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The meeting was called to_order at 3.15p.m.

REQUESTS *OR HEARINGS (ac. 4/41/3/Add. |-Add. 3)

Western Sahara

1. The CHAIRMAN said tha’ three requests for hearings concerning Western Sahara
(A/C.4/41/3/Add.1-Add.3) had been submitted to the Committee. In the absence of
any objection, he would take it that the Committee agreed to accede to the requests.

2. It was so decided.

Quest ion_of Namibia,

3. The CHAIRMAN drew attention to a communication containing a reauest for
hearing on the question of Namibia {A/C.4/41/4/Rdd.5). In the absence of any
objection, he would take it that the Committee agreed to accede to the request.

4. It was so decided.

Implementation of the Declaration on the Gmpnéinindependence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples by the specialized agencies and international institutions
associated with the United Nations

5. The CHAIRMAN said thdt a request for hearing concerning the implementation of
the Declaratir.n by the Specialized Agencies and International Organizations
Associated with the United Nations (A/C.4/41/6) had been submitted to the
Committee In the absence of any objection, he would take it that the Committee
agreed to accede to the request.

6. It was so decided.
7. The CHAIRMAN inform:d the Commitlee that he had received two communications
containing requests for hearings concerning the question of Namibia. In accordance

with established practice, he proposed to have them distributed as documents of the
Committee which would consider them at a later meeting.

8. It was so decided,
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AGENDA ITEM 105t ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN ECONOMIC AND OTHER INTERESTS WHICH ARE
IMPEDING THE IMPLEMEN 'ATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDEPENDENCE TO
OOLONIAL COUNTRIBS AND PEOPLES IN NAMIBIA AND IN ALL OTHER TERRITORIES UNDER
COLONIAL DOMINATION AND EFFORTS 10 ELIMINATE COLONIALISM, APARTHEID AND RACIAL
DISCRIMINATION IN S8OUTHERN AFRICA: REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE
SITUATION WITH REGARD TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF
INDEPENDENCE TO COLONIAL COUNTRIES AND PEOPLES (continued ) (A/41/23 (Parts III
and IX), A/41/341 and Corr.ly A/AC.109/850, 852, 854, 855, 858 and Cocr.1, 860,
862, 863, 865) A/CONr.138/4-A/AC.131/179/AdA.1, A/CONF.138/7-A/AC.131/203,
E/C.10/1986/9) (continued)

9. Mr. TAEB (Afghaniatan) condemned the colonial Powers which, in spite of the
requests repeatedly addressed to them, most recently by the General Assembly in its
resolution 40/57, had taken no steps to withdraw immediately and unconditionally
their military bases and installations from colonial territories.

10. Thus, the racist Pretoria régime, with the firm support of certain Western
States, was continuing its illegal military occupation of Namibia and refured to
implement Security Council resolution 435 (1978). Once again he emphasized that
the question of Namibia was a decolonization problem which could not be included in
the context of thc¢ East-West confrontation, nor linked to extraneous issces,
without diminishing the importance of the right of all nations to
self-determination and inderendence. His delegation therefore categorically
rejected all attempts to "1ink®™ the independence of Namibia and the withdiawal of
the Cuban internationalist troops stationed in Angola. South Africa, by
transforming the Territory of Namibia into a military bastion and a springboard for
ites acts of aggression against the front-line States, was braudishing against
southern Africa the threat of a wider and even more destructive conflict. His
delegation supported the Declaration and Programme of Action on Namibia, adopted by
the International Conference for the Immediate Independence of Namibia, and held
that the United Nations Plan for Namibia should be implemented immediately so as to
put an end to the question of Namibia once and for all.

11. The United States an3 Israel, in contempt of United Nations resolutions, were
continuing to collaborats in the development of the military and nuclear capacity
of the racist South African régime which sericusly threatened the peace and

security not only of southern Africa but also of the African continent as a whole.

12. The existence of naval and air bases of colonial Powers and their allies in
some Non-Self -Governing Territories, in addition to being a rotential source of
tension, was a major obstacle to implementation of the Declaration. In Central
America and the Caribbean, the policy of the current United States Administration
was a Continuation of the commitment of United States imperialism to hegemony and
to the suppression of national liberation movements in the region. Puerto Rico, as
a Strategic military base, was used as an instrument of that aggressive policy.

13. The United States was attempting to annex Micronesia, the last strategic Trust
Territory, through the so-called Compact of Free Association. The Pentagon used
the Territory for testing atomic weapons and developing its ballistic missile
defence system. Actually the United States intended to turn Micronesia into a

e
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(Mr. Taeb, Afghanistan)

strategic military baae in the Pacific which would e erve its purpoae [0xX* @ nauring
control over vaat regions in that part of the world and of intimidating the
independent 8ta tea. Those ® ativitiea wore in clear violation of Article 73 ¢ of
the Charter and of the provisions of the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Paoplea.

14. In reply to aaauaationa levelled by the repreaentativea of two administer ing
Powers, who had deaaribed a ataterent whiah ho had made the previoua day on foreign
economic intereata as a set of 1ies, he ® xplainod that he had only quoted data from
official United Nations documents. In fact, therefore, what bad been ahallenged
waa United Nation8 documenta, including resolutions. If there were any fact8 or
figure8 which thoae Powers could cite in support of their arguments challenging the
data publiahed by the United Nations, he would ba more than happy to hear them.

15. Mr. MAHONEY (Gambia), outlining the hiatory of Namibia, said that, while
exploitation of the Territory by foreign tnterests had been greatly intensified,
the methods uaed remained ® aaentially the same. South Africa, the illegal
occupying Power, had ® atually arrogated to itself the role of suzerain and had sold
to the highest bidder concessions for exploiting Namibia's abundant natural

r eaourcea . In that situation, which had no foundation in law, trananational
corporations became conscious accomplices of the apartheid régime.

16. The concession8 sold to foreign intereata ware an important source of revenue
for the racist régime, as deaaribed in detail by Standing Committee Il in its
report. There was clear collusion with the apartheid system, because thoae
intereats conferred a aeablanoe of legitimacy on Sonth Africa's illegal presence in
Namibia and subaidiaed its military effort. The moat dangerous consequences of
that collaboratiar were the huge profits reaped by foreign Power8 which were thua
indulgent toward8 the racist régiwe, even to the point of championing it. Riatory
waa replete with episodes in which Governments had been led to diaaater by buaineaa
sharks.

17. 1t was therefore clear that foreign economic, military and other intereats
were bleeding the Territory white and jeopardlaing its future as an independent
nation,. Concrete and immediate action was essential for implementing the United
Nations plan set forth in Security Council reaolution 435 (1978). If the
plundering of Namibia 's resources was to be stupped and the Territory enabled to
accede swiftly to independence under the leaderahip of S8WAPO, its wle authentic
repraaentative, the mandatory sanction8 specified in Chapter VIl of the Charter
must be imposed as a matter of the utwost urgency.

18. Mrs. King-Rouaaesu (Trinidad and Tobago) aaaumed the Chair.

19. Mrs. BYRNE (United State8 of America) said that the United State8 continued to
support fully the right of self-determination for all peoples, which had inspired
the resolution on foreign economic intereata. However, it was not thoae intereats
which were obstructing the achievement of that right but military occupation, not
only of Namibia but also of Afghanistan, Cambodia and other countries.

/e
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20. The debate on the activities of multina>ionsl corporations in
non-+elf-governing territories waa frequently tainted by outmoded and erroneous
assumptions. Some Member States continued to claim - ® Ithou9h the fact8 proved
otherwiae - that those corporations impeded pclitices and economic progress. In
fact, the independent countries of Africa and Asia which had been most aucceaaful
in developing their ® conoaiea - C&e d4'Ivoire, Kenya, the Republic of Korea,
Singapore, Thailand or even members of the Gulf Co-operation Council - were
precisely the countries that had welcomed foreign investment. The benefitO of such
inveatment were manys new technologies, more jobs, higher export earning@,
upgraded labour akilla and advanced trainin,. Other ocountr lea, including some
whoae idwlogy would ® eeaingly argue against the porticipation of sultinationals
were beginning to realize that they had everything to gain from foreign investment.

21. Non-self-govern.ng territories also benefited fro the presence of foreign
intereata. Multinational corporations could pave the way to self-determination by
prwiding thoae territories with the financial and huun reaourcea they needed to
cveate viable economies. The positive role played by the private sector in
providing educa*ion and developing entrepreneurial akilla was increasingly being
recagnized by kvy developent institutions such as the World Bank.

22. Nations all wer the world were turning increasingly tova: .a the fiee market.
During the special session Of ' % General Assembly on the critical economic
situation in Africa, the African natiana had called for reform leading to greater
reliance on their private sector8 for economic growth. Only a few years earlier,
many African Government8 had »een either hootile or indifferent to foreign private
en terpr ise. Now, even countries with a Marxist orientation were increasingly eager
for trade and investment relationa with the West.

23. The real obstacle to the independ - ¢ of Namibie waa tho presence on Angolan
territory of more than 35,000 Cuban troops and military advisers. Although the
removal of thoae troops was not a requirement of Security Council resolution

435 (1978) for the independence of Mamibla, South Africa had mede C iear {ts
reacdiness to proceed to implementat ion only in the context of a parallel commitment
to resoive the iaaue of Cuban troop withdrawal. The United Btates believed that
that iaaue must be dealt with as a practical necessity to obtajn a durable
settlement acceptable to all partiea. It was actively engaged i1n trying to remove
that final obstacle.

24. Regarding South Africa, there waa no doubt that apertheid was a despicable
vrystem which wmuat be eliminated as soon as possible. However, it must be
eliminated in a msanner which did not leave in eahea the hopes of a prosperous and
multirecial society in southern Africa. Bveryone knew that the United States
Government had never looked favourably on economic aanctiona agsinst South Aft ice.
However, since the Congreaa of the United States bad voted for sanctions the
Committee could reat aaaueed that the sauctions would be applied. Disinvestment,
which would certainly increase the misery of thousands oi black South African@, wes
not pert of the measures adopted.

4
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25. In that connection she pointed out that a majority ot black South Africans
employed by United States multinational rporations worked for subsidiaries of
United States firms which were signatories to the Sullivan Code. Those
subsidiaries, which therefore applied equitable conditions of employment, had
improved the situation for blacks, Coloureds and Asians in South Africa. They
provided training, education, health and housing programmes representing annual
expenditures of $200 million, which benefited not only the 200,000 people which
those corporations employed but the larger population as well.

26. There were, undoubtedly, certain cases of exploitative foreign economic
practices. To cite only one example, a number of count: ies, including those who
most Vituperatively denounced the alleged exploitation of Namibia’s minerai wealth,
had been plundering itg f iehery stocks, violating with impunity the 200-mile
exclusive economic zone. United Nations institutions, including FAO, nad
documented that pillage.

27. The United States intended to co-operate with all who were trying to find
non-violent solutions to southe.n Africa’s enormous problems.

28. Mr. POLO (Peru) said that recent political developments made it possible to
assert, with SWAPO, that 1986 had been a year of general mobilization and of
decisive action to bring about the final victory over apartheid. The Paris
Conference on sanctions against South Africa and the Vienna Conference on Namibia,
the La Vallea Conference and the recent special session of the General Assembly
had underscored the need to isolate South Africa so as to compel it to implement
General As‘ -mbly resolution 1514 (XV) and Security Council resolution 435 (1978).

29. The exploitation of Namibia’'s mines and natural resources in the absence of
any regulatory machinery inevitably resulted in the violation of the rights of the
workers, unrestrained pillage of natural resources, repression of any attempt at
national liberation and serious social conflict. wWhile foreign interests in
Namibia were putting greed above the implementation of the fundamental rights of
peoples set forth in the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countr ies and Peoples, thereby helping South Africa to remain in power and
undermining the authority and effectiveness of the United Nations. Decree No. 1 of
the United Nations Council for Namibia remained a dead letter and Namibia's natural
resources were being depleted. Accordingly, Peru endorsed and encouraged the
proceedings being instituted by the United Nations Council for Namibia in the
courts of the countries in which the transnational corporations operating in
Namibia originated.

30. The mandate entrusted under the United Nations Charter to the Administering
Powers of Non-Self-Governing Territories, who were duty bound to promote the
political, economic, social and cultural development of the people of those
Territories and to protect the human and natural resources of those Territories,
had not been carried out indeed, his delegation was concerned at the increasing
militarization of colonial territories in the Caribbean and South Pacific and also
in Namibia where the installation of military bases was aggravating tensions and
threatening the front-line States. The Namiblan people were being compelled to
defend their strategic interests in the context of East-West confrontation.

/oo
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31. In that connection, his delegation wished to once again voice its concern at
the movements of armed forces and the creation of military structures in the South
Atlantic, where the conflict over the Malvinas (Falkland Islands) was still latent
and posed a permanent threat to Latin America. It called on the Power controlling
that Territory to renounce its intention, which threatened regional peace and
gecur ity. At the lame time, Peru wea deeply concerned at the problem of Namibia.
As a non-aligned country, it rejected the pretexts advanced by certain countries
which were seeking to perpetrate an obsolete order and thus camouflage the
rivalriee that were dividing the world into two blocs.

32. It was contrary to the resolutions of the various United Nations organs, and
to the efforts of the Secretary-General, to minimize the importance of the auestion
of Namibia and to inject extraneous issues into it. The Secretary-General had made
that point quite clear in his annval report on the work of the Organlzation. Peru
was doubly committed to the cause of Namibia because that was a question which
concerned the United Nations directly and because Peru i :d recently established
diplomatic relations with 8WAPO, which it recognized and whuse just struggle
against the oppressor it supported.

33. The Eighth Summit Conference of Non-aligned Countries held at Harare haq
reaffirmed that tre activities of foreign economic interests in Namibia were
impeding the decolonization process and were incompatible with the relevant United
Nations resolutions and the advisory opinion of the International court of

Just ice. His delegation was firmly in favour of strict sanctions against South
Africa. It wad utterly convinced that Namibia’s independence was inevitable and
once more gave notice to those who were co-operating with the oppressor that hey
would be heid responsible for the consequences of the choice they had made, in
defiance of justice. Finally, it supported the cecommendations of the Special
Committee of 24, to which it was grateful for its precious contribution to the
cause of decolonisation.

34. Mr. KROSTW (Bulgaria) expressed his delegation’s deep concern at the
activities of foreign economic and other interests which were impeding the

implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples.

35. Despite the numerous resolutions, in particular resolutions 261 (XXV), 40/56
and 40/52, and other relevant decisions of the United Nati.nms, the olonial Powers
and certain Western countries wntinued to depr ive colonial peoples of their
legitii ite rights over the natural resources of their Territories and to oppose
their legitimate aspirations to self-determination, genuine independence and
economic self-reliance. The basic impediment to the full and speedy implementation
of the Declaration was rooted in the very nature of imperialism and ite political,
economic and military-strategic interests. The preservation of the colonial

status _quo favoured the ruthless exploitation of natural and human resources, which

explained the presence of a very large number of transnational corporations in the
Non-Self-Governing Territories.

36. The wanton exploitation of the natural and human resources of Namibia was of
particular concern. The report of the Uni ¢t ¢ Nations Council for Namibia
(A/CONF.138/7-A/RC.131/703) and the Secretary-General’s note (E/C.10/198A/9) gave a

fevs
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clear picture of the practices of Western transnational corporations in Namibia.
According to document A/R".131/22, over 60 per cent of Namibia’s gross domestic
product was repatriated by capitalist monopolies as company profits, the reet being
used mainly in the form of current expenditures by foreign economic interests. The
report of tie United Nations Council for Namibia also denounced the continuing
co-operation between foreign banks operating in Namibia and the Pretoria racist
régime, which enabled that régime to finance its military operations and to
perpetuate its repressive pclicies in and illegal occupation of the Territory.

37. His country supported fully the position of the African and other non-aligned
countries, was in favour of achieving a political settlement of the question of
Namibia and puttine an end to the policy of “constructive engagement” pursued by
the United States and some of its allies with regard to the racist Pretoria régime,
and supported the recommendations of the Special Committee of 24 (A/AC.109/881).

38. The international community was particularly concerned at tho military
activities of the colonial Powers in the colonial and Trust Territories and the use
of those Territories for purposes contrary to the maintenance of international
peace and security. Those activities were designed to repress national liberation
movements, perpetuate the colonial status quo and interfrre in the internal affairs
of other independent States.

39. Nuclear colonialism in the dependent Territories posed a particular threat to
the peoples of the entire world. The main objective of United States policy in
Micronesia was to turn that strategically located Trust Territory into a military
springboard in the western Pacific in order to control that region. In
contravention of its obligations under Article 75 (a) and Article 84 of the
Charter, the United States had imposed on the Micronesian island of Palau
agreements that would permit the transit of nuclear weapons through the Territory.
According to reports in tha American press, the Pentagon would also be permitted to
stockpile weapons of mass destruction on the island and to transform Kwajalein
atoll into a huge testing range for its inter-continental ballistic missiles. That
was why the peoples of depend»nt Territories, particularly in the southern Pacific,
were in favour of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in that part of the
world. That was also why the legitimate struggle of the peoples of the region for
a demilitarized and denuclearized Pacific should receive the Committee’s
wholehearted support.

40. International peace and security were also seriously threatened by the
build-up of the military might and nuclear potential ot South Africa with the
assistance of certain Western countries, and by the military presence of the
colonial Powers in dependent Territories such as Guam, Diego Garcia, Puerto Rico,
Bermuda, the Falkland Islands (Malvinas) and the Virgin Islands. In keeping with
its own decisions, the United Nations must demand imperatively that the colonial
Powers put an end to all military activities that contravened the United Nations
Charter and the Declaration on decolonizstion.

41. His delegation continued to support unreservedly the total elimination of the
military presence of colonial Powers and their allies, and of the activities of
foreign economic interests in the colonial Territories, and hoped that the
Committee would take a strong stand on that issue.
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42. Mr. WANUME KIBEDI (Uganda) said that his Government, which had its origins in
the national resistance movement which had fought and finally tr iumphed over years
of anarchy, violence and systematic denial of human rights by previous Governments,
pledged its total and militant support for the peoples of Namibia and South Africa
in their struggle against the racist régime and its collaborators. Although
decolonization efforts had progressed significantly in the past 40 years, they were
etill hampered by foreign economic and other interests which persistently violated
the rights of peoples in dependent Territories.

43. Nowhere was that situation better exemplified than in Namibia, where foreign
interests had worked hand in glove with South Africa to consolidate the illegal
occupation of the Territory and plunder its resources. The two mainstays of the
Namibian economy, the mining and fishing irdustries, were largely dominated by
South Africa and by transnational corporations which exploited them to the hilt to
their c¢wn advantage, without concerning themselves with the Territory’s internal
development. Tranenational corporations had thus helped directly and indirectly to
sustain the apartheid system and the occupation of Namibia.

44. His delegation was particularly concerned at the assistance which
trananational corporations and other foreign intereats were providing to South
Africa in the nuclear and military apheres. In spite of the mandatory arms
embargo, military e-iuipment had been sold to South Africa, which had then been able
to manufacture weapons and develop its nuclear capabilities. That had strengthened
its repressive arsenal &ax home and its means of waging aggression against the
front-line States.

45. 3outh Africa’s sclf-portrayal as the laat line of defence that sc _.eiied
Western interests in the region had against communism was indefen.ible. Equally
indefensible was the insulting argument that transnational corporations had
improved the standard of living in Non-Self-Governing Territories, as though people
were better ofy in slavery so long as they were fed by their: master. Uganda
totally rejected the strategy of linking Namibian independence to the withdrawal of
Cuban troops from Angola. The actions of the South African régime had exposed the
bankruptcy of the policy of “constructive engagement”, which had merely served to
encourage Pretoria’s repressive and aggressive policies, in growing contempt of the
international community.

46. FPor all those reasons, Uganda ha& consistently called for the imposition of
comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South Africa. The argument that such
sanctiona would hurt neighbouring countries or the people they were intended to
help enjoyed no support in Africa. Rather, the question at hand was how to help
those countries cope with t%e impact of sanctions. In that regard, his delegation
welcomed the recent decision by the United States Congress to impose sanctions. It
called upon those countries that engaged in extensive trade with South Africa to
follow that example, 1 imited though it might be.

47. His delegation therefore denounced the concept and policy of apartheid, which
was an insult to the entire black race, and reaffirmed that the struggle of the
Namibian and South African peoples to exercise their fundamental human rights was a
just cause whose triumph was inevitable.

oo
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48. Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Irsn) said that, since the adoption by the
General Assembly in 1960 of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples, many countr lee had gained indapendence, yet the
problem of colonialism was still not settled. The notoriou.. system of apartheid
had not been dismantled, nor had Namibia attained independence, despite all the

® ffor ts made over the past 40 yearr, particularly within the United Nations.

Never the less, if there was one subject on which the international community
unanimously agreed, it was _apartheid. Responaibility for that failure clearly lay
with those Western States that suppo:rted the policy of apartheid and misused thetr
veto.

49. Foreign investments, which by their sheer volume played a vital role in the
key sectors of the economy and in South African wmilitary policy, together with the
régime's collaboration with transnational corporations explained South Africa’s
intransigence and the support it received, especially from the United States of
America, with its so-called policy of *constructive engagement”. Like all colonial
Powers, the Pretoria régime had made the Namibian economy totally dependent on
South Af r ica .

SC. Few régimes showed so many similarities as did the racist régime of South
Africa snd the Zionist régime: both discr iminated aga inat indigenous peoples and
constantly attacked neighbouring Statesj they were also the régimes most frequently
condemned by tne internaticnal community, and both were supported by the United
States Administration.

51. South afr ica continued to occ~ nemibia illegally, in violation of General
Assenbly resolution 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966, which had terminated its Mandate
over the Terr itory, and no concrete progress had been made towards securing
Namibi.'s | dependence since the adoption of Security Council resolution

435 (1978). For its part, the Islamic Republic of Iran continued to maintain a
complete trade embargo against South Africs) it believed that greater p: essure
thould be exerted »n the Pretoria régime through the application of the sanctions
specified in Chagter VII of the United Nations Charter and in Security Council
resolution 283 (1970), and that support for the struggle led by SWAPO should be
strengthened.

52. The presence of military bases and installations in dependent Territories
constituted a major obstacle to the implementation of the Declaration on the
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and pPeories. It could hardly be
said that local populetions did not object to nuclear tents or that the
installation of weapons of mass destruction was in their interest.

53. Mr. Gbeho (Ghana) resumed the Chair.

vraft resolution on foreign economic interests and draft decision on military
ivities

54. The CHAIRMAN said that he floor was open to delegations wishing to speak on
the draft resolution and draft decision contained In chapters IV and V of document
A/41/23 (Part 1ii) respectively.

/oo
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55. Mr. SKOFENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that the military
activities of colonial Powers in the Territories under their administration, which
threatened international peace and security, were in fact Intended to crush
national liberation movements. Namibia was a case in point.

56. South Africa maintained a 100,000-man army of occupation on Namibian

territory, spread out over 90 bases. To overoome the resistance of the Namibian
people under the leadership of SWAPO, South Africa was unleashing special units in
Namibia made up in part of foreign mercenaries, which were terrorizing the civilian
population. In addition, South Africa was now using Namibia an a base from which
to launch attacks against neighbouring countries, particularly Angola.

51. Those activities were possible only because Pretoria enjoyed the support Of

major Western Po.ers and financial circles, and because foreign corporations did

not hesitate to violate the arms embargo. Pretoria’s military co-operation w th

Tel Aviv was also significant since nearly all the weapons currently produced in
South Africa were based on lIsraeli models. Finally, the intern. :ional community

could not but share the African countries® concern at Pretoria’s efforts to obtain
nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weapons and at the support South Africa was
receiving for those efforts from Western corporations.

58. The Ukrainian S8SR fully supported the Special Committee’s appeal, ‘contained in
the draft decieion on military activities in document A/41/23 (Part III), to all
States to render sustained and increased moral and political support, as well as
assistance in all fields, to SWAPO to enable it to intensify its struggle for the
1 ibera t ion of Namibia.

59. As for the other Non-Self-Governing Terr itor lea, whether Micronesia,

Diego Garcia, Puerto Rico or the Falkland Islands (Malvinae), it was obvious that
Western military circles sought to step up their military activities there, in
violation of the Charter of the United Nations and the Declaration on
decolonization, His delegation believed that the draft decieion could have been
more forceful and specific in that regard. Nevertheless, in so far as it condemned
all military activities by colonial Powere in Territories under their
administration that were detri-ental to the rights and interests of the peoples
wncerned, his delegation would support it, and would also vote in favour of the
draft resolution on foreign interests.

60. Mr. AL-SUDANI (lraq) said that all colonial Territories, regardless of their
size or population, must be ab:ie to exercise their right to self-determination and
independence freely. Dispatching visiting missions to those Territories, like the
one to Tokelau :: prev ious year, was the beat way to ascertain the aspirations Of
the local populatioe. Neither foreign economic interests nor military interests,
which often went hand #» hand, should impede the implementation of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV). It was occasionally maintained that foreign presence in
Non-Self-Governing Territories was beneficial because i+ generated employment.
That argument wac unacceptable, for freedom had no price.

61. Hie delegation called on all administering Powers to prevent the transnational
corporations under their jurisdiction from plundering the resources of the
Territories they administered and from holding those Territor lea back as they moved
towards independence.

VA
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62. Namibia was a blatant example of that form of neo-colonialiet exploitation
which had been condemned by numerous international seminars and conferences
organized dur ing 1986. That question was dealt with in documenta A/CONF.138/4

and 7, B/C.10/1986/9 and A/41/23 (Parts Ill and 1X). The continued occupation of
Namibla was a severe teat of the credibility of the United Nations. Cer ta in Staten
Members of the United Nations were hardly concerned about the independence of
Namibia and considered it of less importance to them than political

consideratlone. The repugnant rigime of apartheid which, contrary to cer lain types
of enlightened “colonization®, in no way sought to bring about the emancipation of
the indigenous population, was in fact the only party to benefit from the

status quo.

63. lraq, as an independent non-aligned country, firmly supported the struggle of
the Namibian people under the leadership of 8wWAPO, their sole and authentic
representative, using all means at their disposal, including armed struggle.

64. Iraqg condemned the support provided by certain States to the Prttor la régime,
which thus enabled it to strengthen its military power and to defy the United
Nations Organisation, the front-line Stutes and, in fact, Africa am whole. His
delegation denounced in particular the growing economic and military co-operation
between the Zionist régime and the apartheid régime, which had permitte¢ those two
partners to acquire nuclear weapons. It called upon the international community to
intensify its pressure on the South African régime by reinforcing the boycott
decreed aguinst it and to rapidly bring about Namibia’s accession to independence.
The apartheid régime could not indefinitely resist the march of history, and all
peoples would inevitably achieve their independence.

65. The CHAIRMAN gave the floor to 3clegations wishing to explain their vote
before the vote.

66. Mr. DELPUSSE (Belgium) said that his delegation would vote against the draft
resolution on the activities of foreign interests because several paragraphs of the
draft carelessly lumped together the current situation in Namibia and the very
different situation thrt existed in other Won-Self-Governing Territor ies. He
regretted that the text ignored the relatively positive developments, having regard
to the international economic situation, in most of the Terr 1tor ice concerned, and
that consequences harmful to indigenous populations continued to be systematically
attributed to foreign investments.

67. In principle, countries should not be mentioned by name. Woreover, certain
delegations persisted in injecting an anti-Western tone into the debate, thus
transforming it into an exercise which became more academic and sterile with each
passing year. The question might also be asked whether au. h an attitude did not
reflect resentment at the poor results obtained elsewhere by other methods. The
sincerity of the denunciations of military activities, real or imagined, attributed
to the West, could also be questioned since they were constantly rehashed by
members of a military alliance which was constantly expanding throughout the world.
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68. He wished to recall his delegation’s consistent support for the many
resolutionn of the United Nations aimed at putting an end to the illegal occupation
of Namibia and to South Africa’s policy of apartheid. While acknowledging that the
Organization was called upon to take an active interest in the political, economic
and social development of small Torr ftor ies that were not yet independent, it hoped
that such situations would be examined with objectivity and realism and with the
sole intentior of sa2rving the populations concerned.

69. Mr. PEXURI ‘¥inland), speaking on behalf of the five Nordic countries,
reaffirmed tha~ thsy were very committed to the implementation of the peclaration
on the Granting %i IrMependence to Colonial Countries and Peoples in all
Territories under colonial domination, including Namibia and that they helda the
South African Government responsible for the prevailing oppression and instability
in southern Africa. Furthermore, the Nordic countries conderned the activities Of
all foreign economic interests which impeded the process of decolonization in
Namibia and in other Ron-Self-Governing Territories.

70. The draft resolution under consideration by the Committee, however, failed to
acknowledge that some of those activities could be favourable to the economic and
social development of the Territories in question) not to distinguish between
different types of activities would he to lose sight of the fundamental objectives
of the draft resolution. The Nordic countries also had reservations of principle
in respect of certain paragraphs which did not distinguish between the area of
competence of the General Assembly and that of the Security Council.

71. With reapect to the draft decision on military activi.:es, the Nordic
countries had reservations with regard to the implicit endorsement Of recourse to
armed struggle and recalled that the search for peaceful solutions was one of the
fun&mental principles of the Charter. They also regretted that countries or
groups of countr ies which supported the policy of the South African Government
continued to be mentioned by name. They would therefore abstain in the vote on the
draft resolution and on the draft decision.

72. Mr. MAJOOR (Netherlands) said that his country would continue to support all
efforts by the international comaunity to put an end to South Africa’s illegal
occupation of Namibia and to allow the Namibian people to exercise their right to
self-determination. While recognising the major role played by SwAPO, the
Netherlands considered that, before free elections were held, no political group
should be designated as the sole and authentic representative of the Namibian
people.

73. Concerning the other Ron-Self-Governing Territories, tr Nether lands was
~ronfident that the administering Powers would cont inue to promote the interests of
the inhabitants, ia close co-operation with them. It therefore regretted that
certain speakers had tried to depict those Territories as "victims” of unmitigated
colonialism and had made accusations which fo d no basis in the reports prepared
by the Secretariat. As a result, the debate . that agenda item wan becoming each
year more sterile and artificial and was being transformed into a rhetorical
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warfare against the values of nations which, like the Netherlandr, ® upported all
initiatives to advance the interests of the Territories in queation. In order to
promote a more rational and realistic appreciation of iaauea, him delegation would
welcome the hiannualiaation of that Item. Such a step would also help to shor ten
the agenda of the Fourth Committee.

74. The draft resolution in document A/41/23 (Part 111) contained unhelpful and
contentious propositionsa that were unlikely to advance the intereata of the
Non-Self-Governing Territories. It was wrong, for example, to assume that all
foreign economic interests were, by definition, an impediment to the
self-determination Of peoples. Fore'gn inveatmenta could and ® hould play a role in
accelerating the economic and social development of thoae Territories. It was
unacceptable that the role of Weatern countries should be aingled out in a number
of paragraphs and thai thr e States member8 of the European Community ahould be
mentioned hy name. Since the Netherlands was committed to a policy of increasing
the pressure on the South African Government through the establishment, wi t. the
other States members of the European Community, of aelective mandatory eaictions,
it waa unable to join in efforts to totally is>late South Africa, as had bheen
called for in paragraph 18. Yor those reaaona, his delegation would vote aga inst
the draft reaolution.

75. Mr. JOFFE (Israel) otrongly objected to the singling out of his country by
name in paragraph 8 of the draft decision. Israel could shed ¢ ome light on the
"other countr ies® to which the draft decision referred without specifying them.
From 1980 to 1984, 167 oil tankers had brought 251.2 million barrels of Arab oil to
South Africa, coming mainly from Bahrain, Iran, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia
and the United Arab Emirates. He also wiahed to recall hie statement of the
previous day on the diamoad, gold and platinum connection and wished to assure the
Committee that the singling out of larael without any proof would not camouflage
the real collaborators. Israel would therefore absiaiin in the vote on the draft
resolution and would vote against the draft decision.

76. Mr. SCHKTDT (Federal Republic of Germany) regretted that, despite its deep
comitaent to the right of all peoples to self-determination, his delegation was
compelled to vote against the draft reaolution before the Committee.

77. The Federal Republic of Germany could not accept the aaaumption underlying the
draft resolution that all activities of foreign economic and other intereata in
Non-Self-Governing Territories were harmful. Poreign investment was undoubtedly an
asset to newly indeper.dent States which were seeking to put into place their own
economic systems. Moreover, his delegation could not accept the singling out in
the draft resolution of three Member States, one of which was his own, a procedure
that was incompatible wivh the spirit of co-operation which ehould inspire the work
of the Committee.

70. Wwith regard to the draft decision on military activities, he wighed to refer
the Committee to the statement which would he made later by the representative of
the United Kingdom on behalf of the European Community.
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79. Mraokl (Japan) said that he had difficulties in schscribing to the basic
thrust of the draft resolution on the activities of foreign eccnomic and other
interests, inasmuch as all auch activities were represented as necessarily
prejudicial. In fact, whether oOr no: such «ctivities were hsrmuful depended on the
nature ot the activity in question and on the situation in the Non-Self-Governing
Territory concerned. It was known from experience that foreign economic and other
interests could have a beneficial influence on Non-Golf-Governing Terr itor its,

par ticularly with regard to the transfer of technology, minagement training and the
creation of job opportunities. His delegation deplored the fact that, yasc after
year, a group of Member 8ta.es were singled out cor criticiem. That undesirable
practice was counter-productive for the enhancement of concerted international
action. Por thoae reasons, his delegation could not support the draft resolution
and would abstain in the voting.

80. Mr. MORTI+ER (Unite J Kingdom), speaking on behalf of the 12 States members of
the European Economic Communlty, said that he wished to reiterate the concern of
the Commun ty at the proposal to vote on the draft decision relating to military
activity in Non-Self-Governing Territories, a subject that did not appear on the
list of agenda items allocated by the General Assembly to the Fourth Committee.

81. Speaking as the representative 01 the United Kingdom, he said that he would
vote against the draft resolution on foreign interests, which was unhelpful and
controversial. Instead, it served as a vehicle from which certain delegatione
could score political points at the expense of colonial Powers. His delegation’s
main objection related to the assumption that foreign economic intereats were
prejudicial to the peoples of Non-Self-Governing Territories and constituted an
impediment to self-determination. Any reasonable resolution should make a
distinction between activities that might be harmful and those that might be
beneficial to the eonomic and social development of Non-Self-Governing
Territories. Furthermore, it was absurd to condemn economic activity by foreign
companies in Non-Self-Governing Territories and at the same time to call upon
administering Powers in other resolutions or decisions to accelerate and extend
economic development in the Territories for which they were responsikle. The
resolution under consideration had lost all meaning and purpose because it had
become divorced from the real world.

82. His delegation looked forward to the day when the Fourth Committee cc "4 draft
a resolution couched in balanced, analytical and realistic terms and, abo : all,
terms that would be understood by the main parties concerned - the inhabitants of
the remaining Non-Self-Governing Terr ttor ies.

83. Mr. McLEAN (Canada) said that he had already oxpressed reservations concerning
the exceseivaly polemical and repetitive nature of the reports and resolutions on
which the Committee was called upon to take a decision. He had also reviewed the
actions taken bv Canada to exert pressure on the South African régime to <%bolish
apartheid and liberate Namibia, in accordance with Security Council resolution

435 (1978).
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84. Canada did not wish to support resolution8 and decisions which were so
unbalanced and some provisions of which hsd extra-territorial implications
inapplicable under Canndien law, called into queetion the independence of

® pecialired bodies such as the International Monetary Fund and the Wor1d Bank and
took as a given a status for certain organisations that ® everal delegations had not
accepted. His delegation had serious reservations concerning texts which, because
of their polemical and complicated phraseology, tended to turn support for the
legitimate purpoee for decoloairation into a diatribe against the Western States.
Such texto, instead of making the Organization "a centre for harmonizing the
actions of nations™, as provided for in the Charter, foatered diviciveneaa,
dirharmony and disagreement. For the above-mentioned reasons, his delegation would
abstain in the voting on the draft resolution contained in document

Al41/23 (Part 111).

85. As in preceding years, his delegation wculd vote against the draft decision on
military activities. The inclusion of a decision on military activities under the
agende item under consideration appeared to be a procedural irregularity. The
draft decision was, moreover, couched in tendentioua language, with which his
delegation did not wish to be associated.

86. Mr. BA3TELICA (France) said that his delegation hsd serious reservations
concerning the draft resolution on foreign intereats. France cculd no* accept the
condemnation in principle, as contained in the text of the draft, of the activities
of Foreign enterprises in the remaining Non-3elf-Governing Territories. Even if
those Territories were in very different situations, he considered that, generally
speaking, foreign enterprises could contribute to their development. While it was
true that the activities of foreign enterprises could sometimes be of little use or
even harmful, whan natural raeourcea were exploited without regard for the living
and working conditions of the labour forc: , the environment and the eccnomic fabric
of the territory, such a state of affairs did not exist in all Won-Self-Governing
Territories or only in such Territories. rhe real problem lay, in fact, in the way
markets were orgenized and the unbalanced character of relations between developing
countr lea and industr ial ized countr lea.

87. Tn other words, the solution was closely linked to the efforts of the
international community to establish a juet and effective international economic
order and to the progress in such areas that the United Nations was called upon to
promote. The French Government was aware of that, ana that constituted one of the
axes of its foreign policy, whether it was a queation of public aid for
development, the organization of raw msterials markets, the reform of the
international monetary and financial system or raapect for the rules of
international trade.

88. The reservations which it had exp.essed, would, in themselves, have led his
delegation to abs ta in. However , it noted with regret that the draft resolution
iLofore the Committee also mentioned certain Member States by name. It was opposed
In principle to such citations and would therefore vote against that text.
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89. With regard to the second text , which related to military activities, his
delegation maintainea, on the subject of procedure, the reservations that it had
expreaaed on many occasions. Its position was that act forth by the representative
of the United Kingdom on behalf of the 12 countries members of the European
Communities and, for that reason, it would, as in the preceding year, vote against
that draft.

90. Mr. BARILLARO (Italy) reaffirmed his country‘'s firm commitment to the cause of
decolonization and assured the Committee that italy supported to the beat of its
ability the efforts made by the United Nations to bring that process to an end
apeedily and peacefully.

91. His Adeleration waa also convinced that it was necessary to continue to follow
closely the activiltiea of foreign intereata in Non-Belf-Governing Territories but
deplored the tendency that had emerged in the Committee since 1982 to proceed to a
vote on resolutions and decisions drefted in a controversial manner. His
delegution could not accept the general thrum »>r a number of the features of thore
texts, pax ticularly when it was implied that a.: foreign economic investmenta wert
prejudicial to the economic and political developent of Won-Self-Governing
Territories. That statement was, to say the least, surpriszing in view of the fact
that, at that very moment, the General Ascembly in plenary session was calling for
increased capital inputs for developing countr iea. It alas diaregarded the
economic theory that capital and technolcgical inputs were beneficial tc the
development of all countries, even induatrialiaed countr ies, and It pens :ized
Won-Self-Governing Territories by reason of their atatua by ignoring t.eir
developamnt needs.

92. similary, his delegation could not accept that certain countries, including
some of Italy’s partners in the European kEconomic Community, should pe singled out
and accused of having special responribility for practices that were in no way
proven to be prejudicial to Won-Self-Governing Territories. For those reasons, his
delegation would vote against the draft resolution.

93. Mr. ORTIGAV (Portugal) said that, although his delegation fully shared the
concern over the effects of the unchecked activities of foreign interests in
Non-Self-Governing Territories and concurred with many posivive factors of the
draft resolution contained in document A/41/23 (Part I1ll) (chap. IV, para. 11), it
would vote against that draft resolution. Portugal could not agree that all
foreign economic interests were necessarily prejudicial or that they automatically
obstructed efforts tc ensure the accession of Won-Self-Governing Territories to
aelf-determination and independence. There was a contradiction between the
wholesale condemnation of all foreign economic involvement in Non-Self -Governing
Territories, which was implicit in the draft resclution, and the calls made in
other recommendationa of the Committee, as well as in the Charter, for the further
economic development of those same Terr itor ies. Por tugs 1 could ala » not accept the
fact that three States members of the European Community had been mentioned by name
in the text.
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94. With regard to the draft decision on military azctivities contained in
chapter V, paragraph 11, of the same document, his delegation fully endorsed the
atatement made by the representative of the United Kingdom on behaif of the

12 States members of the European Community.

95. Mr. IASARTE (Uruguay) said that his delegation would vote in favour of the
draft resolution recommended by the Special Committee of 24 because of Uruguay’s
steedfast support for the principles contained in the Declaration on decolonizaion,
in particular the right of peoples to dispose of their natural resources, and the
administering Powers’ obligation to promote thw progress of the populations of the
Non-Self-Governing Territories and to protect those natural resources.
Nevertheless, since the texts of the current eession were a restatement of texts of
previous years, Uruguay deemed it necessary to enter the same reservation.3 as it
had in the paut, since it preferred more balaiced texts. It would also vote in
favour of the draft decision on military activities because it approved the
substance of that draft, but it reiterated ite doubts regarding the advisability of
including a text on that subject in the consideration of agenda item 105.

96. Mr. LOHIA (Papua New Guinea) said that peoples living in colonial situations
were not able to influence either the economic activities conducted by others or
the equitable distribution of the wealth resulting trom foreign investment. whiie
Papua New Guinea respected the views on the impor tance of economic and social
development in the dependent Territories and on other countries’ assistance in that
development, it found it difficult to vote for resolutions in which certain

countr {es were mentioned by name. If there had been a separate vote on the
paragraphs in question, Papua New Guinea would have voted against them. However,
since his delegation considered the substance of the issue to be highly important,
it would vote for both the draft resolution and the draft deci sion.

97. The CHAIRMAN 1 nvited the Committee to vote on the draft resolution recommended
by the 8pac.al Committee on activities of foreign economic and other interests
[A741/23 (Part Ill) (chap. IV, para. 11) }.

98. A recorded vote wes requested.

In favours Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, angola , Argentina, Australia,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Paso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorusslan
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Dj*Louti,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fili, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Regpublic of), lIraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Cemccratic Republic, Lebanon,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahic iya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozamoique, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger ia, Oman, Pakistan, Penawa, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romsnia, Rwanda, Sao Tcme and



Againsts

Abstaining:
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Principe, Sau Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, St i Lanka, Syrian
Arab Republic , Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Turisia.
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of Tanzania. Uruguay,
Venezuela, Vitt Nom, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Belgium, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Br i tain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America.

Austria, Bahamas, Cameroon, Canada, C6te d'Ivoire, Denmark
Finland, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Lesotho,
Malawi, Norway, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden.

99. The draft resolution was adopted by 91 votes to 9, with 18 abstentions.

100. Tht CHAIRMAN invited the Committee tc vote on thz iraft decision on militnry
activities and arrangements {A/41/23 (Part III) (chap. V, para. 11)].

101. A recorded vote was requested.

In favour_s

ats

Abstaining:

Afghanistan, Albania, Alger la, Angcla | Argent ins, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,

Rulgar is, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic, China, Colombia, C&8te a'livoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Cztchoslovak is, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Gha~a, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Tebanon,

Liber i~, Libyan Arab Jamahiriy: , Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger ia, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome 2nd Pr incipe, Saudi Arabia,
Stnega 1, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo, ‘Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Unic 1 of Soviet ..ocialist Republics,
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Israel,
Italy,. Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, United Arab
Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern lIreland,
United States of America.

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Cameroon, Chile, Denmark, Finland,
Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Lesotho, Malawi, New Zealand, Norway,
Spain, Swaziland, Sweden.

102. The draft resolution was adopted by 89.vetes.tn.}?-with 17 abstentions.

/e
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103. The CHAIRMAN gave the floor to delegations wishing to explain their vote after
the vote. --

104. Mr. POTTS (Australia) said that his delegation had supported the draft
resolution which had just been adopted even though it had had significant
reservations about the paragraphs dealing with southern Africa and, i: particular,
with Namibia. Those reservations in no way diminished Auatralia‘'s total opposition
to apartheid nor its absolute commitment to Namibia's independence, and, therefore,
in favour of a mandatory system of concerted and coherent sanctions against South
Africa. However, there was an inherent contradiction between the wholesale
condemnation of foreign economic interests in Non-S8elf-Governing Territories, which
underlay the draft resolution, and the appeals to expedite economic development
contained in draft resolutions on particular Territories. In many
Non-Self-Governing Territories, constructive foreign investment had proved to be a
potent force for economic development and the exercise of the right to
*elf-determination. If handled co rectly, foreign investment could assist economic
development through the introduction of new technology and skills and greater
employmant. Australia’s support for the draft resolution did not imply its
acceptance of the designation of SWAPO as the sole and authentic representative of
the Namibiar. people, since it was for the people themselves to freely elect their
repr esen tat ives .

105. His delegation noted with concern that, once again, the resolution had failed
to take eccount of the fishing activities of a group of countries from both East
and West which fished off Namibia‘®s coastal zone3 such activities, which brought no
revenue to Namibia, constituted an obstacle to Namibia’s early accession to
independence. It was disappointing that some members of the United Nations Council
for Namibia and other Members of the United Nations had not responded to the call
of the Council, in consultation with SWAPO, for the early proclamation of an
exclusive economic zone off Namibia’s coasty such a measure would prevent the rapid
depletion of Namibla's rich fishing stocks, which had been capably documented by
PAO. Australia hoped that, in future, delegations would submit a more balanced
report on the question of foreign economic interests.

106. His delegation hoped that the reservations which it had just expressed and
which were shared by many other delegations would be taken into account when any
further resolutions on that subject were prepared in future.

107. The issue of foreign military installations and activities was not on the
agenda of the Pourth Commi tter, and a discussion of that question was therefore a
procedural irregularity. Moreover, because Australia had had difficulties with the
content of the draft decision on that aspect of the issue, it had abstained in the
vote.

108. Miss MILLAN (Colombia) reiterated Colombia‘'s unswerving support for the cause
of decolonization and its conviction that the remaining impediments to the
decolonization of Namibia and other dependent Territories must be eliminated as
quickly as possible. The international. community must not slacken its efforts
towards that goal. The easential aim of the Committee's present efforts was to

feon
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protect the natural resources, pat ticularly the marine r esources of
Non-Self-Governing Territorias. It was that position of principle which had led
her delegation to vote for the draft resolution and the draft decision submitted to
the Committee, although it would have preferred more balanced texts. In keeping
with its foreign policv, Colombia also had reservations with regard to the
discriminatory naming of certain countries or groups of countr ies in texts
submitted to the committee.

109. Miss O'FARRELL (lreland) said that, under the umbrella of South Afr ica's
illegal occupation of Namibia, foreign economic interests continued to exploit that
Territory’s human resources and plunder its natural resourcea. Her delegation
condemned those activities without rescrvtion and therefore supported the general
thrust of the sections of the draft resolution which related to foreign economic
interests in Namibia. It could not, however, accept the argument that foreign
economic interests had, in all cases, detrimental effects in Non-Self-Governing
Territoriee. Carefully promoted economic development was an important factor in

br inging those Ter r i tor ies to independence. Administering Powers therefore had the
obligation to ensure that foreign economic interests were geared to the long-term
interests of the inhabitants of those Territories and did not constitute an
impediment to the implementation of the Declaration. The dratt resolution just
adopted by the Committee did not constitute a balanced approach bscause it did not
adequately addreas the complex range of issues confronting the remaining gmall
Non-Self-Governing Territories, for which carefully promoted economic development
remained an important factor in the achievement of independe:nce. That was why her
delegation had abstained in the vote on the draft resolution and hoped that a more
balanced draft would be submitted to the Committee in the future.

110. Mr. ERKMENOGLU (Turkey) said that his delegation had voted in favour of the
draft resolution condeming foreign economic and other interests which were impeding
the decolonization process in Namibia and in all other dependent Territories.
While Turkey strongly supported efforts to eradicate colonialism, however, it would
have preferred the resolution to make a clear distinction betwren activitlea which
really impeded the process of decolonization and those which did not. Turkey had
also voted in favour of the Jraft decision on military activities, even though it
believed that paragraphs 2, 3 and 11 could have been drafted in a more balanced
*way. Lastly, his delegation did not approve of the express mention of cer tain
countries when responsibilies could not be imputed to them with any certainty.

111. Miss PANTING (New Zealand) said that while her country could not accept that
all foreign investment was, of necessity, detrimental to progr ess towards
independence, it had aupported the draft resolution because there were examples
which proved that a good number of economic interests did in fact impede such
progress.

112. The resolution rightly drew attention to the situation in Namibia but her
delegation regretted that, while due concern was paid to the plunder of Namibia's
mineral resources, no mention was made of the plunder of the Terr itory's marine
resources by certain fishing nations.
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113. The resolution had no relevance to Tokelau, the one remaining Territory under
New Zealand’s administration, because there were no foreign companies operating in
that Territory. Some of the concerns expressed were snared by the people of
Tokelau, however, Including those in the fifteenth preambular paragraph appealing
for restrictions on the sale of land to foreigners. In that conncction, she drew
the Committee’s attention to the fact thrt, in 1986, the New Zealand Parliament had
passed legislation imposing precisely such restrictions on the sale of land in
Tokelau.

114. New Zealand had abstained in the vote on the draft decision concerning
military activities because the assertion that military activities necessarily
impeded decolonization was, in its view, too sweeping. There were, incidentally,
no activities of a military natnre In Tokelau.

115. Mrs. NAVCH}  dongolia) said that her delegation had voted in favour of the
draft resoluvtic~. and the draft decision, since both drafts reflected its position
of principle on the subject. It would, however, have preferred stronger wording
against colonial Powers and their economic,. military and other activities in the
colonial Territor ies, particularly Namibia. Roth drafts shoul also have made more
specific reference to the countries sapporting the Pretoria régime. Lastly, the
draft resolution would have been sign.ficantly stronger if it had included a
provision calling for comprehensive mandatory sanctions against the racist régime
of South Afr fca .

11" x. MORAGA (Chile: said that his delegation had voted for the dragt reaolution
on o.civi ties of foreign economic and other interests in Namibia and the other
colonial Territories but considered it inappropriate to regard foreign investments
per_se us an impediment te attaining the obiectives of decolonization. His
delegation believed that, as a general rule, foreign investments could in fact
promcte the development of certain regions, strengthen their economic
infrastructure, facilitate their access to world markets and stimulate their
progress. Mor eover, his delegation found it 1nacceptable that both the draft
regolution and the draft decision named certain countries or groaps of countries as
being responsible for the depletion of the natural resources of the Tcrritoriee
which they were supposed to protect. An objective analysis of the situation
revealed that there were many countries which had very definite and profitable
agieements with the countries thst they attacked publicly.

11’7. Mr. SINGH (Fiji) said that, in keeping with its position of principle, his
delegation had voted for the draft resolution. |t wished to state fo wally,
however, that its vote must not be construed as meaning that Fiji agreed with the
resolution in its entirety or that it belie.ed that all foreign economic activities
necessar i ly impeded the implementation of the Declaration on decoclonization. Some
clauses of those texts were unacceptable and, if a separate vote had been taken on
them, Fiji would have v¢ :ed against them. He urged that the reservations expressed
al the curren* meetiuy Oy several delegations should be taken into consideration so
that, in future, resolutions anc< decisions were acceptable to a larger number of
delegations.

/e
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118. Mr. POSTOWICZ (roland) , speaking in exercise of the right of reply, said that,
in its etatement at the previous meeting, the United Kingdom delegaciun had
mentioned Polish activities in Namibia’s offshore fishery. Poland was surprised
that the United Kingdom shnuld have so much to say about lamibia‘®s relatively small
fishing sector, while wakiing no mention of the depletion of its non-renewable
mineral resources by several Western countries and corporations, in violation of
Decree No. 1. He wished to recall that fishing represented only 2 per cent Of
Namibia's GNp.

119. Furthermore, the United Kingdom delegation and other delegations had presented
a distorted view of fishirg in Hamibia’s offshore fishery. He wished to emphasize
cer tain facts: the Interrational Commission for the Southeast Atlantic Fisheries
had been established by a convention lodged -ith FAO in Rome. That Commission
operated in complete conformity vith international law and, more precisely, with
Decree No. 1 for the Protection of the Natural Rescurces of Namibia. According to
the FAO report cited by the representative of the United Kingdom, the functions of
that Commission were to gather, study and analyse scientific information on that
part of the Atiantic and to make recommendations for the managem:nt of fishing
resources, including the fixing of catch quo. .-8. Furthermore, the authors of that
report had expressed their satisfaction with the considerable work done by the
secretariat and member countries of the Commission in gattering information and
analysing data on fishing in that region.

120. Mr. HERNANDEZ-MACHADO (Cuba), speaking in exercise of the right of reply, said
that fishing in the South-Fast Atiantic was regulated by au international
commission which fixed quotas that Cuba respected scrupulously. His country had
never dor= anything that could harm Namibia’s interests) on the contrary, it gave
Namibia all the assistance it could. He recommended that the United Kingdom
concern itself instead with settling the Namibian problem by agreeing to the
adoption of comprehensive mandatory sanctions againt South Africa, which the latter
amply deserved, in order to help the Namibian people, under the leadership of
SWAPOQO, their only authentic representative, to free themselves from apartheid and
gain control owver their natural resources.

121. As for the statement by the United States representative concerning Cuban
troops in Angola, he recalled that the concept of "linkage®” had been rejected by
the General Assembly by an overwhelming majority and reiterated that Cuba would not
withdraw its internationalist forces as long as Angola needed aid and South Africa
posed a threat to peace and security in Angola, the region and the world.

Moreover, that question was for Angola and Cuba alone to decide and his country
found it unacceptable that others should seek to use it as a pre-condition for the
implementation of Security Council resolution 435 (1978}).

122. Mr. KUTOWY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that it was not the
first time that certain Western countries had tried to hush up thei Governments’
relations with South Africa and to minimize the responsibility of tue transnational
corporations that were plundering Namibia. It was definitely the first time,
however, that a member of the Committee had been heard to propose that the quest ion
be eliminated from the General Assembly’s agenda. Such a proposal could be
explained only by the desire to give transnational corporations a free hand and a
plenary indulgence. Member Stat 2s would remain deaf to the proposal, however.
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123. The United Kingdom representative had likewise tried to present condemnation
of the activities of transnational corporations as the result of East-West
confrontation. In ceality, everyone knew that it was not East and Went that were
confronting one another on the issue but rather those who were in favour of
Namibia ‘s genuine independence and against apartheid and thome who were
collaborating with Pretor la. In order to juatify themselves, certain Western
countries and Israel did not hesitate to produce alleged evidence of Soviet
co-operation with South Afr fca. In fact, that was only a tissue of 1 ies v wen by
the secret services and should be regarded as nothing more than disinformation.
The Soviet Unioh emphasized once again that it maintained no relations of any kind,
either direct or indirect, with South Africa.

124. Miss BINH THANH (Viet Warn), speaking in exercise of the right of reply,
rejected categorically the slandercus allegations made against her country by
Malaysia and suggested that instead of accusing others, that country should exami .e
its own conscience and ark itself which side it had taken when Viet Nam had been
put to fire and the sword by imper ialist forces. The answer v.s&s clear ¢+ Malaysia
had always taken the side of imperialism and colonialism in crushing the Vietnamese
people’s just struggle for independenc «. Eve today, Malaysia was a zealous
supporter of those who had perpetrated genocide against the Kampuchean people. She
wished to point out Lo the representative of Malaysia t \at the time for acrimonious
debate among South-East Asian countries was past #nd that it was now time for a
serious and constructive exchange of views in order %o find an apprcpr late solution
to the region’s problems.

125. Hr. MORTIMEK (United Kingdom), speaking in exercise of the right of reply,
said that his statement at the previous meeting seemed to have touched the Soviet
delegation on a particularly raw nerve. It vas customary for Soviet diplomats in
such cases to either joke or discredit criticisms by asserting that they were based
on fabrications by Western intelligence earvices. If one kept to the suhstance of
the matter, hwever, the Soviet representative, despite his flights of oratory. had
attacked the Western countries in order to avoid replying to an extremely important
question raised by the United Kingdom at the previous meeting. Many members of the
C mittee were concerned at the depletion of Namibia's fishing resources and would
be happy to hear the 8Sovi t Union, Poland and Cuba say that they would immediately
stop exploiting Namibia‘'s fisher lee.

126. As for the rejection of the United Kingdom delegation‘*s assertion about

coll sion between South Africa and the soviet Union over the sale of gold and
diamonds, although he could not substantiate hie allegation8 he would be very
surprised if there could be so much smoke without fire. Lenin himself had said in
1921 that the Soviet Union must sell gold at the highest poasible price in order to
buy goods at the lowest pcssible price, and that was precisely what it was doing.
The Committee and the Se:.retariat should produce documents containing a more
balanced evaluation of the collaboration between certain countr ies and scuth Africa
instead of the steady anti-Western diatribe so characteristic of the present forum.

Jens
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127, The representative of Poland seemed to have taken it upon himself to qualify
Hamibia's fishing sector as unimportant. That representative was in a rather poor
position to do so but, even if that was true, it was no justtficatlon for
exploiting Namibia’s fisheries. It was hardly surprising that fishing represented
only 2 pexr cent of Namibia’s GNP, given the way in which the Soviet Onion and
Poland were exploiting its fishery resources. He was none the less grateful to the
Polish representative for having cited the FAO report and hoped that he would do
likewise in the United Nations Council for Namibia, in order to ensure detailed,
in-depth consideration of that importan: cuestion.

128. MITENDRO (United f“tates of Amer ica) , speaking in exercise of the right of
reply, pointed out to the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Bulgar :ia, Ukrainian
SSR and Afghanistan that under Article 83 (3) of the United Nations Charter, the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (Micronesia) was a strategic Trust Territory
and did not therefore fall within the competence of the Fourth Committee.
wished to recall that the population of Micronesia, in a legitimate act of
self-determination, had decided in a United Nations-supervised plebiscite to
terminate the Trusteeship Agreement, and that that process was under way.

He also

ORGANIZATION OF WORK

129. The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee had completed its consderation of agenda
item 107 and suggested to membe.s of the Committee that they authorize the
Rapporteur to present his report on the item directly to the General Assembly.

130. I! +s so decided.

The _meeting rose at 6.50 p.m.




