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I. CONSIDZRATION OF THE FOUR PRINCIPLES REFERRED TO THE SPECIAT, CCMMITTEE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH GENERAL ASSEMBLY REGOLUTICN 1966 (XVIZII) OF 16 DECEMBER 1953,
NAMEIY :

() THE PRINCIPLE THAT STATES CHALL REFRAIN I THRIR INTERNATIONAL REIATIONS
FROM THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCE ACAINSY TilF 'PRRRITORIAT, INTEGKITY OR POLITICAL
THDEPENDENCE OF ANY STATE, OR IN ANY OIHER MANNER INCONSISTENT WITH THE
PURPOSES OF THE UNITED NATIONS (A/A%.116/L.6, L.7, .8, L.14, L.15)(continued)

R N

Mr. XRISENA RAO (India), %Ezrodﬁcing the joint proposal of Ghana, India and
!LYugoslavia (A/AC.119/1..15), said that the sponsors had taken account in their proposal
of the task laid upon the Special Committee, nam2ly, to countribute to the progressive
development and codification of the four principles so as to secure their more effective

application. Their proposal was also baced on (1) the dictum pronounced by

% Judge Max Huber in the Island of Palmas Case: "International law has the objective of

% assuring the coexistence of different interests which are worthy of legal prqﬁectiod&

I (2) the principal conclusions that emerged from the practice of the United Nations; and

) (3) the views expressed in the Sixth Cormittee and the Special Committee. They therefore
hoved that their text would constitute a basis acceptable to all. At the present stagmu
he would only comment briefly on the various paragraphs of the joint proposal, but might
perhaps speak at greater length later on the constructive svggestions and criticisms put
forwvard. Paragraph 1 used the lenguage of Article 2 (4) cf the Charter, taking account
of its objective. Paregreph 2 defined force in accordance with the criterion given in
Article 2 (4), namely, the effect which the threat or use of force might have on the
territorial integrity or political independence of a State, for it was undeniable that
there were forms of force other than armed force which might also have considerable
effect. In the sponsors' view, the first part of paragraph 3 faithfully reflected the
de Jjure situation as established in the Charter. The remainder of the paragraph

K required no comment. There seemed to be general agreement on the situations envisaged

\ in paragraph 4. Moreover, in previous statements he had pointed out that there were

-



A/AC.119/8R.1T
English :
Page 5

(bir. Krishna Rao, India)

i DPrecedents -in other internstional instruments. ILastly, the sponsors had been
% greatly impressed by the statement wede by the Mexican representative on the
% subject of reprisals (A/AC.119/3R.9) and hed been at pains to embody the relevant
% principle in paragraph 5. That principle had been confirmed by the Security
% Council in its resolution S/5650, especially in operative paragraph 1, which he
gquoted.
. Mr. VILFAR (Yugoslavia) announced that he would withdraw the first part
of the Yugoslev proposal (AfAC.119/L.T), relating to principle A, since that

proposal had been replaced by the three-Power text (A/AC.119/L.15), which restated

Ay

r‘in more precise terms the ideas contained in his delegation's original proposal
and,. in addition, took account of the views expressed by other delegations during
the debate. He sincerely hoped that the new proposel would facilitate the

Committeets task.

In his present statement, he would deal with only one question, namely, that

% of the meaning to be given to the word "force" in Article 2 (4) of the Charter,

E)% not because he underestimated the importance of the other questions with which.
' the Comittee had to deal, such as the right of self-defence against colonial

domination, but because several representatives, the Rcmanian representative in

particular, had spoken so eloguently on the sﬁbject that it was pointless to
rcpeat vhat had already been said.
With regard to the meaning of the word "force" in Article 2 (%) of the Charter,
E the Soviet representative had made some terminological remerks at the fourteenth
? meeting (A/AC.119/SR.14) which he fully endorsed. That was why he would not take

rup that espect of the question again and would take up vwhat might be called, "the

%historical argument". Those who claimed that the word "force" in that paragraph

;
Emeant only armed force besed their arguments on the fact that, during the

/.
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(Mr. Vilfan, Yugoslavia)

travaux préparatoires at the Sen Frarcisco Conference, a Branilian amendment, to

extend the prohibition contained in that nuragraph to Incivde economic vressure,

Ao i

had been rejected.}/ In the first place, his delegation wished to point out +hat

that argument was irrelevant. The Charter wac a constitutional act and, as such,

- it had value in itself and an indepsndent existence. It was precisely because
% the Charter was a coastitutional act whose provisions could end should be
| interpreted in the light of actual circumstances that it was pcssible to speak
[ of the progressive develorment of the principles of the Cherter and at the same
time remain faithiful to that instrument.
\ Nevertheless, he wished to refute the argument based on the rzjection of the
l Brazilian proposal, if cnly to destroy its psychological effect, by showing that
; quite different conclusions could be drawn from that rejection.
When the Brazilien delegation had submitbed its amendment to Article 2 (L)
of the Charter at the United Nations Conference on Internatiorzal Organization at
- San Francisco, it had in fact been trying to link the question of intervention

to the question of the threat or use of force, which that provision covered; the

eamendnent had represented its final attempt to achieve that erd. To read the

% text of that proposal was to be convinced of that. The submission of the Brazilian
§ amendment ard its rejection had not brought the meaning of the word “force" info
é question; the proof of that was that while the authors of the Charter had rejected
j the amendment they had seen no need to replace the word "force" by "armed force".

§ In acting as they did, they had shown their anxiety to pexmit the progressive

; development of the principles of the Charter. The euthors of the Charter had
i simply refused to identify the prohibition of the threat or use of force with

% the prohibition of intervention and, whether or not a clear-cut éistinction

N 1/ See United Netions Conference on Intermational Organization, Ccmmission I,
&\ 5 June 1945, vol. 6, pp. 339 and 340. /.
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(Mr. Vilfan, Yugoslavia)

between those two notions was considered desirable, it must be recognized that
intervention on the one hand, and the threat cr use of force on the other, were

{ two distinct concepis in intermational law; that was clear, morsover, from tke

list of principles under consideration and the Committeel!s plan of work.

After re-establishing in that wey the real cignificance of the Brazilian
amendment and its réjéction, he drew atieation to twe points. First, the
% proaibition of the threat or use of force in Article 2 (4) of the Charter was not
; an abstragt prchibition isolated from any context. That proaibition covered  the
% threat or use of fprce directed.against the territorial integrity or politicel
? independence of States.’ Tﬁe provision was not intended merely to prohibit an

. act, but also to protect values, and, taken as a whole, it prohibited the use or

1

g threat of force in all its forms when those forms endengered the territorial

21
i

" integrity or political indépendence of States. Any other interpretation would

!

;‘lead to absurd conclusions, namely that only armed force was condemped ard that .

Ethe condemnation was a purely formel one”with no specific object. No one wished

' to exclude armed force frem the word "force", but it was obvious that other forms
of force, and particularly econcmic and other pressures, could threaten the

- political irnderendence &nd territorial integrity of States. Perhaps when the

EECharter was drawn up econpmic pressure was not considered as a force which could

L

 threaten those values - and that was the real reason for the rejection of the

w1y

i

. Braziliasn amendment - but that was no longer true at the present time becauge‘of’
éthe accession of new States to independence and the multiplication of economic
zpressures. If the Committée wished to be faithful to the Charter and to the
"intentions of its authors, it should interpret Article 2 (4) in such a way that
*1t really Qid protect the territorial integrity and political independence of

=Ry A
' States. The question, then, was whether or not economic pressure was at thg

Jees
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present time a force which threatened the existence of the values mentioned. The
answer Lo that question must be in the affirmative.

Secondly, the course of developments over the past twenty years had made it
possible to distinguish moré cles.i-.ly between the concept of intervention and the
concept of the threat or use of force in conformity with Article 2 (4) of the
Charter. The difference vetween those two concepts lay in the values they sought
to protect. 1In the case of the threat or use of forece, it was a Question of the
territorial integrity or political independence of States, i.e. of the protection
of the State from without. In the case of intervention, it was a question of
the orgenic, free and unhampered development of States, i.e. the protection of
the State from within. Once that distinction was mede, it becaue clear that
according to the circumstances one and the same act might be either a threat to
the territorial integrity or political independence of a State under Article 2 (L),
or an act of intervention not covered directly by that Article. Oue of the
advantages of the three-Power proposal (A/AC.119/L.15) over the original Yugoslav
proposal (A/AC.119/L.T) was thet the criterion it adopted was not only the nature
of the aét itself but also its effects. The proposal made i% quite clear that
it was when they were directed against the territorial integrity or political
independence of a State that force and pressure in all their forms were prohibited
according té Article 2 (4). That distinction excluded any possibility of
considering the three-Power proposal as being outside of the Charter.

Some representatives, for example those of Guatemala, Mexico and Sweden, were

afraid that equating econcmic or other pressures with the use of force would make

! normal internmational relations impossible by extending the idea of aggression and

the scope of Article 51 too far. He believed that the distinction drawn in the

three-Povwer proposal according to whether or not the act in question threatened

[one
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the territorial integrity or polij:ical independence of a State should dispel those
fears, and that Article £l vas so clear that it could hardly be misiﬁterpreted.

A definition of pressure would of course be valuabie, just as it would be
valuable to have a definition of aggression. Ho'wever, in the case of pressure,
es in that of aggression, matters could be left in the first placé to the
judgement of thé vietim ‘State , end then to the decision of the United Nat:;’ions
bodies to which that State appealed. At the tenth meeting (A/AC.119/SR.10), the
Swedish representative hed recognized that the power of decision could be left

to the competent United Nations body in detemiining whether or not a particular

entity vas a State, end consequently whether it could avail itself of Article 2 (4)

of the Charter. That same power might be left to such bodies in determining

~vhether an act of pressure constituted a threat or use of force within the

‘meaning of Article 2 (k).

In conclusion, he expressed sympathy with the ideas contained in the Italian
amendment (A/AC.ll9/L.ll+). However, he thought that the objections which had
been raised to"some of the other ideas expressed during the debate, were equally
valid in regard to the Italian amendment. His impression'wa's:that it would not
be eacy to incorporate the idea of thet emendment to the statement of the principle.

Sir Kenneth BAIIEY (Australie) seid that there vwere three ways in which

- the Ccmittee could best assist in the development and codification of international

‘lev in the field of the four principles referred to it for study and report:

Firstly, .Lt could formulate interpretetive texts makiﬁg explicit in detail
'what the Charter stated only in general terms or merely implied. The United
Kingdom lproposal (A/4C.119/1.8) was a remarkable illustration of hov much could
’ be done in that way. He fullyéuppofted that proposal and equally in principle

'the addition to it by the Italien delegation (A/AC.119/L.14). /..
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Secondly, the Committee could formulate additionel legal rules for each
principle, as supported by the practice of States. Any reference to the latter
required the greatest possible delicacy but the Committee had been explicitiy
directed by its terms of reference in (eneral Asscubly resoiution 1966 (XVIII) to
consider both the practice of Stvates ard that of the United Natioms in forming
its conclusions and recommendations. The practice of States since 1945 could
not of course support any rule of interrational law contrary to the Chgrter; on
the other hand, it might well supply rules of Internatioral law consistent with
the Charter but not to be found either explicitly or implicitly in that text.

Thirdly and lastly, the Cormittee could keep in mind, as the representative
of Lebanon had emphasized, the distinction between existing international law and
the rules vhich it thought States should te willing, in the yearll96h, to accept
as binding. Not all delegations would perhaps agree on what should be put in one
or the other category, but the method outlined by the Lebanese representative wes
en indispenseble instrument for the progress of the Committee's work. The Committee
should beware of confusing internétional lawv a&s it was with what it thought
internztional law ought to be.

His delegation could not agree that the Charter could now be given a meaning
different from the mecening it bore in 1945 merely to meet the wishes of some new
Members of the United Nations. The text adopted in 1945 had represented the
maximum on which unanimous agreement could be reached among both the Members of
the United Nations at that time and the permenent members of the Security Council.

For that reason the interpretation of the Charter must be regarded as the proper

| sphere of the lex lata; but, of course, that did not mean that the words of the

Charter could cover only the points envisaged in 1945.

Funs
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The Committee should also bear in mind that the effectiveness of its work

Z
would depend wholly on the degree of uvnanimity it could attain in its conclusions,
f\/\_/x/‘«_/\/\

and in thet respect he drew attention to the unanimous agreement reached on the -
Declaration of Iegal Principles Governing the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of OQuter Space, despite the very wide divergence of views when
the subject had first been raised for discussiocn.

Teking up the proposals before the Committee and, first, the United Kingdom
proposal (A/AC.119/L.8), he agreed with the Guetemalen delegation that that proposal
offered a basis on which agreement could be reached cn a nurber of poiats. In his
delegation's view, by devoting his siatement to the enmumeration of the points on
which agreement was possible, the CGuatemalan representative hed employed an
extremely useful method, and he hoped that the text submitted by the United Kingdom
delegation could be accepted by consensus @as an accurate and adequate formulation
of the lex lata. : n/QGAAm

\ - Recalling the reference to Lord Byron méde by the Soviet representative at
athe fourteenth meeting, he said that, in his opinion, even if that distinguished-
roet had been a member of a corps of volunteers in thé service of the United

Kingdom Govermment, it would be difficult to say wbether that fact had constituted

a violation of international law in 1824. In any case, that was not a sufficient

reason for saying that & Covernment could today use armed forces of volunteers
ggainst the political independence or the territorial integrity of another State -
without violating Article 2 (4) of the Charter. He would not pursue the subject
(any further since a similar problem was that very day-coming before the Security
g'Counc:iJ... He hoped, however, that vhen it was perceived how carefully the

definition given in paregrarh 2 of the United Kingdom proposal had been stated,.

that paragraph would receive unanimous support. In that connexion, his delegation

-
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nbted that though it differed on some points frcm the United Kingdom proposal,
paragraph 2 (a) of the proposal submitted by the representatives of Ghana, India
and Yugoslavia constituted 2 real advance towards a reconciliation of the two texts.
His delegation would alisc accept as it stood the first seutence of paragraph 2
of the United Xingdom text as an interpretation of the Charter principle. Im his
delegation's view, the fact that the word "force" and not the words "armed force"
had been used in Article 2 (4) of the Charter was not conclusive. The words
"to use force" occurred twice in the Charter: once in Article Ll and once in
Article 2 (4). Ia Article 44 the words could nct mean anything but armed force
and no sufficient reason existed for giving it any other meaning in Article 2 ().
As applied to the intermational action of States, physical coercion was in fact
the essential ingredient of force, as the word was defined in the dictionary.

That interpretation was confirmed by the whole context of the Charter and especially

: by the Preamble and the provisions of Articles 1 and 2 and Chapters VI and VII.

The Yugoslav representative had spoken eloguently about the rejection of the

. Brazilian amendment at the time of the San Francisco Conference. His delegation,

i for its part, did not base its opinion on that fact, but found it difficult to

see how the Brazilian amendment could be used in support of the view that the
word "force" in Article 2 (L) meant anything other than arred force. It would
seem that if anything could refute that argument, it would be the terms of the
Brazilian amendment, whether adopted or not.

The texts referred to by the Czechoslovak representative at the eighth
meeting also served only to prove that when it was desired to provide against

econcmic and political pressure or any pressure other than armed force, it was

| 80O stipulated. Moreover, not only was it impossible to base the broader

/e
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interpretation which some sought to give to the word "force" on the Charter, but
/there was nothing in the practice of the United Nations to support it.
In his view, the Committee's task involved formulating both principles of law

which could be considered as interpretations of the Charter and rules of law

iwhich could be added in those fields to the Charter principles by derivetion from

\

could recommend de lege ferenda for adoption by the Members of the Organization.

the practice of States, and also such further rules as the Committee by consensus

The three-Power text (A/AC.119/L.15) was not to be cousidered so far as

§paragraph 2 (b) was concerned as an interpretation of the Charter but as a

%proposition de lege ferenda. In that text the word "force" was to be understood

;to include such forms of pressure, other than the use of armed force, as had the

L
i

}effect of threatening the political independence or territorial integrity of &
%

iState and raised a problgm of international policy. That text rightly recognized
fthat to exclude all forms of pressure would be unrealistic. On the other hand,
§no delegation had ever taken the view that no law could be made to restrict or
Eprohibit any form of pressure whatever other than armed force. His delegation had
%éo far had no épportunity to study the new document A/AC.119/L.15 closely.,

zHowever, ona question that hed immediately occurred to his delegation on reading

éthat text was who was to judge whether a given policy or economic measure had or

"had not the effect proscribed in that document.

Turning to the proposals of Czechoslovakia (A/AC.119/L.6) and Yugoslavia
[ :
. (A/AC.119/1..7), he said that his delegation could not accept the provisions of

the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth paragraphs of the Czechoslovak proposal

P

or the second, third and fourth paragraphs of the Yugoslav proposal. That was

'
b

‘not to say that Australia advocated the matters condemned in those paragraphs.
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On the contrary, in many of the matters :ln question, Australia had the same
political objectives as the gponsors of the proposals. The questions dealt with
in those. paragraphs might perhaps be sultably placed in a ureamb*e, as the Swedish
representative had suggested, but the layman, unfortunatelj, was very apt to take
no account of the very different legal status of the preamble and the operative
part of a legal document. . o -
With vegmed 4o the right of edif-defence BF nabions against colonial

ﬁ\iJ domination (fifth paragraph of the ézechoslovak proposai and fourth paragraph of

the Yugoslav proposal), two'questioné aroée. First, d1d the c1t1zens of a State
. have the legal right to take up arms against that State to secure +heJ.r

! independence? Second, did other States have the legal rlght to ald insurgents

under such conditions? In his delegation's view, the use of'fo;ce‘within a

State did not fall within the scope of Article 2 (4) of the Coarterg which simply

stated that States should refrain "in their internatiorzl. relatlons from the use

| of force; Article 2 (4) could not, therefore,'be interpreted as either forbidding

or permitting a right of insurrection, because its orovisions were simply not

relevant. Juridically, a revolution acquired legitimacy if it was successful,
Exbut neither the Charter nor 1nternatlonal law recognized any right to rebellion.
On the other hand, Article 2 (h)‘EXplicitly forbade a State to use force to impair
the territorial integrity of another State; and "wars of liberation" would in .
many cases havefpreciéély:thet‘ooject and thet result. The Yugoslav and
zechoslovak proposals: found in the concept of self-defence in the exerc1se of
self-determination support for the right of minortties or other groups to fight
with arms for-their 1ndependence and the right of other States to assist them

against the Némber State of which they formed a part Juridically. Australia had

/e
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never supporied that: point of view. ‘His deiégation éonsmdere& that colonial rule,
whether by way of the administratlon'of & Trust Terrltory or otherwvise, was not-
contrary to the Charter, and States administering depen&ent territories in
accordence with the Charter were responsible for the malntenance of law and order
in thosevterzltorzes. There was nothlng in the Czechoslovax or Yugoslav proposals
which necessarily conflicted with that view; but if that vas not the case, it
would'only increase the difficulty thé‘Auétfalian delegation had in accepting
those proposals, because in'those éifcumsténces‘the Czechoslovak aﬁd Yugoslav
proposals would not only find ﬁo sd§port iﬁ éhe Chérﬁér but would contradict the
express provisions it contained. | | .

| Mr. CRISTESCU (Romania), exercising his right of reply, seid thet remarks

like those made at the previous meeting (A/AC.119/SR.16) about his éountry vere
scarcely calculated to contribute to the success of the. Cormittee's work. His
delegaticn had always refrained frocm arguing politicai quastions in a legal
committee and it would continue; in support of the Chairman, whoge wisdom and
impartiality it was happy to acknowledge, to try to maintain an atmosphere of
serenity and co-operation.

Mr. KRISHNA RAO.(India), exercising his right of reply, said that he was

encouraged by the preliminaryuremarké of the Australian representative, which he
regarded as a break, if not as a bxeakthraugh. Since the Australian representative
had referred to the dictionary definition of the word "force", he read out the

definition given in the Oxford Dictionary in the hope that his colleague would

bear it in mind when he came to define hié‘pbsition on paragraph 2 of the joint

proposal (A/AC.119/L.15).

Juen
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The CHAIRMAN suggéated that he should depart from the usual procedure

and, by way of exception, give the floor to two representatives whose names had
not been on the list of speakers.

It was so decided.

Mr. EL-REEDY (United Arab Republic) said that his delegation had combined

i1ts comments on the proposals submitted by Czechoslovakia (A/AC.119/L.6),
Yugoslavia (A/AC.119/L.17) and the United Kingdom (A/AC.119/L.8) with its general
observations on principle A, and that it would now like to give its views on
the Italian proposal (A/AC.119/L.1k4) and the joint proposal (A/AC.ll9/L.15),
which had just been put before the Committee.

His delegation had examined with'care and interest the Italian proposal aimed
at strengthening the United Nations bodies responsible for the maintenance of

international peace and security. That was an important agenda item for which

the Ccmmittee should make due allowance in its consideration of principle A.
f Indeed, the ideas underlying the Italian proposal were.so.relevant that they:
? deserved more thoroﬁgh study by both the Special Committee and the Drafting
| Ccmmittee.
‘; His delegation appreciated the spirit of compromise and open-mindedness
“which had inspired the three co-sponsors of the joint proposal (A/AC.119/L.15).
It was glad to note that that proposal reproduced and refined the essential ideas
in the Czechoslovak and Yugoslav proposals, which it had already welcomed,
TP { particularly the right of peoples to self-defence against colonial domination
' - Wwhich denied them the right to self-determination. vIn his delegation's opinion,
that was one of the most important phenomena in the evolution of international

life since the signing of the Charter.

[uen
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Paragrqpn L, he ncted, contalned a new idea. His delegation, of course,

; SUPbO“ted any formula whlcn would strengthen the principle of peaceful snttlemnnt
i

: of dlsputes (it wovld return to that point whcn the Committee tock up principle B),
S
g but justice should always prevail in any such settlement. In other words,

according to his interpretation of paragraph 4 - and he would like to hear the
opinion of the sponsors on the matter - it did not legalize or condone the
occupation of a territory by means contrary to the Charter or to United Nations

resolutions, and hence the occupatlon of a territory 1n such clvcumstances vas

REPSSSRSNEVE TR R N

cortrary to its provisions.

In conclusion, he said his delegzation considered that the two proposals

were a major contribution to the Committee?s work.

Mr. SCHWEPEL (United States of America) said that he too wished to give

the Ccmittee hls prelimlnary thoughts on the two new proposals (A/AC ll9/L.lh
and L 15) Just subm*t ed.

Although his de1egatlon apprec*ated the efforts of the sponsors of the 301nt
proposal (A/AC 1 9/L 15), it could mot accept some of the cayclusions they had
reached. It felt that the end of paragraph 1 was uﬁggiggﬁziihetoric. What was 7

. the signiPlcance cf paravraph 2, and EQPec18¢ly sub-na“agraph (b)? He gave a

. nnmber of hypotnetﬂcal examples illustratlng the many difflcultles to which its

interpretatlon gave rise. Paragraph 3 erred by omission since it failed po
prov1de for the uoe cf force by reg onal agencies acting in conformity wifh thé
Unlted Nations Charter. So far as he knew, th° valﬂdity of the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, which envisaged that right for the Organization
of American States, had not been chellenged; nor had its conformity with the

‘Charter.

-
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(15r. Schwebel, United States)

In paragraph 3, his cdelega®tion could not accept the provision concerning the
"right of peoples to seif-delence againct éolcnial cdominatvion in the exercise
of their right to self-determination” for the same reasons which had prevented
it from accepting the eesrlier texts. Assuming that that provision had already
been adopted, one of the parties to the dispute at present before the Security
Council could invoke it in an attempt to "crush" its victim. IWith regard to
paragraph 4, on boundaries, he stood by what he had said at an earlier meeting
(A/AC.119/SR.15). He vas surprised, in view of the events of the past three
years, to see a certain country among the sponsors of that paragraph. Iastly,
he wondered whether a clause on acts of reprisal was necesgsary or desirable,
since the notion of "reprisals" was difficult to define.

On the other heand, his delegation supported the excellent proposal by Ttaly
(A/AC.119/L.1k).

Mr. DADZIE (Ghana) confirmed that the internretation of paragraph b of -

| the joint proposal (A/AC.119/L.15) given by the reprecentative of the United Arab

f Republic was in fact that of the sponsors. They, too, did not condone any breach

of internatioral law relating to existing boundaries, whether legally demarcated

- or not, and considered that any dispute in the matter should be settled in
 conformity with the Cherter or with such decisions as the General Assembly might

! take after studying the report of the Special Committee.

He reserved the sponsors! right to reply at a future meeting to the questions
asked by the United States representative. He asked the latter, however, to name

the country to which he had just referred.

Juss



A/AC.119/8R.1T
Erglish
Pege 19

Tne CHAIRMAN, reminding the members of the Ccomittee of the request he

had made the previcus afternoon, asked the representative of Ghara not to press
his last question since the allusion did not relate to the discussion.

Mr. DATZIE (Chana) deferred to the Chairman's request.

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m.






