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The meeting was called to order at 3.15p.m.___ _-. -----_-.-----  .--

REQUESTS POR HEARINGS (A/C. 4/41/3/Add.  l-Add. 3)

Western Sahara

1. The CHAIRMAN said tha:. three requests for hearinqo concerninq  Western Sahara
(A/C./41/3/Add.l-Add.3)  had been submitted to the Committee. Tn 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  o n  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  Namib ia  (A/C.4/41/4/Add.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 Granting  o f  I n d e p e n d e n c e  t o  C o l o n i a l
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,nby  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 informed  the Commiti.ee that he had received two communications
containing  requests for hearings c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n  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 meetinq.

0. It was so decided----*

/ . . .



A/C. 4/41/SR.8
English
Page 3

AGENDA ITEM 105: ACl’)\IITIES  OF FDRBIGN ECONOMIC AND OTHER INTERESTS WHICH ARE
IMPEDING THE IMPLF~ENI’n’TION  OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDEPENDENCE TO
COIxlNIAL  COUNTRIBS AND PEOPLES IN NAMIBIA AND IN ALL OTHER  TBRRITORIBS  UNDER
COmIAi  DOMINATION AND EFFORTS 1’0 EI,IMINATB COLONIALISM, APARTHEID AND RACIAL
DISCRIMINATION IN SOUTHBRN  AFRICA: REPORT OF THE SPECIAL CU4NITTEB ON THE
SITUATION WITH REGARD TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF
INUEPENDBNCE  TO COLONlAL  COUNTRIES AND PEOPLES (continued_) (A/41/23 (Parts 111
and IX), A/41/341 and Corr.ll  A/AC.109/850,  852, 854, 855, 858 and Cocr.1, 860,
862, 863, 8651 A/CON??.138/4-A/AC.131/179/Add.l,  A/cONF.138/7-A/AC.l31/203#
E/C.l0/1986/9) (continued)- . . - -

9. Mr. TABB  (Afqhaniatan) 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 unmnditicnally
their military bases and installations from colonial territories.

10. Thus, the racist Pretoria rCgime, with the firm support of certain Western
State6, was continuing its illegal military occupation of Namibia and refuPed 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 the Bast-West confrontatilm,  nor linked to extraneous issces,
without diminishing the importance of the right of all nations to
self-determirlation  and indeysndence. His delegation therefore categorically
rejected all attempts to “link” 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
ite acts of aggression against the front-line States, was bralldishing  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 collaborata  in the development of the military and nuclear capacity
of the racist South African rdgime which eeric*lsly  thrqatened 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 r,otential  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
wall a Continuation of the commitment of IJnited States imperialism to hegemony and
to the supprension  of national liberation movements in the region. Puerto Rico, as
a Strategic military base, was used as an instrument of that uqqressive policy.

13. The United Statws 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

/ . . .
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(Mr. Taeb, Afghanistan)

strategic  military baae in the Pacific which would l erve ita purpoae of l nauring
control over vaat ragima in that part of the world and of intimidating the
independent St8 tea. Thoao l ativitiea wore in alemr violation of Article 73 2 of
the Charter and of the prwiaiara  of the Dealaration  on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Cwntriea  and Paoplea.

14. In reply to aaauaationa levelled  by the repreaentativea of two adainiaterinq
Powera, who had deaaribed a ataterent whiah ho had made the previoua day on foreign
economic intereata aa a #et of lioa,  he l xplainod that he had only Quote11  data from
official United Uationa  documenta. In fact, therefore, what bad been ahallenged
waa United Nation8 documenta, including roaolutiona. If there were any fact8 or
figure8 which thoae Powera could ante in aupport  of their argumonta  challenging the
data publiahed by the United Nations, he would ba OOre than happy to hear them.

15. Mr. MAHONEY  (Gambia), outlining the hiatory of Namibia, aaid that, while
exploitation of the Territory by forolgn interoata had been greatly intensified,
the methods uaed remained l aaentially the 88110. South Africa, the illegal
occupying Power, had l atually arrogated to itaolf the role of auaerrin and had wld
to the highest bidder conoeaaiona  for exploiting Namibia*a  abundant natural
r eaourcea . In that situation, which had no foundation in law, trananationa1
cQrpor#tiona becamo  conraioua aaaorpliaem of the apartheid r/91-.

16. The concession8 aold to foreign intereata ware an important source of revenue
for the racist rdgime, 88 deaaribed in detail by Standing Coaaittee II in ita
report. There warn clear collusion  with the apartheid ayatem, because thoae
intereats conferred a aeablanoe of legitiucy on Sonth Africa’8  illegal presence  in
Namibia and subaidiaed its military effort. The moat dangerous  conmequencea  of
that collaboratiar were the huge profita reaped by foreign Power8 which were thua
indulgent toward8 the raaiat rdgim,  evan to the point of championing it. Riatory
waa replete with episodes in which Government8 had been led to diaaater by buaineaa
sharks.

17. It wan therefore clear that foreign econolia , nilitary  and other intereats
were bleeding the Territory white and jeopardlaing ita future 88 an independent
nation,. Concrete and imadiata  aation warn eaaontial  for iaplementing the United
Nationrl  plan #et forth in Seaurity Counail reaolution 435 (1978). If the
plundering of Namibia *a resource8 warn to be atoppod and the Territory enabled to
accede swiftly to independence undar the leaderahip of SWAPOr  its wle authentic
repraaentative, the mandatory sanction8 specified  in Chapter VII of the Charter
must be imposed as a matter of the utnoat  urgency.

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

19. Mrs. BYRNE (United State8 of tirica) aaid that the United State8 continued to
SUPpOrt  fully the right of self-determination for all peoples, which had inapired
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.

/. . .
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20. The debate on the activities  of ult!na~ional  corporatiara  in
non-•elf-governing territoriee  waa frequently  tainted by outaoded and erroneous
a8aumpt  lane. Some Member Statea cont?.nued  to claim - l lthou9h the fact8 proved
otherwiae - that those corporatioaa impeded pclitiaal  and eoonomi<*  progress. In
fact, the indeflndent  countries of Afrior and Aria which had beon aoat aucceaaful
in developing their l conoaiea - C&e d’Ivoire,  Kenya, the Republic of Korea,
Singapore, Thailsnd or even member8  of the Gulf Co-operation Council - were
precisely  the countries that had welcoaad foreign investment.  The benefit0 of ouch
inveatment were lisnyr new technologies, aore joba,  higher export earning@,
upgraded labour akilla and advanced trainin,. Other countr lea, including aoae
whoae idwlogy would l eeaingly argue againat t.k participation  of ~ltinatiOMl8
were beginning to realize  that they had everything to 9ain Era foreign investment.

21. Non-aelf-govern.ng  territories  a:\o benefited fro the presence  of foreign
intereata. Multinatlonal  corporations could pave the way to self-determination  by
prwiding thoae territories with the financial  and huun reaourcea they needed to
c?•ate viable economies. The positive role prayed by the private wctor  in
providing educa’ion  a,nd developing entrepreneurial akilla uaa increasingly  being
recognized by k*ey  developent inat!tutiara  ouch aa the World Bank.

22. Nations all wer the world were turning increasingly  tacras .a the f:ee mrket.
During the special  semaion of ’ a General Aaaeably on the critical economic
situation in Africa, the African natiana had called for reform leading to greater
reliance on their private sector8 Los economic growth. Only a few year8 earlier,
many African Government8 had mm either hootile  or indifferent to foreign private
en terpr lee. Now, even oountriea  wdth a Marxtat  oriaat8tion uere increasingly  (huger
for trade and investment relationa with the Weat.

23. The real obstacle to the indepnb~  w of mribia waa tho presence  on Angolan
territory of aore than 35,000 Cuban trcqm and military adviaera. Althouqh the
removal of thoae troopa was not a requirement of Security Council resolution
435 (1978) for the independence of Wa~ibLa, South Africa hsd lid@ c Aear it8
readineaa to proceed to impleaentit loa only in the context of a parallel commitment
to reaoive the iaaue of Cuben  troop withdrawal. The United State8 believed that
that iaaue must be dealt with aa (I pactical  neceaaity to crbtaiq a durable
settlement acceptable to all partiea. It was actively en9aged  ln trying to remove
that final obstacle.

24. Reqerding South Africa, there waa no doubt that ertheid was a despicable
tiyaten  which muat be elirinated  88 aooa aa poaaible. Bowever, it auat be
eliminated in a urnner which did not leave in eahea the hope8  ot a poqeroua  and
multiracirtl  society in aouthern  Africa. Everyam  know  that the Onitul State8
Government had never looked favourably on ecanomic  aanctiona a9ainat  South Aft ice.
However, since the Congreaa of the United Statea bad voted for nnCtiw8 the
Committee could reat aaaueed that the aauctiara  would be applied. Diainveatment,
which would certainly increase  the riaery  of thouaanda  oi black South African@, vll@
not pert of the measure8 adopted.

/ . . .
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25. In that connection she pointed out that a majority ot black South Africans
employed by United States multinational vporations worked for subsidiaries of
United Statea firms which were siqnatorieb  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
provlded training, education, health and housing progssmmes  representing annual
expenditures of $200 million, which benefited not only the 200,000 people which
t:rose corporations employed but the larger population as well.

26. There were, undoubtedly, certain canes of exploitative foreign economic
practices. To cite only one example, a number of counts ies, including those who
most vituperatively denounced the alleged exploitation of Namibia’s minerai wealth,
had been plundering its f iehery stocks, violating with impunity the 200~-alle
exclusive economic zone. United Nations institutions, including FAO, :?ad
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 developnents  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 Valle’.a 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, ambly 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 inevitabl:) 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. While 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 developsrent of the people of those
Territories and to protect the human and natural resources of those Territories,
had not been carried out1 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 Namibian  people were being compelled to
defend their strategic irlterests  in the context of East-West confrontation.

/ . . .
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31. In that connection, his delegation wished to once again voice its concern at
the mwements 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
necur ity. At the lame time, Peru w&s 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 uas 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 hia annnal 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 > Ed recently established
diplomatic relatio-rs  with SWAH), which it recognised  and wtwse  just struggle
against the oppressor it supported.

33. The Eighth Sumnrtit  COnferonce  of Non-aligned Countries held at Bsrare had
reaffirmed that the ackivities  of foreign economic interests in Namibia were
impeding the deccI.onization process and were incompatible with the relevant United
Nations resolutions and the advisory opinion of the Internationsl  court of
Just ice. His delegation was firmly in favour of strict sanctions against South
Africa. It WLY utterly convinced that Namibia’s independence was inevitable and
once more gave notice to those who were co-operating with th<: oppressor that W
would be heZd  responsible for the consequences of the choice they had msde,  in
defiance oP. justice. Finally, it supported ttre L~ecommendat.ions  of the Special
Committee of 24, to which it was grateful for its precious contribution to the
cause of decolonisation.

34. Mr. KOSTJY (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+ns, the olonial Powe?s
and certain Western countries wntinued to depr ivc colonial peoples of their
lcgitil  Ite rights over the natural resources of their Territories and to oppose
their legitimate aspirations to self-determination, genuine independancs 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 itr 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 Unf ! t’ Nations Council for Namibia
(A/CONF.138/7-A/AC.131/?03)  and the Secretary-General’s note (E/C.10/1986/9) gave a

/ . . .
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clear picture of the practices of Western transnational corporations in Namibia.
According to document A/Am. 131/22, over 60 per cent of Namibia’s grose clOmstic
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 Namibis also denounced the continuing
co-operation between foreign banks operating in Namibia and the Pretoria racist
rCgime, which enabled that r&ime to finance its military operations and to
perpetuate its repressive ~licies 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 puttinc an end to the polic\  of “constructive engagement” pursued by
the United States and some of its allies with regard to the racist Pretoria r&ime,
and sunported the recommendations of the Special Committee of 24 (A/AC.lOg/SSl).

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 f,,r 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 interfpre  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 re9ioll-  In
contravention of its obligations under Article 75 (a) and Article R4 of the
Charter, the United States had imposed on the Mi~ronesian island of Palau
agreements that would permit the transit of nuclear weapons through the Territory.
Accordinq 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 dependent  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 demilitartzed  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 aa 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. WAWUME  KIBEDI  (Uganda) said that his Government, which had ita origins in
the national resistance movement which had fought and finally tr tumphed  over yoarm
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
!n their struggle against the racist r6gime and its collaborators. Although
decolonizatiOn efforts had prcqrosaed significantly in the past 40 years, they were
etill hampered by foreign economic and other intereats  which persistently violated
the rights of peoples in dependent Territories.

43. k&where  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 ite resources. The two mainstays of the
Namibian economy, the mining and fishing ir,dustries , were largely dominated by
South Africa and by tranenational  corporations which exploited them to the hilt to
their c-m advantage, without concerning themselveu with the Territory’s internal
development. Trsna!lational  corporations had thus helped directly and indirectly to
eustain the apartheid system and the occupation of Namibia.

44. Hie 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 rmndatory  arms
embargo, military aluipment 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 or home and its means of waging aggression against the
front-line States.

45. :Iouth  Africa’s sc.lf-portrayal  as the laat line of defence that sc --iid
Western interests in the region had against communism was indefen,able. 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 ofi in slavery so long as they were fed by their: master. Uganda
totally rejected the strategy of linking Namibian independence to the withdrewal  of
Cuban troops frolr Angola. The actions of the South African rdgime had exposed the
bankruptcy of the policy of “constructive engagement”, which had merely served to
encourage Pretoria’s repressive and aggressive @icies, in growing contempt of the
international cormnunity.

46. For 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 mpe with tC.e impact of sanctions. In that regard, his delegation
welcomed the recent decision by the United States Congress to impose sanctions. It
called unon 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 a_gsrtheid, which
was an insult to the entire black race, and reaEfirmed that the struggle of the
Namibian and South African peoples to exercise their fundamental human rightm was a
juat cause whose triumph was inevitable.

/ . . .
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48. Mr. MASHWAUI  (Islamic Republic of Irsn) said that , since the adoption by the
General Assembly in 1960 of the Ueclaration on the Qranting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples , mnny  countr  lee had gained indapendencr,  yet the
problem of colonialism was still not settled. The notoriou..  eyatem of apartheid
had not been dismantled, nor had Namibia attained independence, despite all the
l ffor te made over the peet 40 yearr, particularly  within the United Nations.
Never the less, if there was one subject  on which the internstionrl  community
unanimously agreed, it was apartheid. Rerponsibility  for that failure clearly lay
with those Western States that suppo:ted the policy of apartheid and misused their
veto.

49. Foreign investments,  which by their sheer voluma played a vital role in the
key sectore  of the economy and in South African mili~sry  policy, together with the
rdgime’a  collaboration with tranrnatlonal  corporations explainrd  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 rigime had made the Nsmibian economy totally dependent on
South Af r ica .

5c. Few rdgimes  showed so many similarities  as did the racist rbgime of South
Africa snd the Zionist rigline: both diecr iminated aga in’lt indigenous peoples and
constantly att-eked neighbouring States1 they were also the r6gimes most frequently
condemned by tile internatic.nal  community , and both were supported by the United
States Administration.

51. South tifr ica continued to occ~** mamibia  illegally, in violation of General
Asacrvbbl.y  resolution 2145 (X%1) 3f ;L7  October 1966, which had terminated its Mandate
over t’*e Torr itory,  and no concrete progresn $ad been made towar&s securing
Wamibi~.“s  1 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 AfrioeI it believed that greater p1 eseure
4Qould  be exerted on the Pretoria rigime through the application of the sanctions
specified in Charter  VII of the United Nations Charter and in Security Council
resolution 283 (1970), and that rupport  for the struggle led by SWAP0 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 Peo!*les. It could hardly be
said that local populations  did not object to nuclear tents or that the
installation of weapons of maas destruction was in their interest.

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

Ursft  resolution on foreign economic interests and draft decision on military
Tt,~,vit1cs

54. The CliAIRnAN  said that he floor was open to delegations wishing to spak on
the draft resolution and draft decision contained In chapters IV and V of document
A/41/23 (Part IiX) respectively.
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55. Mr. SKOFENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that the military
activElee  of colonial Powers in the .Tecritoriea  under their administration, which
threatened international peace and security, were in fact Intended to crush
national liberation movemente. Namibia wau a case in point.

56. South Africa maintained a lOO,OOO-,rnan army of occupation on Namibian
territory, spread out over 90 bnree. To overoome  the reriatance  of the Namibian
people under the leadership of SWAPO, South Africa wae unleashing special units in
Namibia nxrde  up in part of foreign mercenaries , which were terrorizing  the civilian
population. In addition, South Africa wae now using Namibia an a base from which
to launch attacks against neighbouring countries, particularly Angola.

5 1 . Those activities  were poeaible only because  Pretoria enjoyed the support Of
major 5feotern Pa.ers  and financial circles, and because foreign corporations did
not hesitate to violate the arnm embargo. Pretoria’s military co-operation w th
Tel Aviv wao alao significant aince nearly  all the weapona  currently produced in
South Africa were based on Israeli models. Finally, the intern. :ional community
could not but share the African wuntries’ concern at Pretoria’s efforts to obtain
nuclear, chemicel and bacteriological weapons and at the support South Africa was
receiving for those efforts from Western carporations.

50. The Ukrainian SSK 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 increaued moral and political support, aa well as
assistance in all fields, to FWAPO  to enable it to intensify ita 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%ntal  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-SUDAN1 (Iraq) said that all colonial Territoriee,  regardless of their
size orpopulation, must be able to exercise their right to self-determination and
independence frrrly. Dispatching visiting missions to those Territories, like the
one to Tokelau :: prev ioue year, was the beat way to ascertain the aspirations Of
the local populat,ie,o. Neither fore:gn  economic intereats  nor military interests,
which often went hand !r. hand, should impede the implementation of General Assembly
resolution 1514 (Xv). It was ~casionally  maintained that foreign presence in
Non-Self-Governing Territories was beneficial because ic generated employment.
That argument was unacceptable, for freedom had no price.

61. Iii~ delegation called on all administering Powers to prevent the transnational
CorPOratiws  under their jurisdiction from plundering the resources of the
Ttrritories  they adminietered and from holding those Territor  lea back as they moved
towards independence.

/ s..
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62. Namibia was a blatant example of that form of neo-colonialiet exploitation
which had been condemned by numerous international aeminacm and conferences
organixed dur ing 1986. That question ua8  dealt with in documenta A/CDNF.l38/4
and 7, &/C.10/1986/9 and A/41/23 (Parts III and IX). The continued occupation of
Waaibia wan a severe teat of the credibility of the United Nationa. Cer ta in Staten
Wemberr of the United Nations were hardly concerned about the independence of
Namibia and considered it of less importance to them than political
coneidora  t lone. The repugnant rigime of apartheid which, contrary to cer lain typea
of enlightened Yolonization”, in no way aought to bring about the eauncipation  of
the indigenous population, was in fact the only party to benefit from the
status  quo.

63. Iraq, aa an independent non-aligned country, firmly supported the struggle of
the Namibian people under the leadership  of SWAPO, their sole and authentic
representative,  using all means at their dispoasl, including armed struggle.

64. Iraq condemned the support provided by certain State8  to the Prttor la rigime,
which thus enabled it to strengthen ite military power and to defy the United
Nations Organisation, the front-line Btrrter  and, in fact, Africa am whole. Hifl
delegation denounced in particular the growing econoaic and military co-operation
between the Zionist r&gins  and the apartheid rdgine, which had permitt&  thooe  two
partnerr  to acquire nuclear weapons. It called upon the international community to
intensify  its pressure on the South African rdgime by reinforcing the boycott
decreed agrtinst  it and to rapidly bring about Namibia’s accession to independence.
The apartheid rigime could not indefinitely resist the march of history, and all
people8 would inevitably achieve their independence.

65. The CIIAIIU4AN  gave the floor to 3clegations wishing to explain their vote
before the vote.

66. IQ. DELmSE (Belgium) said that hia delegation would vote against the draft
rerolution  on the activities of foreign interests became several paragraph6  of the
draft carelessly lumped together the current situation  in Wamibj.a  and the very
different situation thrt existed in other Won-Self-Governing mrritoriea. Ae
regretted that the text ignored the relatively positive developente,  having regard
to the international economic situation, in most of the ‘Fcrr itor ice concerned, and
that consequencea harmful to indigenous populations continued to be syatcm~tically
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
paasing  year. The question might also be asked whether ou h an attitude did not
reflect reeentment  at the poor results  obtained elsevhere by other methods. The
sincerity of the denunciations of military activities, L-eal 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. Rs wished to rucall his delegation’s consietent  support for the many
resolutionrl of the United Nations aimed at putting an end to the illegal occupation
of Namibia and to South Africa’s policy of wrtheid. While acknowledging that the
Organization was called upon to take an active InGest in the political, economic
and social development of small  Torr itor ies that were not yet independent, it hoped
that such situations would bs examined with objectivity and realism and with the
sole intentior of snrving the populations concerned.

69. Mr. PRKlJR,I-  (ipinland), speaking on behalf of the five Nordic countries,
reaffirmed that they were very committed to the implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting oL.  ITdependence  to Colonial Countries and Peoples in all
Territories under colonial domination, including Ramibia and that they hrld the
South African Government responsible  for the prevailing oppression and instability
in southern Africa. Furthermore, the Nordic countries conderned the activitiee  of
all foreign economic interests which impeded the process oE decolonization  in
Namibia and in other Ron-Self-Governing Territories.

70. The draft resolution under consideration  by the Cafilaittee, 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 oc 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 activities, the Nordic
countries had reaervatione with regard to the iaplicit  endormement  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
groupe of countrieta 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 drc1sicr.r.

72. Mr. MAJOOR  (Retherlands) said that his country would continue to support all
efforts by the international comaunity to put an end .to South Africa’s illagal
occupetion  of Namibia and to nllcu  the Ramibian  people to exercise their right to
meli-determination. While recognising the msjor  role played by RUAPO,  the
Netherlands considered that, before free elections were held, no political group
should be designated as the sole and authentic representative of the Namihian
people.

73. Concerning the other Ron-Self-Governing Territories, tb Nether lands was
confident that the administering Powers  would cant Inue to promote the interests of
the inhabitants, in close co-operation with them. It therefore regretted that
certain speakers had tried to depict those Territories  as “victin\e” of unmittgated
colonialism and had -de accusations which fo d no baeia in the reports prepared
by the Secretariat. As a result, the debate I that agenda item wan becoming each
year 11y)re  eterlle  and artificial and was being transformed into a rhetorical
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warfare against the values of nations which, like the Netherlandr, l 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 atop would also help to ahor ten
the agenda of the Fourth Committee.

74. The draft reaolutioo  in document A/41/23 (Part III)  contained unhelpful and
contentioui  propositions  that were unlikely to advance the intereata of the
Non-Self-Governing Territories. It was wrong, for example, to aaaume thet all
foreign economic interests were, by definition, an impediment to the
self-determination  of peoplea. Rore’gn  inveatmenta could and l hould play a role in
accelerating the economic and aocial  development of thoae Territories. It wan
unacceptable that the .role of Weatern countries should be aingled out in a number
of paragrepba and that 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 L. the
other States members of the European Community, of aelective mandatory aaIction8,
it waa unable to join in efforta  to totally ia~late  South Africa, aa had Leen
called for in paragraph 18. lor those reaaona, hia delegation would vote aga inat
the draft reaolution.

75. Wr. JOPPE (Israel)  otrongly objected to the singling out of his country by
name in paragraph 8 of the draft decision. Israel could shed l ome light on the
-other countr lea” to which the draft decision referred without specifying them.
From 1980 to 198d, 167 oil tankers had brought 251.2 million barrels of Arab oil to
South Africa, coming mainly from Bahrain, Iran, Kuwait, man, Qatar, Saudi Arabia
and the United Arab Wliratea. He alao wiahed to recall hio statement of the
PreViOUe day on the diamo,ld,  gold and platinum connection and wished to aaaure the
CMittee that the singling out of Iarael without any proof would not c8moufl89e
the real collaborators. Israel would therefore ab8’caiil in the vote on the draft
resolution and would vote againat the draft decision.

7 6 .  Wr.- SCRKIm- (Federal  Republic of Germany) regretted that, despite ito deep
comitaent  to the right of all peoples to self-determination, hia delegation wdls
compelled to vote against the draft reaolution before the Committee.

71. 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 wan undoubtedly an
asset to newly indepex,dent  State8 which were eeeking to put into place their own
economic systema. Moreover, hi& delegation could not accept the eingling  out in
the draft resolution of three Member States, one of which wan his own, a procedure
that was incompatible w1i.h  the epirit of co-operation which ehould inepire the work
of the Committee.

70. With regard to the draft decision on nilitary  activitiee, he wirrhd  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. Mr.  AQKI (Japan) aaid that he had difficulties in a&scribing  to the hanic:
thrust of the draft resolution on the activities of forergn  cccnomdc  and other
interests, inasmuch ao all such  activltiee  were represented as necessarily
prejudicial. In fact, wbethar or no+  euch &tivitiee 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 beneCici.al  influence on Non-Golf-Governing Terr itor its,
par titularly  with regard to the transfer of technology, Inlnagement  training and the
creation of job opportunities. His delegation deplored the fact that, yasc after
y-r I a group of Member StaLee were singled out car criticiem. That undesirable
practice wae counter-productive for the enhancement of concerted international
action. For thoae reaeons,  his delegation could not support the draft resolution
and would abetain in the voting.

80. Mr. MORTWK5  (Hnitc .1 Kingdom), speaking on behalf oE 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 a8 the representative 01 the United Kingdom, he said that he would
vote against the draft resolution on foreign interests, which warn  unhelpful and
controversial. fnotead,  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 a..+aumption  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 eocial 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 responsibln. The
reeolution  under consideration had lost all meaning and purpose because it had
become divorced from the real world.

82. Hi6 delegation looked forward to the &y when the Fourth Committee cc *Id 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 remmining  Non-Self-Governing Terr ttor ies.

83. Mr. McWAN  (Canada) said that he had already oxpressed reservations  concerning
the exceseivaly polemical and repetitive nature of the reports bnd resolutions on
which the Committee was called upon to take a decision. He had also reviewed the
actions taken by Canada to exert pressure on the South African regime to abolish
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 decieione  which were so
unbalanced and 8ome  proviaione  of which hsd extra-territorial implications
inapplicable under Canndien law , called into queetion the independence of
l pecialired bodies such as the International Monetary Fund and the World  Bank and
took atI a given 8 status for certain organisations that l everal delegations had not
accepted. His delegation  had serious reservations concerning texts which, becauoe
of their polemical and complicated phraseology, tended to turn support for the
legitimate purpoee for decoloairation into a diatribe against the Weetern States.
Such taxto, instead of making the Organiration “a centre for harmonizing the
actions of nationan, as provided for in the Charter, foatered diviciveneaa,
dirharmony and disagreement. For the above-mentioned raaaona, his delegation would
abstain in the voting on the draft resolution contained in document
A /41 /23  (Part  I I I ) .

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 conaideraticn  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. BWTELICA  (France) said that his delegation hsd serious reservations
concefning the draft resolution on foreign intereats. France muld not accept the
condemnation in principle, as contained in the text of the draft, of the activities
of Foreign enterprisas  in the remaining Won-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 liring
and working conditions of the labour fort , the environment and the eccnomic  fabric
of the territory, such a state of affairea did not exist in all Won-Self-Governing
Territories or only in such Territories. fhe real problem lay, in fact, in the way
markets were orgtnized and the unbalanced character of relations between developing
countr lea and industr la1 iaed countr lea.

87. ?n 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, ano that constituted one of the
axes of its foreign policy, whether it was a queation of public aid for
development, the organization of raw materialn markets, the reform of the
international monetary and financial system or raapect for the rulea of
internatiolral  trade.

88. The reservations which it had exp.esaed,  would, in themselves, have led his
delegation to abs ta in. However I it noted with regret that the draft resolution
kfore  the Committee also,  menttoned certain Member Statea 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 r which related to military activities, him
delegation maintainao, on the uubject of procedure, the reservations that it had
expreaaed on many occasions. Itu 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 reaeon, it would, as in the preceding year, vote againat
that draft.

90. Mr. BARILJARO  (Italy) reaffirmd  his country’s firm commitment to the cause of
decol&ixation  and aarrured the Cormaittee  that italy supported to the beat of ita
abi!ity the efforts amde by the United Nations to bring that process to an end
apeedily and peacefully.

91. His dele~atlon  waa also convinced that it was necessary  to continue to follow
closely the activltiea of foretgrr  intereata in Non-Self-mverning  Territories but
deplored the tendency that had raerged  in the Camnittee since ‘1982 to proceed to a
vote on reaolutionn  and decisions drefted in a controversial manner. His
delegation could not accept the general thrum lr a number of the featurea of thore
texts, pax t;cularly  when it was implied that a. A foreign economic investmenta wert
prejudicial to the economic and political developent of Won-Self-Governing
Territories. That statement was,  to say th6 least, aurpriaing  in view of the fact
that, at that very moment , the General Asaonbly  in plenary sesaion  was calling for
increased capital inputs for developing countr iea. It alas diaregarded the
economic theory that capital and technological  kqmta were beneficial tc the
development of all countries, even induatrialiaed countr lee, and It pew lized
Won-Self-Governing Territories by roeso  of their atatua by ignoring t,relr
developamnt needs.

92. Similary, his delegation could not accept that certain countries, including
some of Italy’s partner6 in the European Eccnomic Community, ahculd be singled out
and accused of having special reaponribility  for practices that were in no way
proven to be prejudiciel  to Won-Self-Governing Territoriee. For those reasons, hia
delegation would vote against the draft resolution.

93. Mr. ORTIGAO (Portugal) aaid that , although hia delegation fully shared the
concern over the effects of the unchecked activities  of foreign interests in
Non-Self-Governing Territories and ooncurrcd  with mny positive  factors of 5ha
draft resolution contained in docun~nt A/41/23 (Part III) (chep.  IV, para. ll), it
would vote against that draft resolution. Portugal could not agree that all
foreign economic int.ereata  were necessarily prejudicial or that they automatically
obstructed efforts tc ensure the acceesion  of Won-Self-Governing Territories to
aelf-determination and independence. There was a contradictton  between the
wholesale condemnation of all foreign economic involvement in Non-Self -Governing
Territories, which was implicit  in the draft resolution, and the calln made in
other recommendationa of the Committee, es well as in the Charter, for the further
economic development of those same Terr itor lee. Por tugs 1 could ala 3 not accept the
fact that three Statea membera  of the European Community had been mentioned by name
in the te.ct.
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94. With regard to the draft decision on military activities  contained in
chapter V, paragraph 11, of the same doculrant, 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 resolutian  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 people6 to dinpose  of their natural resources, and the
administering Powers’ obligation to promote thw progrose of the populations of the
Non-Self-Governing Territories and to protect those natural resources.
Never theleas, since the texts of the current eeoston were a restatement of texts of
pravioua yearm,  Uruguay deemed it necessary to enter t:he same reservation.3 as it
had in the paut, eince it preferred more balaciced texts. It wauld  also vote in
favour of the draft decision on military activtttes  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 coneidarntion  of agenda Atem 105.

96. MC. LI)HIA (Papua New Guinea) said that peoples living in Lzlonial  situations
were not able to influence either the economic acttvities  conducted by others or
the equitable distribution of the wealth resulting dram foreign investment. Whiie
Papua New Guinea respected the views on the importrnce of economic and social
devcloplnent  in the dependent Territories and on other countries’ assistance in that
development, it found it difficult to vote for resolutions in which certain
Lwuntries 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 lion.

97. The CHAIRMAN i qvited the Committee to vote on the draft resolution recommended
by the Spcbal Committee on activities of foreign economic and other interests
[A/41/23 (Part III) (chap. IV, para. 11) J.

98. A recorded vote wes requested.

In favour* Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, .Angola * Argentina, Australia,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei
Mrussalam,  Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorusslan
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Dj”!.~ti,
Ecuador, Egypt.,  Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, German Democrdtic
Repllblic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jammica,  Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Loo People’s Cemccratic Republic, Lebanon,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahic iya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,  Mozomeiquc,  New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger ia, Oman, Pakistan, Ptnama, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Qstar, &mLunLa,  Rwanda, Sao T&me  and
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Principe,  Saus Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, St A Lanka, Syrian
Arab Republic , Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,.
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of Tanzania. Uruguay,
Venezuela, Vitt Nom, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Aga instr Belgium, FranceI Germany, Federal Republic of, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingdom of Great Br 1 tain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America.

Abe ta iningr Au&r  ia, Bahamas, Cameroon, Canada, C&e d’Ivoirt,  Denmark
Finland, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Lesotho,
Malawi, Norway, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden.

99. The draft reeolution was adopted by 91 vote6 to 9, with 18 abstentions.

100. Tht CRAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on th,2 Jraft decision on militnry--
aCtiVititfJ and arrangements [A/41/23 (Part III) (chap.  v, para. ] I)] ~

101. A recorded vote was requested.

In favour I- - Afghanistan, Albania, Alger la, Angela , Argent ins, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,
Rulgar is, Burkina Faso, Burma, BurIJndi,  Byelorussian  Soviet
Socialist Republic, China, Colombia, (3% d’lvoirt,  Cuba, Cyprus,
Cztchoslovak is, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Bcuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana,  Guinea, Guinea-Blssau, Haiti, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democrratic  Republic, Ichanon,
Liber ir , Libyan Arab Jamahiriyc  , Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali,
Mexico, Mongolia, MWocco, Mozamb;iqut.  Nicaragua, Niger ia, Gman,
Pakistan, Panamm, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome end Pr incipe, Saudi Arabia,
Stnega 1, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
TogO I ‘Trinidad and -ago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Uni<j  I of Soviet .30cialist Republic0,
United1  Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Wet  Nam,  Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

instrAga Belgium,  Canada, France, Germany, ,t%deral Republic of, Israel,
Italy,. Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, United Arab
Emirat:ea,  United Kingdom of Great Bcitain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America.

Abstaininer-. Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Cameroon, Chile, Denmark, Finland,
Gr eect , Iceland, Ireland, T.esotho,  Malawi, New Zealand, Norway,
Spain, Swaziland, Sweden.

102. The draft resolution was adopted by 89 votes to 13 with 17 abstentions.~.--------....---L- I _ - -
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103.  The CHAIRMAN gave the floor to delagations  uiohing to explain their vote after
the vote. --

104. Mr. POWS (Australia) said that his delegation had supported the draft
reeolution which had just been adopted even though it had had slgnifirant
reservations about the paragraphs dealing with southern Africa and, i particular,
with Namibia. Those reservations in no way diminished Auutralia’s  total opposition
to apartheid nor its absolute commitment to Wmibla’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-Self-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 lnvastnent had proved to be a
potent force for econoaic development and the exercise of the right to
*elf-determination. If handled co rectly,  foreign investment could assist eLonomic
development through the introduction of new trchnology and skills and greater
employment. Australia’s support for the draft resolution did not imply its
acceptance of the designation of SWAP0 as the sole and authentic sepresentatlve  of
the Namibian  people, since it was for the people themselves to freely elect their
r epr esen ta t ives .

105. His delegation noted with concern that, once again, the resolution had failed
to take scoount of the fishing activities of a group of countries from both East
and Welt which fished off Nsmibia*s coastal sonet  such activities, which brought no
revenue to Nsnibia,  cunatltuted an obstacle to Namibia’s early accession to
independence. It vas disappointing that same members of the United Nations Council
for Namibia and other timbers of the United Nations had not responded to the call
of the Council, in consultation with SWAPS,  for the early proclamation of an
excluszve economic rone off Namibia’s coast,  such a measure would prevent the rapid
depletion of Namibia’s  rich fishing stocks, which had been capably documented by
FAO. Australia hoped that, in future, delgations  would submit a more balanced
repor,t  on the question of foreign economic intereots.

106. His delegatio.?  hoped that the reservations which it had just expccssed  and
which were shared by suny 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 Colambia’s  unswerving support for the cause
of &axtiolr  and its conviction that the remaining in@iments  to the
decolonixation  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 Carmittee’s present efforts was to

/ .“.
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protect the natural resources , pat titularly  the marine r Pflourcefl of
Non-Self-Governing Territoriee. It was that position of principle which had led
her delegation to vote for the draft resolution and the draft decision submitted t-0
the Committee, although it would have preferred more balanced texts. In keeping
with its foreign policv,  Colombia also had reservations with regard to the
diecriminatory  naming of certain countries or groups of countr lea in texts
submitted to the committee.

109.  Miss O’FARRELL (Ireland) said that, under the umbrella of South Afr Ica’a
illeg~occupation  of Namibia, foreign economic int.ereste continued to exploit that
Territory’s human resources and plunder its natural resourLYfs. 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 Eoreign
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 dralt  resolution just
adopted by the Committee did not constitute a balanced approach b,rcause it did not
adequately addreds  the complex range of issues confronl.irrq the remaining small
Non-Self-Governing Territories, for which carefully promoted economic development
remained an important factor in the achievement of independq:nce. That was why her
delegation had abstained in the vote on thP draft resolution and hoped that a more
balanced draft would be submitted to the Committee in the future.

110. Mr. ERKMlWOGLU  (Turkey) said that his delegation had voted in favour of t-he
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 between  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 Lain
countries when reaponsibilies  could not be imputed to them with any certainty.

111. Miss PANTING (New Zealand) said that while her country could not acc.ept that
all foreign investment was, of neceesity, detrimental to progr es:1 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 wae paid to the plunder of Namibia’e
mineral resources, no mention was made of the plunder of the Tcrr itory’s  marine
resources by certain fishing nations.
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(Miss Panting, New Zealand)I - -

113. The resolution had no relevance  to mkelau, the 3ne 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 prcambular paragraph appealing
for rrstrictions  on the sale of land to foreigners. In that connection, she drew
the Committee’s attention to the fact thrt, in 1986, the New Zealand Parliament had
passed legislation imposing precisely SlJCh  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 nattrre  In Tokelau.

115. Mrs. NAVCCHP 4ongolia) said that her delegation had voted in favour of the
draft reeolutrc-:  and the draft decision, since both drafts reflected its position
of principle on the subject. It would, however, have preferred stronger wording
agflinst colonidl  Pavers and their economic,. military and other activities in the
colonial Territor lee , particularly Namibia. Roth drafts shoul also have made more
specific reference to the countries rIpporting  the Pretoria rhgime. Lastly, the
draft  resolution would have been siyrfi2 ficantly stronger if it had included a
provision calling for comprehensive mandatory sanctions against the raciet  r6gime
of South Afr fca .

11’ “:. MORAGA  ichhl1e:-__._-_.-__ said that his delegstion had voted for the draCt  reaolution
on U- 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 ar1 impediment to attaining the oblectives  of decolonizaticm.  His
delegation believed that, as a general rule, foreign investments could in fact
promote the development of certain regions, strengthen their economic
infrastructure, facilitate t.heir  access to world markets and stimulate their
progress. Hoc eover , his delegation found it lrnacceptable  that both the draft
reaolutio:,  and the draft decision named certain countries or grolrps  of countries aa
being responsible for the depletion of the natural reoources 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
aqieements with the countries thst they attacked publicly.

11’7. Mr. SINGH (Fiji) aaid that, in keeping with its position oE principle, his
delegation had voted for the draft resolution. It wished to etate fo 8mlly,
however, that its vote must not be construed aR meaning that Fiji agreed with the
resolution in its entirety or that it helieT.ed  that all foreign economic activities
necessar i ly impeded the ‘mplementation  of the Declaration on decolonisation.  Some
clauses  of those texts were unacceptable and, if a separate vote had been taken on
t+m, Fiji would have VC :ed agatnst them. He urged that the reservations expressed
at the ourren* meetiIIc, oy several delegations should be taken into consideration so
that, in future, resolutions ant. decisions were acceptable to a larger number of
deleqations.

/ . . .
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318. Mr. POSlVWICZ (Polirn~?)  , speakiny in exercise of the right of reply, said that,
in its etatement at the prrwloue meeting, the United Kingdom delegarlcn  had
mentioned Polish activit:ierJ  in Namibia’s offshore fishery. Poland was surprised
that the United Kingdom shr,uld  have so much to say about J;amibia’s  relatively small
fishing sector, while nlnlkiirq  no mention of the depletion of its non-renewable
mineral resources by se,vcr.rl Western countries and corporations, in violation of
Decree No. 1. He wished v:o recall that fiehing represented only 2 per cent Of
Wamibia’s  GNP.

119. Furthermore, the United Kingdom delegation and other delegations had presented
a distorted view of flshlrg in Uamibia’s offnhore fishery. He wished to emphasiee
cer ta in facts I the Int.err~ational Commission for the fjouthaast  Atlantic Fisheries
had been established by EI convention lodged -,ith FA0 in Rome. That Commission
opera&d  in complete conformity vith international law and, more precisely, with
Uecreu No. 1 for the Protection of the Natural Resaurces  of Warnibis. Actor d ing to
the FA0 report cited by ~t:he  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 mmnagem8nt  of fishing
resources, including the fixing of catch quo. .s. Furthermore, the authors of that
report had expressed the,ir  satisfaction with the considerable work done by the
secretariat and member countries of the Commission in gatlrering information and
analysing data on fishing in that region.

120. Mr. HERNANDEZ-MACHAI~  (Cuba),--,- speaking in exercise of the right of reply, said
that fishing in the South-Fast Atlantic  nas regulated by au international
commission which fixed quotas that Cuba respectesd  scrupulously. His country had
never done 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 Nannibian  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
SWAPO, their only authentic representative, to free themselves from apartheid and
gain control os?er their natural resources.

121. As for the statement by the United States representative concerning Cuban
troops in Angola, he recalled that the concept of “litikage*  had been rejected by
the General  Assembly by an overwhelming majority and reiterated that Cuba would not
withdraw its internationalist forces aa long as Angola needed aid and South Africa
posed a threat to peace and security in Angola, the region and the world.
Mar cover , 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
implementa’tion  of Security Council resolution 435 (1978).

122. Mr. KUTOVOY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that it was not the
first time that certain Western countries had tried to hush up the1 Governments’
relations with South Africa and to minimize  the responsibility of tire 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 .?Y would remain deaf to the prop0sa1,  however.

/. . .
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(Wr. Kutovoy, lBSR)

123. The United Kingdom representative had likevise  tried to present condemnation
of the activities of transnational  corporations as the result of D-t-West
confrontation. In reelity,  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
Warnibis’s genuine independence and against Etheid and thome who were
collaborating with Pretor la. In order to juatify themselves, certain Western
countriee  and Israel did not hesitate to produce alleged evidence of Soviet
co-operation with South Afr !ca. In fact, that was only a tissue of 1 ies v jven by
the eecret  services and should be regarded as nothing more than disinformation.
The Soviet Unioh eapha8ired onca again that it maintained no relations of any kind,
either direct or indirect, with South Africa.

124. Miss BIWH THAWH (Viet Warn), speaking in exercise of the right of reply,
rejected categorically the slsnderouu allegations made against her country b)
tblayria  and suggested that instead of accusing others, that country should exsml  le
its own conscience and ark 1tBelf which side it had taken when Viet t&m had been
put to fire and the sword by imper ialiat  forces. The answer &as clear r Malaysia
bed always taken the side of inperinlism  and colonialism in crushing the Vietnamese
people’s just struggle for independent  e. Eve today, Malaysia was a eoalous
supporter of those who hsd perpetrated genocide against the Kampuchean people. She
wished to point out Lo the representative of Malaysia t bat the time for acrimonious
debate among South-East Asian countries  was past end that it was now time for a
serious and constructive exchange of views in order “0 find an appropr late solation
to the region’s problems.

125. Hr. ))(IRTIMgk  (United Kingdom), speaking in exercise of the right of reply,
said that his statement at the previous meeting seemed to have touched the Swiet
delegation on a pmrticularly  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 substance of
the matter, hlrwever, 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
( uittee were concerned at the depletion of Uamibia’s fishing resources and would
be heppy  to hear the Sovi t Union, Poland and Cuba say that they would ImmediatePy
stop exploiting  Wsmibia’s  fisher lee.

126. As for the rejection of the United Kingdom deleqation’a  assertion about
co111 sion between South Africa and the soviet llnion 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 possible  price 1.1 order to
buy goods at the lowest pr~ssihle 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 its and sc;ath Africa
insteail of the steady anti-Western diatribe so characteristic of the present forum.

/ . . .
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(Mr. Mortlmec,  Unltcd Kingdom)-

12’.  The representative of Poland seemed to have taken it upon himself to qualify
Namibia’s fishing aecto: as unimportant. That representative was in a rather poo*
position to do so but, even if that was true, it was no justtficatlon for
exploiting Namibia’s fisherice. It was hardly surprising that fishing repcemented
only 2 per 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 FA0 report and hoped that he would do
likewiee  in the United Nations Council for Namibia, in order to ensure detailed,
in-depth consideration of that importan’  crueetion.

128. Mr. TENDRO  (United !:tates of Amec ica) , speaking in exercise of the right of
reply, pointed out to the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Bulgar Is, Ukrainian
SSR and Afghanistan t-hat under Article 83 (3) of the United Nstions  Charter, the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Island8  (Micronesia) was a etrategic  Trust Territory
and did not therefore fall within the competence of the Fourth Committee. He also
wished to recall that the population of Micronesia, in a legitimate act of
self-determination, had decided in a United Nationa-eupervieed  pleb!ecite  to
terminate the Trusteeship Agreement, and that that process was under way.

ORGANIZATION OF WORK

129. The CHAIRHAN said that the Committee had completed its conaderation  of agenda
item 10’ and suggested to membci-s  of the Committee that they authorize the
Papporteur  to present his report on the item directly to the General Assembly.

130. I! fas 80 decided.-

Thq, meeting rose at 6.50 p.m.--_II


