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The meeting was called to order at 3.2O_e,m.- - -

REQUESTS FOR HEARINGS (A/C.4/42/4/Add.4-6,  A/C.4/42/6/Add.7-9)

14ew Caledonia

1. The CHAIRMAN said that three requests for hearings concerning New Caledonia
(A/C.4/$2/4,/Add.4-6)  had been submitted to the Committee.

2 . Mr. TAIX (France), commenting on the request for a hearing received from a
repreGFa%e  of FLNKS (Front de Lib6ration nationale Kanak eocialiete)
(A/C.4/42/4/Add.4), said that FLNKS was a political party actively enqaged in all
etagen of the democratic process in New Caledonia. The petitioner was himself a
senior  elected official of the Territory and, as such, had no place at the
petitionera' table.

3. Furthermore, since New Caledonian8 had voted against independence in the
13 September 1987 referendum, thereby determining the framework within which they
wished the Territory's future to be organized, any discussion of that future should
take place in either Noum&a  or Paris. It was wholly inappropriate for At to be
discussed at the United Nations. His delagation could not therefore be present if
the peti:ioner  came to address the Committee.

4 . The CHAIRMAN said that, if he heard no further objection, he would take, it
that the Committee decided to grant the requeets.

5 . It waa ao decided.

Namibia

6 . The CHAIRMAN aaid that three requests concerning the question of Namibia
(A/C.4/42/6/Add.7-9)  had been submit ted to  the Committee.  If  he heard no
objection, he would take it that the Committee decided to grant those requests.

7 . It was so decided.

AGENDA ITEM 109: ACTIVITIES OF FOREIGN ECONOMIC AND OTHER INTERESTS WHICH ARE
IMPEDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDEPENDENCE TO
COLDNIAL COUNTRIES AND PEOPLES IN NAMIBII.  AND IN Ar,L OTHER TERRITORIES IINDER
COLDNIAL DDMlNATION  AND EFFORTS TD ELIMINATE COLONIALISM, APARTHEID AND RACIAL
DISCRJMINATION IN SOUTHERN AFRICA: REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE
SITUATION WITH REGARD TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLAR.\TION  ON THE GRANTING OF
INDEPENDENCE To COLONIAL COI!NT:'IES  AND PEOPLES :A/42/23 (Part III)) (continued)

8, Mr. RAVANCHI (Islamic Republic of Iran) speakiny in exercise of the right Of
reply, aaid that he categorically denied the aczuaation  made by the Zioniet
repradontative  at the Committee's 7th meeting that Iran had been conducting secret

business with Pretorla. he condemned the Zionist regime's  racism and drew
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(Mr. Rnvanchi, 1818mic
Republic of Iran)

attention to the rimilarity  between that c6gi end the Houth African r6gimo. both
of which attacked their neighboura 8nd impoaec riacr imin8tory l yatems. The two
c&gin08 co-operated l xtenaively, particularly in the military field.

9. Iran did not export oil to South Africa. It maintained a comprehensive
embnrgo  on trado with that country and actively prunoted the elimination of raci818.

10. Hr. SAWV (Rul98ria)  , speaking in exercise of the right of reply, challenged
the unfouzanaatrtiona  mcrde by the UniCed  Kingdom repreaentative at the
Committee’8 8th meeting with regard to fishing Ln the south Atlantic. Bulqar ia’ a
fiahiry  activiciea in that Lre8 were conducted in strict  compliance with
international law. It warn morally inadmiaaible 2or the United Kingdom to make ruch
accuaationa when that country’s  negative vote in the Security  Council ~88
preventing Namibia from cxerciaing  its inalienable right of self-determination and
independence.

11. Hr. JOFFE (Iarasl), apesking in exercise of the right of roply,  aaid that he- -
stood by, and would be prepared to rspaat , everything that he had aaid at the
7th meeting. notwithstanding the oaumenta made by the repreaentativea of the nine
Arab countriea that had exercised their right of reply.

12. Mr. HIUII  {Iraq), speaking  in ewerciae of the right of reply, a8id that he and
other rb~reaentativea  of Arab countries hnd had frequent occasion to l nawer much
charges :!n the past. No representative 8hould  nrake  unaubatantiated l tatementa. HO
challenged the Zioniet repreauntative to provide proof that the countries  in
queation wece exporting oil to South Africa. Am far 88 he warn concerned, that
allegation wan a complete lie.

13. Mr. SMITH (United Kingdun), speaking in exercise of the right of reply, maid
that he had not challenged the legality of fishing activities  in the 8out.h  Atl8ntiC
by Bulgaria and othnr Eaatern European countries, :)ut had raised the queation of
whether such activltiea  impeded implementation of the Declaration. It was hi8
belief that much activities made no contribution to Namibia in terma of either
eqloyment or incaae.

I.4 . Mr. SAVOV  (Bulgaria), speaking in exercise of the right 3f reply, repeated
that hi8 country’8 fishing activities complied strictly  with international 18~ and
that there was therefore no danger of any depletion of Namib?a’e  natcral  reaourcea.

15. Mr. CHBRNYY  (Union of Soviet SoCialiet  Republics), ‘peaking in exercise  of the
right of reply, said that the United Kingdcm  h& 1 tried yet again to divert
attention frcm the eubatame of the 8genda item under diacuusion. He wiahed to
refer to the 1986 report of Standing Committee II of the Council for Namibia,
contal.ning derailed information on the Namibian economy, which firmly contr8dicted
the United Kingdom’s assertiona  aa to the contribution made by trananational
corporation‘  to that Territory. By way of example, the report mentioneti  the very

/ . . .
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Considerable difference in income between blackn and whites in Namibia and the
funding provided by international banks in support of South Africa’s illegal
occupntion of Nemibir.

16. The CHAIRMAEI  invited the Committee to vote on the draft resolution on foreiqn
econcmic intareata and the draft decision on military interests  proposed by the
Special Committee (A/42/23 (Part III), chap. IV, para. 12 and para. 11).

17. Ma. MILmR (Caneda), speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, said
that Canada had consistently supported the decolonizstion proceee and etforta to
achieve n peaceful transition  towards independence. A firm supporter of Security
Council resolution 435 (1978) , it had provided Namibiane and the peoples of other
colonisl  Territories  with significant  development assistance,  which it believed
promoted economic viability  and accelersted  the process nf self-determination.

18. Notwithetanding  it8 undoubted commitment, Canada did not readily accept
aaaumptiona uuch am the blanket condamnetion  of foreign economic and other
interests in colonial Territories, the immediate with3rawal of colonial Powers from
all military bases and installations  or explicit or implicit eupport for armed
struggle in processes of self-determination. It was particularly concerned that
reports and proposed resolutions repreaented all foreign economic activities with
colonial Territories  06 being inherently evil. In Canada’o  view, that
representation  was at odds with the facte. Trananotional corporation8  could have a
beneficial impact in terms of development and the tranefer  of technology.

19. Unless the Committee sought more ccmmon  ground among its members and
rcexaminined fundamental 18aues, there was a danger that it would hinder rather
than help the process of decolonization. Those reponsible  for drafting the
documenta submitted to the Committee should seek to *Ivoid the unduly polemical
approach which reduced thts content oE such documents to an anti-western diatribe.
Cannds  would not support the drsft  resolution and hoped that the more moderate tone
adopted at the current session by msny delegates would become widespread.

20. Am in the past, Canads would vote sgainst the draft decision on military
activities,  which it considered inappropriate to the item under consideration. It
objected to the language of the draft decision and to the singling out of Terael.

21. Mr. POTTS (Australia) said that his delegation would vote for the draft
resolution on the activities of foreign economic intereeta  in Non-Self-Governing
Territories  because it believed that such activities  should not impede progress
tcwnrds  self-government and independence. tlio country had consistently condemned
apartheid and supported Namibia’e immediate independence on the baoia of Security
Cpuncil resolution 435 (1978) , and had taken specific action against South Africa.
However, his delegation had reservations about certain aspects of the draft
resolution. First of all, there woe an inherent cont.radiction between blanket
condemnation of foreign irnestment  in Non-Self-Governing Terr itoriea  and the
appeal8 made in the draft texts  on individual Territories that the latter’s
economic development be speeded  up. Properly handled, foreign investment could

I /...
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make a tieeful contribution to economk development through the injection of new
technology and skills. Secondly, hie dalegation’r  support for the resolution
should not be construed a8 acceptance ty Australia of the Sou-:h Wsst Africa
People’s Organization  (SWAPO) am the sole authentic representative of the Namibian
people.

22. His delegation also regretted  the aniaeinn from tha draft resolution of any
reference to foreign fishing activities  off Namibia98 cmat. Such activitieo did
not yield any revenue to the Namibian people, despite the call by the Council for
Namibia for an exclusive economic zone to be pr,xlaimed  off that coaOt.

23. Hio delegation would abstain. in the vote on the draft decision on military
activitl 9, not only becauao it had aubetantive  problems with the text of the draft
decision but also becauee  it concerned an ieeue that was not an item on the
Committee’s agenda.

24. Mr. BERGH-JOHANSEN (Norway) opeaking on behalf of the five Nordic countriee,
said that thone countries condomned  the activities of foreign economic and other
interest8  which impeded the procams of decolonisation, both in Nemibia and iu other
Non-Self-Governing Territories. The draft resolution, however, failed to
distinguish between various  kinds of activitieo in the different  Territories,  some
of which exploited their natural reaourcea and some of which could be beneficial to
their economic and eocial development. The Ncrdic countrier  a1L ) had reeervatione
o.? a number of specific  paragraph8 which did not take account of the divirion  of
competence between the General Aseembly  and the Security Council, and they deplored
the continuing practice of singling out individual countries and group of
countrlee  aa supporters of the policies pursued by the South Afrt:an  Government.

25. With regard to the draft decision on military activities, the Nordic countriee
had reservation8 about the implicit endoresment of armed struggle.

26. For the above reasons, the Nordic countries would abstain in the vote on the
draft rea<Jlution  and the draft decision.

27. Mr. AKYOL (Turkey) said that his delegation would vot.e for the draft
resolution because it generally supported its content, althcugh it would have
preferred a clear distinction to be made between the vario->-  activities  of foreign
economic interest8 so that only there which really impedftd  program8  toward8
independence were actually condemned.

28. As a member of the United Nations Council for Namibia, his country wan totally
committed to efforts to secure Namibia’s  independence. The United Nations mirst
also ensure that the Territory’s  human and natural reaourceo were protected. His
Government endorsed the main thruet of the Programme  ,>f Action adopted by the
Coun~~il  at i B Luanda seeeion. The international commucitt  muet  increase the
preseure on South Africa to implement the United Naticne Plan for Namibia
immediately. In that connection, hi8 Government had no diplanetic  or consular
reLationa with South Alrica.

/ . . .
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29. Mim dolegution  m,uld  vote for ho draft docimion  on military l ctivitiem,
although it oonmidere~ that thm tab l npeaially paragraghm  2, 3 mnd 11, aould have
bOen  drrftod  in a more balanced way.

30. Lamtly, him delogstion  wimhod  to l ntor a gonoral romorvation about the
practiao of @aking dimcriminmtory  cofacan~a~  to countriom and group8 of COUntKie8
whmn it was impommible  to amcribo  dofinit3  Kemponmibility to thorn.

31. Mr. NTAKtlWWJ  (Botmwana) maid that ho would vote for the draft remolution even
though him COuhtKy would ba unable to implamant thq pmragcmphm  on aconanic
manctifmm. Hiu aountcy’m  inability to do mo l hould not, howovor, bm Invoked am an
excume by thomr  who had no much material impedimenta.

32. Mr. AEiE (Japan) maid that tha l ctivitiem of Coroign l aoncmmic nnd other
interomtm  l hould be properly controlled  in order to provmnt  thorn  fro81  deprjving the
inhabitrntm of Non-Self-Covmcning  Torritoriom  of their right8 to meIf-dctoWination
and independence  or prejudioing  their eco~~iomic, social and cultural devrlopnent.
However, whether or not muoh activitlom WOK0 harmful depended on the nature of the
activity and the l itumtion prevailing  in the particulmr  Territory. PKQPK ly

guidad, much activitiem  could nmko beneficial  contribution8 to the l ocial and
wononic  development of Non-Salt-Governing Ter r itor iem,  for inmtmnae,  through the
trmnmfer  of technology  and managerial mkillm and the creation of job
opportunities. Not only wmm the draZt romolution unbmlarcrd,  but him delegation
noted with l trong dimapproval  that it once again mingled out individual KwII~QK
states  and group8 of States for criticimm. HI.8 delegmtion  would therefoK#r  abmtaln
in the vote on the draft rmmolution.

33. A ruzorded vote warn  tmkon on thm draft romolution  contained in the SpOciSl.-
_Cormaittoe*m  report (~/42/23 (Part IIX), chap. IVyirm.  12).

In favour2 Afghanistan, Albmnia, Algeria,  Angola, Argentina,  Aumtrmlia,
Bahammm,  Bahrain, Barbadorn, Bhutan, Bollvim,  Botmwana, Bramil,
Brunei  Dmrummalaw,  Bulgaria, Burkinm  Faso, Burma. Burundi,
Byolorummian  Soviet Rocialimt Rrpublia,  Chile, Chtna,  Cololabia,
Cuba, Cyyrum, Cxmahomlovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt,
Bthiopia,  Fiji ,  Dorman Demcuxat:c  Ropublia,  Ghanid Ouines,
Guinea-Bimmau, Hunqary,  India, Kndorlomia, Iran (Imlamic Republic
of) I Iraq, Jammica,  Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, La0 Pmoplm’m
Demccrmtia Republio, Lebanon, Lemohho,  Libmria,  Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Madagamoar, Malrymia, HaLdivas, Mali, Mauritium,
Woxico, Hongo!.ia, Morocco, Morembique,  New Zealand, NiOazmgUar
Nigeria,  Oman, Pmkimtan, Plrpua Naw buinoa,  Peru, Philip~in*m,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwandm, samem,  Sao Tone and Principm,
Slrudi  Arabia, Senegal,  Sierra Leona, Singapore, Somalia, Sudan,

. Surinmno,  Syrian Acab Ropublicr Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunimia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraiqisn Soviet Socialimt  RapUblic,
Union of Soviet Socialimt  Republica,  Unit4 Arab Emiratem, Unitad
Republic of Tmnrania, Uruguay, Vonomuala,  Vist Nmm,  Yugomlavim,
Zimbabwe.

/ .I.
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Agminmt: Belgium, France, Germany, Pedaral  Republic of, Italy,
Netherlands,  Portugal, United Ringda of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United Btates of America.

Abmtaininq~  AuStKim,  Canada, C&e d'Ivoire,  Denmark, Finland, Qreece,
Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Norway, Spain, S#ariland,  Sweden.

34. The draft renolution  was adopted be93 votes to 8, with i4 abmtentionm.
,-

35. A recorded vota was taken on the draft decimion contained in the Special
( A / 4 2 / 2 3  ( P a r t  I I I ) , c h a p .  V ,  parm.11) .

I n  f a v o u r - Ifghanimtan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina,  Bahamas,
Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Solivia, Botmwanm, Braxil,  Brunei
Darum8almln,  Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Rurundi,  Byelorummian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, China, Coloabia. Cube, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt,  l!thiopia,
Fiji, Germen Democratic Republia,  Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Btsmau,
Hungary, India, Indorrmmia,  Iran (Imlamic Republic of), Iraq,
Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People08 Dmmocratic Republic,
Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan ALab Janohiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Maldivem, Mali, Mauritius, Mexioo, Nongdlia,  Morocco, Moranbique,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Ommn,  Pakimtsn, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
Philippin~m, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tolaa and
Principo, Saudi Arabia, Smwgml, Sierra Leone, Singapore
Somalia, Sudan# Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
‘Trinidad rnd Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, [fkrainian  doviet
Socialimt  Republic,  Union of Soviet. Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanrania, Uruguay, Venaauela,
Vlet Nmm, Yugoelavia, Zimhsbwc

Against: Belgium, Canmda, France, Germar.y, Federal Republic of, Inraol,
ILaly,  Japan, Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingdom  of Gre3t
Britain and Northern Irelmnd,  United States of Amorioa.

Abmtaining; Australia, AuotKia, C&r d@Ivoire,  Denmark, Finland, Greece,
Iceland, Ireland, Lemotho, Now Zealand, Norway, Spain, Swaziland,
Sweden.

36. The draft decision was adopted by 90 votes t o 11, w i t h 14 abatentionm.- -  -.

37. Hr. MUTSVANGWA (Zimbabwe) speaking in explanation  oC vote after the vote, said
that reference h&Id  been made to him ignorance or intentional mimregrementation of
the United Statem policy of “conetructive  engagement*  in southern Africa. A
commimmion  of eminent experta met up by the United Statee Sacrataty of State had
also mada  scathing KelnaKka  about that policy, however.

30. South Afr :r> had long been t.he mentor and chief arms OUpplieK  of UNITA  in the
latter’e  war againet the legitimate Government of Angola, yet the United Statem had
recently delivered Stinger a-Iti-aircraft  mimmilss  to the rebela.

/ . . .
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39. Mr. BUCZACKI  (Ilnited Staten of America) , speaking on a point of order, said
that the reprementative  of Zimbabwe way auppoeed  to be speaking in explanation 01
vote and not in oxerciee  of the right of reply.

40. The CHAIRMAN requested the representative of Zimbabwe to bear that comment in
mind.

41. Mr. IUTOVANGWA  (Zimbabwe) said that no other coun%ry  apart from the United
States and South Africa had supported the idea of “linkrge”. The United States
claimed to l eek the removal of- ioreign  forces from the zigion,  but overlooked South
Africa’s illegal occupation of Namibia. It was aluo stranye that Nelson Mandela
had won Icee attention materially and epiritually  than the renegade leader of UNITA.

42. The representative  of France mumt be aware that the issue of New Caledonia was
nn the Committee’e  agenda and would remain there until the international community
Telt that the colonial Power had dincharged its responsibilities correctly.

43. Mrr.  BAGGE (Denmark), apeaking on behalf of the twelve Memhr States of the
European Cconcmic  Colarauntty  (EEC) , reaffirmed the Community’s aupport for all
efforts made, in conformity with the Charter, to eliminate colonialism, apartheid
and racial dimcrimination trcm southern Africa end enable the peoples of the
remaining Non-Self-Governing Territories to exsl,iee their right of
self-determination.

44. Tha main focus of the resolution just adopted wan the serious situation in
southern  Africa. The EEC unhesitatingly  condemned the activities of those foreign
economio  and other intereete  which impeded the procemm of aelf-determination,  but
the resolution failed to recogni.ae that som? activities were beneficial, and even
essential, to the economic and social development of Non-Self-Governing Territoriee.

45. The EEC had reservations of principle with regard to paragraph8 of the
rerolution which failed to take into account the division of competence between the
General Aaaembly and the Security Council , and deplored the singling out of
individual  countriem,  in particular in the sixteenth  preubular paragraph and
operative paragr..dh  17. They had therefore been unable to support the resolution.
They had alma beon unable to support the decision on military activitiee. That
decibion  deal; with a oubject which wan not on the agenda of the Fourth Committee.

46. Ms. WANG (New Zealand) said that her delegation’s support for the reflolution
on foreign economic interests reflected its concerti8 that euoh interests should not
be allowed to impeds  the progreea towards development and independence of any
Non-Belt-Governing Territory , even though New Zealand did not believe that all
foreign investment was necemearily detrimental. The United Nations had a
responsibility to eneure that Namibia’s  natural reaourcea and those of other
Non-Self-Governing Territories were protected and preserved  for the use of the
people of those .Territories. New Zealand therefore endoreed once again the call by
the Council for J’amibia for the proclamation of an exclusive economic zone off
Namibia’s coast in order to protect its valuable fisheries resources.

/ . . .
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47 . tlcr deleqat  ion had abstained in t;;a vote on the draft decialon  for thr- same
redsons  as in previous years.

48. Mr LASARTE  /Uruguay) said that his delegation had voted for the resolution-.-L---
and the decision hecauee it supported  the decolonisation  process. However , it
regretted that they were essentially  similar to the resolutions and decisiona
adopted in previous years. It would have been preferable to have mora balanced
tex:s  on nuch a comrplicated  issue. Moreover, hia delegation’s doubts au to the
relevance of tile decision to the item under discueaion  had yet to be dispelled.

49. Ma. MILLAN  (Colombia) reiterated her delegation’s eupport for decolonizat ion
and the elimination  of apartheid. :he international community muat  pursue  it.8
efforts to that end. Her delegation bad voted in favour of the resolution  on
foreign economic interests because of the vital need to protect the natural
resource8 of Non-Self-Governing Territories, eepecially  their marine resources, hut
would have preferred a more balanced text. It alao had reservation6 about
dificriminatory  referencea to countries and groups of countries.

50. Mr. CISTERNAS (Chile) said that his delegation had voted in favour of bc:h the- - -
resolution  and the decision becauee of his country’s total rejection of
colonialism, diecrimir:atlon  and apartheid and its full ePpport  for the cause of
NLmibian independence. However, it felt that an opportunity had been missed to
produce more balanced texta and to distinguish between activities of foreign
interests which ?#ere  detrimental to the Territoriee  concerned and those which could
enhance their well-being and build a solid foundation for their economies once they
became independent. Hie uelegation also had reeervationa about sinqllng out
certain countries and qroupe  of countries.

51. Mr, ABUHAJAR (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya)  aaid that his country supported
unreoerved1.y  both the reeolution end the decision, which expreeaed the wishes  of
t.he international community to pu, an end to colollialiem in all Non-Self-Governtnq
Terr i tor ies . The presence of foreign military bases and the plundering of natural
resource:; by trananational  cotporationa certainly impeded Territories’ progress
towards independence.

52 .  Mr . BASTELICA (Fr ante) , speaking on a point. of order, said that he had not.
wished to interrupt the representative of Zimbabwe when he had been exercising bin
right of reply during  an explanation of vote. However, he wiehed  to point out that
such a practice was in contravent.ion  of the rules of procedure.

.

53. The CHAIRMAN announced that the Committee had concluded ite consideration  of
aqenda item 1037 In accordance with established practice, he auggeeted that the
Committee request the Rapporteur to submit the report on the item dirra:tly  to the
(kneral Assembly.

54. I t was 41) -!lec ided.

The meetingrose  at 4.30 p.m.-___I


