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The meeting was called to order at 10.45 a.m.- - -

ELECTION OF THE RAPPORTEUR

1. Mr. 3ARILLARO (Italy) nominated Mr. Akyol (Turkey) for the office of
Rapporteur.

2. Mr. Akyol (Turkey) was elected Rapporteut  hy acclamation.

AGENUA ITEM 105: ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN ECONOMIC AND OTHER INTERESTS WHICH ARE
IMPEDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDEPENDENCE TO
COIONIAL  COUNTRIES AND. PEOPLES IN NAMIBIA AND IN ALL OTHER  PERRITORIES  UNDER
COLONIAL DOMINATION AND EFFORTS TO ELIMINATE COLONIALISM, APARTHEID AND RACIAL
DISCRIMINATION IN SOUTHERN 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 (A/41/23 (Parts III and IX),
A/41/341 and Corr.1)  A/AC.109/850,  852, 854, 855, 858 and Corc.1,  860, 862, 863,
865~ A/CONF.136/4-A/AC.l31/179/Add.l,  A/CONF.138/7-A/AC.131/293#  E/C.10/1986/9)

3. Mr. BARTKEVICH (Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlice)  said that during the
General Assembly debnta, many daleqations, echoing the Declaration on
decolonization, had emphasiaed the need to make every effort to put an end to
apartheid and t$r illegal occupation of Namibia. At their meeting in Harace
(Zimbabwe), thr Heada  of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries had
contributed  s:gn$ficantly  to the implementation of the Declaration by eeaffirm$nq
their conviction  that the colonial system would not end an lcny au colonialism
continued to exint  in Namibia,  New Caledonia, Puerto Rico, the Malvinau  Islands,
Nicroneaia  end other Territories. Mainly through the efforts of the Special
Committee on Decolonization,  59 colonial territories, representing 80 million
people. had attained independence over the past 25 years.

4. The major obstacle to decolonization wau the very nature of imperialism, which
was politically, economically and etrateqically motivated. Accordinq  to the as yet
very incomplete information furnished by the United Nations Centre on Transnational
Corporations, tcanenational corporationa had more thorn 2,000 subsidiaries in the
colonial and dependent Territories, anrong  them approximately 900 American
corporations and 600 British corporations. It was incumbent upon the United
Nationu to denounce the plunder by those corporations, whose activities served to
aggravatr the current threat to international peace and security.

5. The United Nations had substantial information ehowing that the activities of
foreiqn economic intrceate  were the source of unemployment, hunger, social
problems, and the impoverishment and economic and political subservience of the
indigenous  peoplee. In order to retard the decolonization process, the
administering Powers were doing their utmost to impose and legitimize  new forms of
colonial and semi-colonial dependence, which they called "integration",
gcommonwealth”,  "association", and so on. Those manoeuvres had teen condemned $n
many  internationai  focume.

/ .I.
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6. The cane of southern Africa wan particularly distresslnq. The inhumal;  yatem
of apartheid, the illegal occupation of Namibia and Pretoria’n  acta of aqression
aaainst neiahbourinq African States were made posnihle  only by the material hasie
provided hy the imperialist monopolies and transnational  corporations operatinq in
South Africa and Namibia. Despite tha many United Nationn resolutions, the
advieory opinion of the International Court of Justice  of 1971 and Decree No. 1 of
the United Nations CXxJncil  for Namihia, 335 foreign corporations, (among them 197
South African corporations, 73 n;itish corporations and 33 American corporations),
continued to plunder the natural resources of Namibia. That was why the Namihian
economy wan typically colonial: imhalanced,  precarious and dependent upon
imports. Ae much as 60 per cent of Namibia’s GDP was repatriated abroad by foreiqn
companies an profits before taxen, and of the remaininq 40 per cent, a larqe part
wan used as operatinq expenses of the foreiqn economic interests. White per I pita
income in 1980 had been approximately  R 3,000 while the corresponding fiqure for
all Blacks had been about R 125. Foreign hanks provided the funds enabling
Pretoria to maintsin its army of occupation in Namibia. In particular, Bnrclaya
Bonk had putchaeed  South African Defence Bonds and served on the South African
Defence Advisor,.  Board.

I. With a view ta solvinq the Namibian auestion, the Soviet Union had turned to
the principlea of peace, d6tente and defence of the leqitimate righta of pcOplCiB.
Its policy  was also consistent with its recent propoeal concerning the creation of
a comprehensive uystem of international  peace and security. In that connection,
Mr. Shevardnadze, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, had recently
recalled that the time had long since come to enable the United Nations to arx8rcitJe
all its ciqhts  and powers effectively, above all with regard  to the fate of the
Namibian people an8 the Trust Territory of Mictoneeia. In Mr. Shevardnadae’a view,
both of those problems were aa old as the United Nationa. The Soviet Union
therefore etconqly condemned the activities of foreiqn interests in Namibia and
other colonial and dependent Territories. It eupported the Afr ican peoples who
demanded an immediate withdrawal of foreiqn capital from Namihia and the cessation
of any form of economic co-operation with the racist  !.outh African rbgime.

8. The Seminar on International Assimtance  and Support to Peoples and Movements
Struqgling  against Colonialism, Racism, Racial Discrimination and *artheid  had- -
urged all Staten to adopt legislation with punitive measures against individuals
and institutions dealing with South Africa and Namibia, and had appealed to States,
especially those that exercised jurisdiction over the tram1 ational  corporations
actinq  in South Africa and Namibia, to accede to the relevant regional and
international instruments.

9. The Soviet Union saw the adoption of comprehensive mandatory sanctions by the
Security Council as the mont effective means to permit the implementation of the
deaolonization Declaration in Namibia. With the international community aa a
whole, it called on the United States and certain of its allies to end their policy
Of “conetructive  enqagement” in South Africa. In conclusion, it endoreed the
recommendations submitted by the Special Committee oi 24 in document A/AC.l09/881-

10. Mrt3. King-Rousseau (Trinidad and Tohago) took the Chai_tL.

/ . . .
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11. Mr. DJOKTC (Yuqoslavia)  eald that, c(eepite  the hold achievements of the Ur.itsd
Nation&  in the sphere of decolonization, soma peoples :,ad yet to exercise their
inalienahle right to self-determination and independence.

12. Safequnrdinq thedr economic and other intnrests  prompted colonial Powers and
trananationnl corporations to perpetuate an unacceptable situation in the
Non-Self-Governinq Territories. The Eighth Summit Conference of Non-Aliqned
Countries held at Harare  had condemned the exploitation, includinq  the military
exploitation, of the natural and human resources of those Territoci.es,  Crlslch  not
Only anriously  impeded the decolonizatinn process but alen threatened the securit,y
of the Non-Self-CIverninq  Territories and of netqhhoucinq  Staten. Hia daleqatinn
rejected totally the arqumnnt tha’ the activities of thone  foreign intereats
enhanced the livinq conditions of indigenous populations, for in its view  they
represented the qraveet form of exploitation of colonial countries and peoples and
transformed them into theatrec  of confrontatioc  between super-Powers.

13. Namihi 1 was a case in point, for its tremendous wealth was being  oxploi.tad for
the henefit of foreign corporations and the white minority in South Africa, derrpite
the decision takt?n  by the General Assembly in 1966 to terminate South Africs’e
mandate over the Territory, the 1971 Advisory Opinion of the International Court of
Justice, Decree No. 1 on the Protection of the Natural Resources of Namihia and
Security CrBuncil  resolution 4 I5 (1978) .

14. The non-aligned countries had condemned the activities of foreign economic
interests which impeded the implementation of the Declaration on the Grantinq of
Independer~ce  to Colonial Countries and Peoples and were incompatible with the
relevant (fnited  Natione resolutions. There was abundant proof that foreiqn
investments in South Afcrca and Namibia enabled the apartheid regime  to continue
ita illegal occupation of Namibia and ro use the Territory for actu  of State
terrot inm, sqgression  and destahilizatrnn  aqainst independent States, particularly
Angola.

15. At at1 the conferences held in 1966 on the subject of South Africa and
Namibia, including the special uession  of the General Aseembly held in New York in
September, the international community had unanimously and resolutely damanded the
impositir,n  of mandatory sanctions against South Africa aa the only means of
weakenin<!  the 3artheid  r6gime and com~lling  it to comply with the reauents  of the
international community. Other Non-Self-Governinq Territories which did not have
Namibia’s  wealth but were strateqically  important were being  maintained in a
situation of dependence hy the great Powers, which established military hases and
installations there. Like the other non-aligned countries, Yugoslavia demanded
strict adherenc:e  to the principles of the United Nationn  Charter and the
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, so
that the peoples of Non-Self-Governinq Territories might achieve freedom and
independence.

16. Mr. JASSNOWSKI  (German Democratic Hepublic) oheerved that the United Nationfl
had undertaken, on the basin of the Charter and especially since the adoption of
the Declaration on the Grantinq of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,
to help opprenaed  peoples to ehake off the yoke of colonialism  and to execcine

/1..
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their right of aelf-determination  and independence. Some Non-Self-Governinq
Territories remained, however, and all obstacles on the road to their indet,mn4ence,
namely the activities of foreiqn sconomic  and other interests, mllst be removed. NO
arqument about the alleged weakness of those Territories arrd thr, need to protact
them could justify the plunder of their resources, which wau designed solely to
enrich the colonial Powern  and was the basis for maintaining the Non-Self-Governing
Territories in a situation of dependence and subjection. The right Of
self-determination was the first fundamental right of peoples on which all other
political, economic, social and culturul  ;iqhts  were baaed.

17. In Namibia, the larqest  remaining colony, the exploitation wa6 all the more
harsh because it used racist methods. As long as the question  of Namibia remained
unresolved, regiona and intecnction?l  peace and security would be threatened. The
Western States, throuqh their tcansnatronal corporationa, were collaborating with
the apartheid cdqime  and hindering the progress of peace and justice in South
Africa. Neither their verbal condemnations of apartheid nor the cosmetic measures
they took could conceal that reality. The imposition of comprehensive mandstoty
sanctions against Pretoria called for at the special session of the General
Assembly on Namibia represented the only way to solve the problems of.the region
peacefully.

ld. His country, like the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, strongly condemned
any callaboratinu  with trle raciet r&gime#  supported all steps by the United Nations
to demonat; 2 ta the responsia  ‘lity of those States which had jurisdiction OVR~
transnational corporations <“tierating  in South Africa and Namibia1  and hop& that
the committee responeibl~ for draftinq a c~dc  of conduct for transnational
corporations would comp?.ete its work soon. Such a code would make it possible to
control the activities of those corporrtiuns  in all colonial Tertritoriee.

19. ---Mr. GAIKWAD (India) Jaid that he wished to call particular at+ ention  to the
situation in Namibia, which was a direct and brutal consequence oi the colonialist
and interventionist policies pursuad  by the Pretoria r&ime  with the tacit support
of Governments and foreign economic  interests. United Nations resolutions and the
genuine aspirations of the Namihian people notwithstandinq,  tb* Pretoria rdgime  was
uainq Namibia CLo launch acts of aggression against Angola, SotewanL,  Lctsotho,
Mozambiaue, Zambia and Zimbabwe, in order to cripple and even destroy the economic
structures so carefully crafted by thosa free States.

20. Military service  was nw compulsory in Namibia and the Soutn African armed
L:occea  were trying to recruit and train wiblinq  Namibians. Mercenaries and
soldiers of fortune, seeking a fleeting moment of glory, were pursuing ambitions
that they did not understand. The human resourcea of the Territory were being
depleted as Namihians were forced to seek refuge and honour in the front-line
States, which were barely able to asaumti  such a burden.

21. Since the previous session of the Genera4 Assembly, the %c~~rity  CXBCUBCZ~~  had
met on more than one occasion to consider South Africa’s tacti-  of terror and
turmoil. However, clinqing  to the straw of an indulgent veto, South Africa’s
r&qime  had b.ecn spaced the retribution of the international community.

/ ..*
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22. The Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, for it8 part, was not indifferent to
the 8ituation  and at the Eighth Conference of Heads of State or Government, held at
-care the previous  month, had aet up a Africa  Fund with the followinq
objectives: to strengthen the economic L1 .d financial capability  of the front-line
State8 to fight the Pretoria apartheid rigime, to #upport  the liberation movements
in South Africa and Namibia in their unrelenting otruggle  against racist and
colonialist.  oppression, and to assist the front-line States in enforcing sanctions
against South Africa and in coping with any retaliatory economic action by the
racist rdqime.

23. Concerted action was needed, but no one could deny the fact that the
provisions  of the arms embargo against South Africa imposed nine years previounly
by SeCutity Council resolution 418 (1977) had been circumvented by daaentic
legislations that were riddled with loopholea. It was high time that the United
Nations imposed a plan of security for southern Africa comprising the following
proviaionca improved implementation of the provisions of Security Council
resolutions 418 (1977) and 558 (1984) including the elimination of all loopholent
conversion of resolution 558 (1984) inko a mandatory embargo on .drmg  imports from
South African concerted InternrAtional support for the front-line States! revocation
of all agreements concluded with South Africa in the military sphere and all
licence8 qrant8d  in that connectionr  adoption of internal legislation by llnited
Nation8 Member States to eneure compliance with the embargoJ  termination of
transfers of military and paramilitary technology to South Africap  and precise
evaluation of thq uucceas and impact of the embargo, leading to its reinforcement
where necemary.

24. The I dian Parliament had for it8 part unanimously adopted in August 1986
resolutions condemning Government8 which gave moral and material support to the
racist r6gime of South Africa. The tuc Houues had jointly urged all Government8 to
impoae  compruhensive, effective a,;& mandatory sanctions againet Sout.h Africa. That
wa8 an urgent appeal by the elected reprrsentatives  of a population of 780 million
wople, whose hi8tOKy  had acquainted them with the horrors of colonialism and
raci8t  oppression. It was also a reflection of a collectivn  conviction that the
situation could still be saved if the international community could at last BummOn
up the courage to act.

25. Mr. BRAVO (Angola) said that the Fourth Committee once more had before it the
item on the activities of foreign economic, military and other interests which were
impeding the implementation of General Assembly re8olution  1514 (XV) in Namibia and
in other colonial Territories, particularly the island Territories of the Pacific.
the Indian Ocean and the Atlantic. Consideration of that item was especially
important during the current International Year of Feace.

26. Twenty years had elapsed since the United Nations had terminated South
Africa’s Mandate over Namibia, and eight since the adoption of Security Council
resolution 435 (1978) , the only acceptable basis for a just settlemant of the
ruestion  of Namibia. Unfortunately, the Pretoria rfqime,  with the connivance of
its NATO allies, continued to turn the eouthern ceqion of Africa into a theatre of

/ . . .
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war by maintalninq  its illegal occupation of Namibia, whose territory it was using
a8 a base for murderous  act8 of aggces8ion against tne front-line States,
particularly Angola.

27. There was no doubt that the 8pectre of violence and insecurity in southern
Africa l/as  a direct consequence of the economic, military and other activities of
tholle who, in violation of Decree No. 1 for the Protection of the Natural Resources
of Namibia and Security Council re8olution  418 (1976), were helping the
anachronistic gpartheid  r&gime to exploit the natural and human resource8 of
Namibia. Thus the countries of origin of the trannnational corporation8 operating
in South Africa and Namibia were aiding and abetting the policy of State terrori8m
Fractised  by South Africa inside and outside it8 frontiers.

28. Hi8 delegation wished  to cltress  again that the absurd concept of “linkage”
made no 8ense. Ill it8 KeEO~dtiO~~ 539 (1983), the Security Council had rejected all
attempts to link the independence of Namibia to the withdrawal of the Cubau
internationalist forces, whose pre8ence  in Awyla WL8 I~I a -ordance  with the
provision8 of Article 51 of the Charter Of the United Nation6 and was a auention
which fell exclueively  within the sovereign  authority of that cou?Ptry. In fact, an
the Angolan  Minirter  for Foreign Affair8  had stated at the 8p8cial  session devoted
to Namihia, the irwue was not the linkage between the independence  of Nam1b.a  and
the piesonce  of Cuban forcee in Angola, but the illegal Occupation of Namibia and
the war of aggression against Angola by virtue of the criminal activitiee  of South
Africa.

29. It was obvious,  given that tragic situation, that it wns impO88ible  to
continue fighting apartheid- with mere condemnationa cOmbinea  with the adoptic  I of a
plethora of resolution8. His drlegation  hoped that all the State8 Member8 of the
United Nations wOuld  prove equal to the task expected of them and woulU  make every
effort to eliminate the Odious aparthaid  rigime, the principal asource  of all evils
in the southern ). Tt of the African continent. The adoption of compreheneive
mandatory sanctions, in accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter, bae necessary,
and would be in accordance with thrt  appeal made by OAW and the World Conference on
Sanctions againet Racist South Africa.

30. His delegation vigorously  condemned all Lhe economic, military and other
activltiea  of the colonial and neo-colonial  POwar8  in Namibia,  Micronesia, Bermuda
and other colonial T8KKitor  ies. Tho8e 8elfi8h  activitie8  .rere impeding the
realination  of one of the most elementary right8 of the human per8L.1,  the right t0
self-d termination and independence , and were undermining the authority and
prestige of the United Nation8. The United Stat.es  and the United KingdOsa,  through
the voice8 of Franklin ROoeevelt  and Winston Churchill, had in 1941 adopted the
Atlantic Charter, to which South Africa, amng othera,  had acceded. The way in
which the South African raciet  troop8  Occupied Angola and the two Statas  behind the
Atlantic Charter were  8uppocting  the policie8  and practice8 of Pretoria showti the
extent Of their cOmmitaent  to the principle8 they had proclaimed.

/ . . .
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31. Mr. F!AVARRO  RIVAS (Nicaragua) savd he was taking part in the discussion on
foreign economic and other interests because, just like %e peoples still under
colonial and neo-colonial domination, the tat in American people had been the victim
of one of the most brute?  exploitntlons  to benefit foreign interests that history
had ever known.

32. To give an overview of the situation, 25 years after the Unjted  Nations had
adopted the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countriee and
Peoples and 20 years after the General Assemb1y  had terminated South Africa’s
Mandate over Namibia, one #night  s-y that many countries had freed themoelv~rs from
colonialism and imperialism and had recovered what belonged to them: sovereiqnty,
dignity, natural resourcea  and the riqht to determine their own destiny, but that
there were still peoples that had been denied the most elementary rights and
countries in whit.?  discrimination batwaen  inhabitants on the basis of the colour of
their akin was institutionalired. Southern Africa’s ordeal wan a daily reminder to
t,he tallman  conscience that as lnng as apartheid existad, no human being  could say
that he lived in a civilised  world.

33. If the South African racist r6qime maintained its illegal occupation of
Namibia it was becauI,e  of the co11aboration  of its powerful allies, which drew
enormous economic advantagea from the system and ruthlessly exploited natural
resourcee  which legally belonged to the Namibian people. In July 1986, the
International Conference for the Immediate Independwnce  of Namibia had adopt.ed  a
Pcoqtamme  of Action urging al1 States to recognise  the validity of Decree No. 1 for
the Protection of the Naturai Resources of Namibia and to ensure its observance by
prosecuting the companies whi.ch  violated it. Similarly, the Heads of State or
Government of Non-Aligned Countries, who had met at Harate,  Zimbabwe, had
reaffirmed that the activities  of foreign inter-eats were incompatible with the
Declaration, United Nations resolutions and the advisory opinion of the
International Court of 3ustice  of 1971.

34. South Africa, to maintain its hold over Namibia and its natural. resources,
employed more than lOO,OC5  BOldierB  and used the Territory of Namibia as a hase for
aggression against the fraternal front-line countries, and particularly the
People’s Republic of Angola. That attitude was encouraged by Governments which,
while joining the universal clamour for COmprehenBive  mandatory sanctions against
Pretoria, nevertheless continued to support South Africa and to oppose sanctions,
abusing their power of veto in the Secu:  Lty Council. In that connection, his
delegation strongly supported paragraph 11 of the Programme of Action concerning
Namibia adopted in July 1986, which appealed to the United States and the United
Kingdom, both permanent members of the Security Council to reconsider their
poaition in the ligni of the serious situation in southern Africa.

35. As for foreign military activities, the Latin American region was witnessing
an alarming militacization  of the Territories under foreign occupation, which, frr
fran promoting a climate of necurity  and stability, was aggravating tensions ark1
the critical situation in the region. The UBO  of Non-Selfaverning  Territories
undar foreign domination or pressure as a springboard for aggression against other
countr  les, and the maintenance of military baors  and installations to intimidate
the populationn  of the countries in aueetion and neiqhbourinq peoples were
intolerable factors rhich threatened international peace and security.

/ . . .
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36. It was a well known fact that the United States Government WIB plannillq  to us0
the territory of Puerto Rico to train mercenaries In the servicrt  of the CXA, who
would be sent to kill Nicaraquann. Nicaraqua  denounced those plans to use one
Latin American territory in acts of agqression aqsinst.  another. It recalled that
Puerto Rico hnd alnn  served as a springboard for the invasion of Grenada. lhst W8P
nhy his deleqation fully aupported paragraph 226 of the Harare  Declnration
reaffirming the need to eliminate  all forr.ui  and manifestations of colonialism and
confirminq  support for the inalienable richt  of the Puerto Rican people to
eelf-determination  and to independence in accordance with General Aesemhly
resolution 1514 (XV) and the tesolutlon  adopted by the Special Committrr  on
decolonization on 14 August 1985. Siruilarly, Nicaragua itself held the vLew  that
the massive military and naval presence of the United Kinqdom  in the Malvinas
Islands, in South CIorgia and in the South Sandwich Islanda,  and the maintenance of
a strategic  airport in the reqion, caused great concern to the countrien  of Latin
America and grsstly  affected etability in the region.

37. Nicaragua wan an obvious illustration  of the fact that the process of
liberation was pa;nful,  sometimes slow, but inevitahle. Nicaragua was therefore
scndinq a meemage  to the peoples of the world still strugglinq  for their
independence to tell them that nothing could hold back the caurne  of history#
victory would be theirs and justice would prevail.

38. Mr. UcLEAN  (Canada) said that he need scarcely remind the Committee that
Canada, s country with a Enrtunate  past in terms  of its evolution from colony to
natfnn State, fully supper ad the proceme of decolonization and looked forward to
itr; successful conclusion. Decolnnization  had been one of the main BOC-^-?  **or  leer
of the United Nations, and the road ahead was much shorter than t’dt already
travelled. Canada had always sttonqly supported  Security Council resolution
435 (1978) and had provided significant developskant  assistance to the Naribisn
people and other  colonial ysoples. His country firmly believed that such
assistance promoted economic viability and accelerated the process Of
self-determination.

39. As far as Namibia  was concernud, the major st~nblinq-block  impeding prnqcess
towards the independence of that unfortunate hold-over from the colonial era was
the Government of South Africa. AB many wc)re awa:e,  Canada and other States
represented in the Fourth Committee had increased preasuce on that Gtnmrnment.
Indeed, in the past few days, Canada had introduced additional measures,  in
particular a han on the importation of aqricultural  products, uranium, cnal, iron
and etcel from South Africa, pursuant to the agreement reached with its
Commonwea  Lth partr.eas to hr ing about not only the end of apartheid, hut the freedom
of Namibia.

40. There should tnerefore be no doubt about Canada’s position on the arlestion.
Nevertheless,  his delegation continued to be dieappointed that the debstc-a in the
Committee were sterile and repetitive. In addition, it could not readily accept.
the blanket condemnation of foreign economic interests in colonial Tecritorieo,  the
demand for tire IrPmediate  withdrawal of colonial Powers from al) their military
haflee  and installationa, or explicit or implicit support for armed struyqle  in I-he
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PKOC%ss  of self-determination. Hle delegation was very concerned over the danger
of the Fourth Committee becoming a caricature of the hopes expressed  in 1945. The
United Nations ehould be seeking waye to make its deliberatione as ob)ective  and
pertinent as poeaible,  but at the present time, instead of decieions  being taken,
they were being avoided, and when there was a crieie,  the debates were endlees.  It
wan most important to rationalinc the Committee’s work and to harmonize  it wit 1
that of the Special Political Committee.

41. His delegation  could not accept the hypotheeid that all foreiqn  economic
activiti  :s, notably those of Weetern  countries with colonial Territories and those
of teanunational  corporations, were inherently  evil. That did not square with the
factfs. Indeed,  Canada believed that trane,natlonal  corporations could have a
beneficial impact in terme of rrwvelopment  and the tranefer of technology. As many
developing countries were aware, it was in the Canadian trannnatitinal  corporations,
pt ivate and public, that much of the Canadian oxpertiee  that was being made
avnil;!ble to developing countLie-  in such areas aa transportation and
communications was to be found. Fundamentally, his delegation believed that. it was
time for the For:rth Committee to get back to ba,ice. If the members of the
Ccnnmittee  might not find more common ground, the Committee might in fact hinder
rather than help the procese  of decolonization.

42. Canada had other reservations about the approach taken in Borne  of the
documents bef >re the Commitee. FOK example, with respect to overeeao  economic
activities, considerstic:  appeared to be giv.!n  to Only one qroup of COUntKieS,
Western countr  ien, some of which ..(?se  actually named - a practice to which Canada
hat3 ob)eP+ions  in principle. But, wveral  delegntione had cited, and FA0 had well
dwumcnted, the plunder of fiehi.  , cesoi’rces off Namibia’s shores by a country
which was not, and was unlikely co become , a member of the Western (;KOup. It
qholl1a  be pointed out that, to a large extent, it was the Western countries that
were 1ooke.l  upon to assist  the developing countries , not laaet those which remained
in a colonial situation. Canada itself - and it was n>t unique among Western
cuuntr  ies - waa deroting particular energy to promoting economic recovery in
Af K iCa. The achievements, even tire  Sacr 1 f ice8, of Western countries were worthy of
considerably more attention than had been given to them in the documents before the
Committee. Canada would therefore like future documente and resolutionb to give a
more rational ant realistic appreciation of what was being done to alleviate  the
economic difficulttee  of the developinq world, including countries still under
colonial administration, whereas all too often euch  documents were excessively
ideological and unbalanced. His delegation waa convinced that the item wae an
important one which needed and deserved better treatment.

43. Mr. _HELLER  (Mexico) eaid he regretted that in the past year no proqreea had
been recorded in tha struggle against coloniai:am  and neo-colonialism, even though,
in the commemoration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Declaration on the
Grnntinq  of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, particular attention
Ina.1 been paid tcs the need to renew ufforta in that area. The problema  that
clintinued  to he caused hy foreign economic and Other activities and interests
impedinq the implementation of the Declaration demonstrated irrefutably the long
road that still lay ahead. Those activities had the inevitable conaeauence of
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atrcnqtheninq the bonde of dependence and subordination. That was clearly proved
by the caee of Nar,~ibia, whose natural reeourcee  were overexploit.ed  for the sole
purpoee  of aatiefyinq the needs of the metropolitan  country, not in Order  t0
promote the economic development of the Territory, au was the clear duty of &ny
administering Power. Yet the struggle for independence made qenuine nense  only in
the context of a minimum of economic independerce.

44. Attention should alao he paid to a aus;tion  which qave no less cause for
cancer n I the military activitiee of the adminieterinq  Powers in Non-Self-Governing
TeKKitoKiee, which they were using as test-sites for all florta  of weapons (in
particular nuclear weapone, the harmful effects of which were well known), or even
as spr ingboarda for attacks on other countriee. His Jelegntion  wished to state
once again that -t vigoroualy condemned the acts of agqression  which the Pret-Kia
rCgime was persistently perpetrating against the front-line States from the
Territory of Namibia. They wore a flagrant violation of the pr’nciplee  of the
Charter of the United Nations, endangering peace and security ii the region.
Moreover, the raciet  South African r6gime. with the direct or indirect support it
wan receiving, was persisting  in its illeqal occupation of Namibia.

45. Hia Government wished to reiterate the need to impose compreheneive  mandatory
sanctions againet the South African Government on the baeia of General Aesemhly and
Security Council resolutions on the aueetion. That WJ~R the only way to bring to an
end South Africa’s policy of apartheid and to guarantee Namibia’s accession  to
independence.

46. Mr. HYDAR (Malayeia)  said that with the benefit of hindsight, the
multidimeneional  eignificance  af the concept of independence had been recognised.
In addition to the tranefer of political power, it involved an important economic
aspect. Political independence should be Lccompanfied  by eauitable and fair
international economic relatione. Therefore, it was appropriate for the
Non-Self-Governing Territories  to ineiet, in t.heiK pursuit of independence, that
their strategic economic interests Rhould he taken into account.

47. In that respect, the aituf,tion  in Namibia was of particular concern to hia
Government, which wished to expceea its whole-hearted,support  for the rerrolution
adopted by the Special Committee on 11 Auguet  1986. Malaysia abhorred all the
activitiee of trananational corporations and foreign economic intereete  that
resulted tn the further impoveriehment  of the Namibian people, depriving them of
their fundamental right to juetice,  eauality and freedom.

i8. The continul xccupation  of Namibia by South African military forces
corm+  :tuted a aerioolt  violation of human rights, the principles of the Charter of
the United Nations and !.he provieione  of Security Council resolution 435 (197R)e
the inteenationally-recognized  basis  for a settlement of the oueetion  of Namibia.
South Africa was unjustifiably  peraistinq in linking thcl implementation of that
reeolution  to a wlthdrawal  of the Cuhan troops stationed in Angola. It was
therefore juetifiable for the non-aligned countrieu  to have strongly condemned the
recent edtahliehment of the provisional government and the maesive militarisation
ot the lerritory  of Namihia, which South Africa was uRinq  as a springboard for acts
of aqqresuion  in the region.
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49. Hie country continued ita Eirm nupport  for the Namihian people in its struggle
for independence under the leadership  of SWAPO, snd was nuce thht resolution
435 (1978) wan still the only possible  banis  for the implementation of the United
Nations  plan for the independence of Namibia. His country called upon the memhers
of the Contact Group to increaee  their efforta  to that end, and he affirmed ite
unewetvinq aupport for the adoption of comprehensive and mandatory sanctions
arrlinat  South Africa.

50. A similar  situation existed in South-East Asia, where Viet Nam, flouting
international opinion, continued ita military cccupation  of Kampuchea, therehy
preventing the people of that country from ,,eqaininq  their independence,
eovereiqnty and territorial integrity.

51. It was eeeential  to reeiet  thone who, while claiminq  to ree, ect the principles
of the Charter of the United Nations, were in fact tramplinq underfoot the
eovereignty and territorial integrity of States. Malayeia  urged ail the countriee
and peoples of the world to unite in their zfforte  to eradicate the lant tracea  of
colonialiem,  racial discrimination and gartheid.

52. Mr. AL-FANAH  (Oman) eaid that the racist r&gime  of South Africa wae continuing
ite illegal occupation of Namibia and its shameless exploitation of the Territory’s
natural and human reeourcee,  in violatic n oii all the United Nations reaolutionfi on
the subject, particularly Security Council resolution 435 (1978).

53. Onan denounced any intervention in the internal affairu  of Namibia, and did
not recoqnise  the Government reeultinq  from the anti-constitutional elections which
had taken place there. Hie country eupported the effort6 of the international
community - particularly the United Nations Council for Namihia - to eradicate
apartheid and achieve swift  independence for Namibia, and it approved the
declarations hy the World Conference on Sanction8  against Raciet  South Africa, held
in Paris in June 1986, and the International Conference for the Immediate
Independence of Namibia, held in Vienna in July of that year.

54. All obetaclee preventing the implementation of the Declaration  on the Granting
of Independence to Colonial Countrieta and People8 should be removed and, in
particular , there ehould be no attempt to establish a “linkaqe”  between the
cessation of the occupation of Namibia and completely extraneoue  ieeuea. It was
time for the Namihian people to exercise ite right to self-determination and
independence1 it was time that itn eovereignty over its own territory and reeourcee
was respected. The policy of the racist  r&ime  of Pretoria - to accumulate
weapons, par titular  ly nuclear weap0r.h  , in order to carry out acts of agqreaeion
againet  neighbouring States - could only nerve  to increase the troublea  and tension
in the reqion, thereby jeopardizinq tnternational  pesce and security.

55. Ae a non-aliuned  developinq country, Oman had many linka of friendship and
co-operation with African Statea, and insieted  that the principles embodied  in the
Charter of the United Nations and the rule of international law should  he reepectec!.
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56. MrS KULAWIEC (Czechoslovakia) said that monopoliefl played a steadily
increasing  role in the strategy  pursued hy the imperialiate againet dependent
tecritories~  that wa8 the cama not only in the economic ephere  hut also in
political, ideolnqical and military spheres. They could rightly he called the
strike force of modern coloniallam. Sixty per cent of tho GDP of Namihia wae taken
out of the country by f-oreiyn  companies) it wan estimated that, because of such
looting , the Namihian  diamond minse, which were the larqeet in the world, would he
exhausted in RO yenrs’ time. A clear illustration  of the typically colonial
character of the: flnnibian  economy was to he found in the aqricultural  sector, where
hlacke, who fcrmetl  m>re than 95 per cent of agricultural workera,  were confined to
a eubsiatence C~~.)OPIV~ their Rhare  of commercial agricultural production did not
exceed 2. S per ce.~t. The ratio between the ealaries  of whitee and those of blacks
wae 12 to 11 in northern ceqions, it was 25 to 1.

57. The State0 which opposed aanctionR  were the very one8 which had juriedict,ion
over the economic circles exploiting Namihia. In order to justify their actionfl,
they claimed to be the real defenders of the victime  of diecrimination  and refueed
to acknowledge that the sanctions were intended uolely to improve conditions for
the Namihiana.

58. The activitis8  of tccnsnational  corporations had similar  negative effects in
Puerto Rico, Microne:;ia, the Cayman  Ielande, the Turks and Caicos Islands,
Monaercat  aljd the Virqin Inlands.

59. Ae well aa lootinq the dependent territories, foreign monopoliee also impeded
their social  development. The reports of the United Natic 16 Council for Namibia
ehowed that moat Namihians were not protected by labour leqielation and had acceeo,
at heat, only to second-rate medical services. Often, colonial Powers did not even
acknowledge the right to work, and unemployment rates in the dependent territories
were hiqh.

60. Foreign economic interesta  continued to operate in newly-independent Statee.
A declaration of political independence did not naceeearily mean the eradication of
colonialism, which continued to impede the development of some independent
countr  lee. Asian, African and Latin American countries were completely juetif  led
in demanding that those responsible for their difficultice ehould help to bring
about a more equitable distribution of the world’s wealth. However, the forcea  of
imperialism opposed the process of decolonization  and economic reconstruction by
exerting ever-increaeinq pressure on developing countries#  they wished to prevent
them from implementing progreeaive social and economic reforms 80 that private
capital would remain free to act. Mar eover , the imperialist States tried to create
a gulf between developing countriee  by playing one off agairqt the other.

61. It was clear that the Zolonial  Prwecu  were acting in contravention Of
Article 73 of the Charter of the United Nations. Czechoslovakia eupportcd all
initiatives to eradicate the negative influer A of transnational  capital, both in
Non-Self-Governing Territories and in develo, nq countriee. It insisted that the
decolonization  process  should he extended  to the economic sphere, in conformity
with the Declaration nn the Estahli~~hment  of a New Ir,ternational  Economic Order.
To that end, Czechoslovakia had joined those who, dur inq the session  of the Special
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Committee on decolonisation, had proposed the emtshlishment  of a working group to
analyse the entire problem and make proposala which would guide economic
decoloniration  in the desired direction. The activities of the workinq qroup would
be more effective if representatives of administering Powers were to participate in
them in a constructive manner. In that connection, hia country regretted that the
United Kingdom had decided not to participate in the work of the Special Committee
in the current year.

62. Hin deleqation would support any draft rascllution which revealed the true
nature of the activities of foreign economic interemtm in the colonies and which
demanded the adoption of mnasures  against the activitiem  of coloni.llist  and
neo-colonialist forces seeking to perpatuate the exploitation of colonies  in the
m o d e r n  w o r l d .

63. Mr. AL-SUDAN1 (Ire I), speaking in exercise of the right of reply, said that
the representative of the Zionist entity had made racist accusations ay. inst the
Arabs in his mtatament to the Fourth C!!ittee. That wao  not at all flurprising
since the Zionist enti’y  was racimt by itn very nature, having come into being by
depriving the Palestinian people of all itn rights. All the public opinion polls
carried out there reflected the Zionists’ hatred for the Arab population.

64. The Zionist entity was pretending to condemn apartheid merely to encourage the
African countries to restore their diplomatic relations with it. Yet, Africa was
fully aware of the extensive  co-operation going on between the Zionist entity anil
the apartheid r6gime - which were ideological partners - in economic, military,
nuclear and other matters, because such co-operation had been amply exposed.
Indeed, the repreeentative  nf the Zionist entity had not denied the existence of
ties between the two rigimes. He had simply pointed out that the volume of trade
between them was ma1 ler than that between South Africa and certain other
countr  ies.

65. The repreaantative of the Zionist entity  had accused Iraa of exporting oil to
South Africa. He (Ur. Al-Sudani) challenged him to substantiate that statement.
Iraq, whose oil production had been reduced to half its former level because of the
war, had no difficulty in marketing its 011 at OPEC prices throughout the world1
and neither did it need nor did it intend to sell any to the Zionint  r6qime or the
racist rigime of South Africa. The accusations made by the representative of the
Zionist entity were baaed upon informat  ion that could be summed up as follows: on
two different occasions in November 1978, an oil tanker loaded in an Iraqi port had
sailed to Sinqaporr! where it had delivered itm cargo in December 1978 and in
January 1979 CenpeCtively. Those facts were established by the customs manifests
of the Port of Singapore, which were in tho possession of the Iraqi Government.

66. Lastly,  as had already been the case at the previoun  General Assembly, the
representative of the Zionist entity had accused Iraq of huying arms from South
Africa, an allegation that the Iraqi delegation once aqain  refuted c-ategorfcally.
At bl lo&a for new Pahr ications, the Zionist entity had found nothing better to do
thao to go on repeating the Ran&e old utory.
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67. Mr. MGRTIMER, (United Kingdom), speakinq  in exercide  of the right of reply,
pointed out to the repceeentative of the Soviet Union that it was not the United
Kingdom which was denying the pop’ ation of the Falkland Islands the ciqht to
nelf-determination and independence as embodied in resolution 1514 (XV), hut the
General Aenemoly  itself r indeed, unlike the other resolutions on the dependent
territories, the resolution concerning the Falklands contained no reference to that
c ight . However, it was not too late to rectify the situation  and ensure that the
inalienable riqht of the population of the Falkland Ieiande to self-dotermination
and independence waA at. long last recognized in the resolution to be aaopted  on the
matter that year.

68. Mr. CHACON (United State8  of America), speaking in exerciee  of the right of
reply, emphasised that the sanctions imposed on South Africa by his country were
stronger thnn those r. >plied by any other country, Including the front-line Strtes.
Furthermore, he wished to stress the fact that a llberation movement such as the
one in Angola would be unable to survive without the support ot the local
population. The United States earnestly hoped that the civil wars in Angola and
Nicaragua would he brouqht to an end through national reconciliation and dialoque
accompanied by a withdrawal of all the foreign troops and military personnel
stationed in Anqola and Nicaragua , most of whom were from the Soviet bloc.

69. Turninq  to the question of Puerto Rico, he aaid that that Territory had been
withdrawn from the list of dependent territories pursuant to decision 748 (VIII) as
adopted hy the General Aeaemt ly in 1953, and was therefore not on the Committee’s
aqenda for consideration. Any attempt to address that question would constitute
interference in the internal affairs of the United States, in vialation  of
Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter.

70. MK. IBANEZ  ECHEVKRRIA  (AKqentha) reserved the right to exercise his right of
reply in due course.

72. Mr. NAVARRO RIVAS (Nicaraqua)  , speaking in exercise of the riqht  of reply,
pointed out to the representative of the United States that there was no civil war
in his country and that it was mercenaries paid by the United States who wefe
responsible for the strife in Nicaragua. As a result of the interventionist policy
puK~ued  by the United States, hi6 country was being forced to exercise Its
legitimate r iqht of nelf-defence to ensure ita survival. It was not a :ivil  war
which had caused the death of 30,000 people in Nicaragua (which, as a proportion of
the population, would correspond to a death-toll of 2 million people in the United
States), but rather the United States policy of aggression a I mi.litarixatfon.
Only by putting an end to ita interventionist policy in Nicaragua and by supporting
the solutions put forward hy the Contadora Group would the Wited Stat.es  contribute
to the promotion of peace and demilitarization  in the region.

REQUHSTS  FOR HFARING

72. The CHAIRMAN said that two communications on” aining requests foe hearing on
the ouestion  of Namibia #Iad been submitt.ed  to the Committee in Acumento
A/C.4/41/4/Aad.l  and 2. In the absence of any objection, she would take it thnt
the Committee agreed to accede to those Keaueste.

73. It was 80 decided.- -
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14. The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that she had received two communications
containing r@queste  for hearing on the quo&ion  of Namibia. Pn accordance with
ewtahliahed practice, mha euggeat.ed thz,;.l. tne communications in ouestion he
circulated ae Committee document8  for consideration at a later meeting. In the
absence of any objection, she would take it that the Committee agreed to that
suggeat ion.

75. It wan 80 decided.

The meeting coae  at 1.30 p.m.


