany to take up residence in 
South Africa. He could understand that those dele
gations might not wish to mention apartheid in some 
United Nations texts, but he would ask the defenders 
of South Africa whether the representative of South 
Africa could invite the representative of an African 
country to his home. 

29. His delegation could support the Tunisian amend
ments and the first two of the three Power amend
ments, but not the third one. In that connexion, he 
wondered whether the sponsors of the amendment 
would explain the difference between nazism in its 
original form and contemporary neo-nazism, 

30. His delegation could not support the French 
amendment because of its implications in respect of 
Chapter VII of the Charter, 

31. Mr. PAOLINI (France) said that his delegation 
was glad to support the Tunisian amendments, par
ticularly since it was on the initiative of the French 
delegation in the Economical and Social Council 
that the word "racisme" had been introduced in the 
draft resolution. 

32, Miss MARTINEZ (Jamaica) said that, in so far 
as nazism and neo-nazism existed at present, the 
element which her delegation opposed was racism. 
If any one ideology was to be singled out, that ideology 



4 General Assembly - Twenty-third Session - Third Committee 

should be apartheid. She therefore supported the 
Tunisian amendments; for it was difficult to under
stand how nazism, whatever form it took, could be 
an evil of a higher order than racism. She would 
support the draft resolution as an indication of her 
delegation's concern, which she was convinced was 
shared by an overwhelming majority of delegations. 

33. Mr. V ALDIVIESO (Peru) said that his dele
gation would support the draft resolution, especially 
if the first and second of the three-Power amend
ments were accepted, He did not think the third 
three-Power amendment appropriate, since the 
draft resolution condemned the ideology of nazism, 
of which neo-nazism was one manifestation, His 
delegation could also support the French and Tunisian 
amendments. Nazism was only one form of racial 
discrimination, perpetrated against one people, and 
racism should therefore be mentioned first in the 
text. As to nazism's connexion with genocide, the 
United Nations had already passed judgement on 
the latter. In his view, the text should refer specifi
cally to colonialism, because all doctrines stemming 
from coloni..tlism were rooted in racial discrimination, 

34, Mrs. ROQUET (Canada) said that her delegation 
would support the Tunisian amendments, which 
brought out the full significance of the draft resolution 
by condemning the detestable doctrine of racism in all 
its forms. 

35, Canada had supported Economic and Social Coun
cil resolution 1335 (XLIV) and resolution II of the 
Teheran Conference. It agreed with the spirit of the 
draft resolution recommended by the Council and 
would not wish to see it weakened. Nevertheless, her 
delegation had serious reservations with regard to 
several of its paragraphs, The language used in opera
tive paragraph 1 should be that adopted by the Teheran 
Conference. If the Committee adopted paragraph 1 as 
it stood, it would be the second time in recent weeks 
that it had arrogated to itself the powers of the 
Security Council. Her delegation was disquieted by 
such gradual erosions of the juridical basis of the 
Organization. It was more dangerous to weaken the 
United Nations than to weaken one paragraph of a 
resolution. It followed that her delegation would 
support the French amendment. It would also support 
the second amendment in document A/C.3/L.1646. 
Her delegation could not support operative para
graph 2 of the draft resolution, which called for 
measures to outlaw groups and organizations dis
seminating certain propaganda; individuals and groups 
should be outlawed for their actions, and not for their 
ideas, Her delegation could not support the other 
amendments which had been proposed. 

36, Mr. NKONGO (Congo, Democratic Republic of) 
said that the African States did not need the artificial 
friendship of those who styled themselves the cham
pions of freedom. Their need was for positive action, 
and his delegation therefore supported the Tunisian 
oral amendments, which placed the proper emphasis 
on racism, especially as practised in South Africa. 
His country's new Constitution specifically condemned 
racism, and those preaching racist ideologies were 
subject to arrest. His delegation would also support 
the first and second of the three-Power amendments. 

37. Mrs. GA VRILOVA (Bulgaria) said that she re
garded the draft resolution submitted by the Council 
as one of the most important to be considered by the 
Committee. It was extremely precise, and the three
Power amendments had no other purpose than to 
clarify some of its provisions. It was most importaPt 
that specific mention should be made of neo-nazism, 
which was an adaptation of nazi concepts and was 
evident in the political life of the Federal Republic 
of Germany. 

38. The French oral amendment was a belated 
attempt to take the Committee's work back to the 
stage reached in the Economic and Social Council 
when the same amendment had been rejected, Her 
delegation would not support it. It would consider 
its position on the remaining amendments when they 
were put to the vote, and it could support the draft 
resolution as a whole. 

39. Mr. BABAA (Libya) expressed regret that the 
important item before the Committee was once again 
being discussed in haste; he hoped that the Committee 
would be able to consider it thoroughly at the next 
session. 

40, His delegation had supported the draft resolution 
in the Economic and Social Council and would do so 
again. It also supported the Tunisian amendments, 
which strengthened the text; for racism was at the 
root of all evil ideologies based on intolerance. He 
agreed with the representative of Peru that there 
should be specific mention of colonialism, and he 
felt that neo-colonialism should also be mentioned. 
He could accept the three-Power amendments but 
not the French oral amendment, which weakened the 
text. He pointed out that racism, nazism, apartheid 
and all similar ideologies and practices based on 
racial intolerance and terror had already been con
demned by the United Nations as a threat to world 
peace and security. 

41. Mrs. RAOE LINA (Madagascar) said that she 
would support the draft resolution as a whole and the 
Tunisian amendments, and would vote for all other 
amendments which strengthened the text. She felt 
that it was wrong on historical and philosophical 
grounds to equate nazism with racism. 

42. Mr. KRA VETS (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re
public) said that the first and second of the three
Power amendments were closely modelled on reso
lution II of the Teheran Conference, were unlikely 
to cause any difficulty and were supported by a majority 
of the Committee. 

43. With regard to the third amendment, concerning 
neo-nazism, he pointed out that the Teheran Con
ference's resolution had referred specifically to 
nazism, neo-nazism and racism. The delegations of 
the United States, the United Kingdom and othercoun
tries had had no objection to that mention of neo
nazism, and the resolution had been adopted unani
mously. The reference to neo-nazism was extremely 
important, in view of the fact that the National Demo
cratic Party of Germany had won six seats in the 
Bundestag and many more in the legislatures of the 
L!inder. The fact that the party had obtained the equi
valent of some 400,000 votes during the last Land 
elections was a warning to the world, bearing in mind 
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the number of votes Hitler had obtained prior to his 
seizure of power. Neo-nazism was clearly a danger 
in the Federal Republic of Germany, and world atten
tion should be drawn to that fact. He did not think that 
the amendment in question should have caused any 
difficulty but, in view of the attitude of some dele
gations, the sponsors were prepared, in the interest 
of compromise, to withdraw it if the Tunisian dele
gation would withdraw its oral amendments. The 
Ukrainian SSR had supported many United Nations 
resolutions condemning racism as an ideology, as a 
crime against humanity and as a threat to the peace 
and security of peoples; it had never opposed the con
demnation of racism, and it never would. The main 
aim of the draft resolution under discussion was to 
condemn nazism as an inhuman scourge. He hoped 
that the Tunisian delegation could agree to the spon
sors' suggestion, since otherwise he would have to 
vote against the Tunisian amendments. 

44. Mr. MARSHALL (Singapore) said that his dele
gation was grateful to the Tunisian delegation for 
having established the correct order of the ideologies 
mentioned in the draft resolution. He had no difficulty 
in supporting all the three-Power amendments, and he 
suggested, with regard to the third, that operative 
paragraph 1 should read "racism, neo-nazism and 
nazism". 

45. He could not support the French amendment. The 
French delegation argued, in effect, that the United 
Nations must wait for the ideologies in question to 
develop before condemning them as a threat; yet the 
danger lay in the ideologies themselves, and not in 
the development of their practice, 

46. Mr. TEKLE (Ethiopia) said that the draft reso
lution was an important one which his delegation 
could support. It had already supported it unreservedly 
in the Economic and Social CounciL He would vote 
against the French amendment because it tended to 
weaken the text. Although his delegation had voted in 
favour of a similar formula at the Teheran Conference, 
there had been further developments since that time, 
He could agree to the three-Power amendments. 

47. Mr. GUIRANDOU N'DIAYE (Ivory Coast) sug
gested that the French delegation might agree to 
reword its amendment, replacing the word "might" by 
"may" and deleting the words "the development of", 
which tended to be ambiguous. If the representative 
of France could not accept those changes, his dele
gation would propose them as a formal sub-amendment, 

48. Mr. BONNY-EBOUMBOU (Cameroon) said that 
his delegation would support the draft resolution as a 
whole. It strongly supported the Tunisian amendments, 
which re-established the necessary order of the ideo
logies. He did not regard nazism as the exact equi
valent of racism and apartheid, and he therefore 
proposed that the words "which is similar to it" in 
the second preambular paragraph should be deleted. 
He reserved his position with regard to the French 
amendment, in view of the latest proposal by the 
Ivory Coast delegation. He could support the first 
two of the three-Power amendments. 

49. Mrs. AGBOTON (Dahomey) said, in reply to the 
United Kingdom representative, that, since the victims 
of racism suffered from it constantly and continually, 
the General Assembly should condemn it frequently. 

50, Mrs. BARISH (Costa Rica) commended the repre
sentative of Tunisia for his amendments, which put the 
purpose of the draft resolution into better focus, Her 
delegation had voted in favour of resolution II of the 
Teheran Conference, but considered that there was 
no reason for the General Assembly's resolution to be 
couched in the same terms. It was, in fact, the em
phasis on racism which made the draft resolution 
important. Nazism was a complete political machinery, 
but its peculiarly obnoxious feature was its racism. 
Racism was a much more general term and should 
take precedence. Her delegation would support the 
French amendment. 

51. Mr. VASS (Hungary) said that his delegation 
supported the three-Power amendments. With respect 
to the Tunisian amendments, he could support the 
insertion of racism where it did not appear, but he 
would not give it priority of place over nazism. Nazism 
went far beyond racism, and anyone fighting nazism 
must automatically be fighting racism He urged the 
representative of Tunisia to agree to the compromise 
suggested by the representative of the Ukrainian SSR. 
His delegation would oppose the French amendment, 
which greatly weakened the text of the draft resolution, 

52, Mr. MEHIRI (Tunisia) said he regretted that he 
could not accept the Ukrainian suggestion. His Govern
ment and people were firmly against nazism but con
sidered that a sense of priorities must be maintained. 
He could not sacrifice principle to the desire for 
maximum support. It was not for him to accept the 
amendment proposed by the representative of Came
roon, since it applied to the text submitted by the 
Economic and Social Council, but he could, of course, 
support it. 

53. Mr. PAOLINI (France) said that the intention of 
his amendment was to reproduce the terminology 
unanimously approved at the Teheran Conference. 
He was able to accept the sub-amendment proposed 
by the representative of the Ivory Coast. 

54. Mrs. STEVENSON (Liberia) said that the draft 
resolution was a timely one when, during the Inter
national Year for Human Rights, flagrant disregard 
for human rights was being shown in many parts of 
the world. Her delegation supported the Tunisian 
amendments, since it considered that racism was much 
broader than nazism. It also agreed to the first two 
of the three-Power amendments. She earnestly hoped 
that Governments and international organizations 
would act in the spirit of operative paragraphs 2 and 
3 of the draft resolution. 

55, Mr. ARTAZA (Chile) said that his delegation 
supported the draft resolution, the Tunisian amend
ments and the first two of the three- Power amend
ments. It could not endorse the third amendment of 
the three Powers because, although his Government 
was opposed to neo-nazism, his delegation had been 
most disquieted by the stress which the Ukrainian 
representative had laid on the internal circumstances 
of a certain country. The resolution should be kept 
free of political overtones and the exertion of pressure 
against any country on the ground that it was "neo
nazi". His delegation supported the French amendment. 

56. Mr. NKONGO (Congo, Democratic Republic of) 
moved the closure of the debate. 
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57. Mrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) opposed the motion. 

The motion was adopted by 31 votes to 13, with 24 
abstentions. 

58. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the draft reso
lution submitted by the Economic and Social Council 
in its resolution 1335 (XLIV) and the amendments 
thereto submitted by the three Powers (A/C.3/ 
L.1646), France (see paras. 4, 47 and 53 above), 
Tunisia (see para. 13 above) and Cameroon (see 
para. 48 above). 

59. Mr. ABOUL-NASR (United Arab Republic) re
quested a separate vote on the word "mayft in the 
French amendment. 

60. Mrs. PICKER (United States of America) re
quested separate votes on operative paragraphs 4, 
5 and 6. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to the second pre
ambular paragraph was adopted by 69 votes to 3, with 
7 abstentions. 

The Cameroonian oral amendment to the second 
preambular paragraph was adopted by 68 votes to 
none, with 8 abstentions. 

The second preambular paragraph, as amended, 
was adopted by 76 votes to 1, with 1 abstention. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to the third pre
ambular paragraph was adopted by 69 votes to none, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The three-Power amendment (A/C.3/L.1646, 
para. 1) to the third preambular paragraph was 
adopted by 73 votes to 1, with 5 abstentions. 

The third preambular paragraph, as amended, was 
adopted by 78 votes to 1, with 2 abstentions. 

The three-Power amendment for the insertion of an 
additional preambular paragraph (A/C.3/L.1646, 
para. 2) was adopted unanimously. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to operative para
graph 1 was adopted by 70 votes to 1, with 8 absten
tions. 

T11e three-Power amendment (A/C.3/L.1646, 
para. 3) to operative paragraph 1 was rejected by 
21 votes to 19, with 36 abstentions. 

The word "may" in the French oral amendment to 
operative paragraph 1 was retained by 37 votes to 28, 
with 8 abstentions. 

The French oral amendment to operative paragraph 1 
was adopted by 40 votes to 27, with·11 abstentions. 

Operative paragraph 1, as amended, was adopted by 
69 votes to 1, with 12 abstentions. 

Litho in U.N. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to operative para
graph 2 was adopted by 70 votes to none, with 9 absten
tions. 

Operative paragraph 2, as amended, was adopted by 
70 votes to 1, with 9 abstentions. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to operative para
graph 3 was adopted by 70 votes to none, with 9 absten
tions. 

Operative paragraph 3, as amended, was adopted by 
80 votes to 1. 

The Tunisian oral amendment to operative para
graph 4 was adopted by 70 votes to 1, with 8 absten
tions. 

Operative paragraph 4, as amended, was adopted by 
73 votes to 2, with 5 abstentions. 

Operative paragraph 5 was adopted by 74 votes to 1, 
with 4 abstentions. 

Operative paragraph 6 was adopted by 72 votes to 
none, with 6 abstentions. 

At the request of the Guinean representative, the 
vote on the draft resolution as a whole, as amended, 
was taken by roll-call. 

Mongolia, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, 
was called upon to vote first. 

In favour: Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Singapore, Sweden, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic 
of Tanzania, United States of America, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Algeria, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bul
garia, Burma, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Congo (Democratic Republic of), Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethio
pia, Finland, France, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Maldive 
Islands, Mauritania, Mexico. 

Against: South Africa. 

The draft resolution as a whole, as amended, was 
adopted by 80 votes to 1. 

The meeting rose on Tuesday, 17 December, 
at 12.10 a.m. 
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