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I. INTRODUCTION

A, Adoption and organization of the report

1. Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIIT) of 20 December 1968,
the Special Committee on Principles of International Iaw concerning Friendly
Relations and Co-operation among States, as reconstituted by General Assembly
resolution 2103 (XX) (see paragraph 9 below) held its fourth session at

United Nations Headquarters, New York, from 18 August to 19 September 1969. At
the last meeting of the session (109th meeting) on 19 September 1969, the
Special Committee adopted without objection the draft report presented by its
Rapporteur subject to the inclusion, in the final version, of the reports of
the Drafting Committee, the summary of the debate at the concluding stage of the
Special Committee's work, and the decisions taken by the Special Committee.

2. The introduction to this report (chapter I) briefly recalls the background
of the work of the Special Committee and describes its composition, terms of
reference, and the organization of the session. The remainder of the report is
organized in general in accordance with the terms of reference of the Specilal
Committee at its 1969 session, the agenda adopted and the decision regarding the
organization of work for the session (see paragraphs 19, 20, 22 and 23 below).
Chapter II is, therefore, divided into three sections. Sections 1 and 2 deal
respectively, with the consideration of the principle concerning the prohibition
of the threat or use of force and the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples. Each of the above sections is arranged as follows:
first, the texts before the Special Committee on the principle concerned are set
out; secondly, an account is given of the debate in the Special Committee;
thirdly, the text of the Drafting Committee report on each principle is given
together with a summary of statements made in the Special Committee prior to

the adoption of the particular report concerned. Section 3 is devoted to the
general comments, made at the final stage of the session, on the work of the 1969
session of the Special Committee, the reports of the Drafting Committee and the
organization of the next session of the Special Committee.

B. Background of the work of the Specilal Committee

5 The item entitled "Consideration of principles of international law
concerning friendly relations and co-operation among States in accordance with
the Charter of the United Nations" was discussed by the General Assembly at its
seventeenth, eighteenth, twentieth, twenty-first, twenty-second and twenty-third
sessions. These discussions resulted, inter alia, in the adoption of General
Asserbly resolutions 1815 (XVII) of 18 Tecember 1962, 1966 (XVIII) of




16 December 1963, 2103 (XX) of 20 December 1965, 2181 (XXI) of 12 TDecember 1966,
2327 (XXII) of 18 December 1967 and 2463 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968. 1/

l. Action taken by the General Assembly at its seventeenth
session (General Assembly resolution 1815 (XVII))

L. By resolution 1815 (XVII) the General Assembly resolved to undertake,
pursuant to Article 13 of the Charter, a study of the principles of international
law concerning friendly relations and co-operation among States in accordance
with the Charter of the United Nations with a view to their progressive
development and codification. The same resolution listed those principles as
being notably the following seven: 2/

(2) The principle that States shall refrain in their international relations
frem the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes
of the United Nations;

(b) The principle that States shall settle their international disputes by
peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and security and justice
are not endangered;

(c) The duty not to intervene in matters within the domestic jurisdiction
of any State, in accordance with the Charter;

(d) The principle of sovereign equality of States;

(e) The duty of States to co-operate with one another in accordance with
the Charter;

(f) The principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples;

(g) The principle that States shall fulfil in good faith the obligations
assumed by them in accordance with the Charter.

1/ Other resolutions adopted by the Assembly in connexion with the item are
resolution 1816 (XVII) of 18 December 1962, on technical assistance to
promote the teaching, study, dissemination and wider appreciation of
international law, and resolutions 1967 (XVIIIL) of 16 December 1963,

2104 (XX) of 20 December 1965 and 2182 (XXI) of 12 Tecember 1966 on the
question of methods of fact-finding. As these resolutions are not related to
the terms of reference of the Special Committee at its 1969 session, they are
not set out in the body of the present report.

g/ The principles are here listed in the order in which they were studied by
the Special Ccmmittees in 1964 and 1966 and in the General Assembly at its
eighteenth, twentieth and twenty-first sessions; the order of the principles
as given in paragraph 1 of resolution 1815 (XVII) is scmewhat different.



2. Action taken by the General Assembly at its eighteenth sessicn
(General Assembly resolution 1966 (XVIII))

5 The first four of the above principles were studied by the General Assembly
at its eighteenth session. At that session the Assembly adopted resolution

1966 (XVIII), whereby it decided to establish a Special Committee on Principles of
International Iaw conccrning Friendly Relations and (o-operation among States,
which was requested to study the first four principles and to "draw up a report
containing, for the purpose of ‘the progressive development and codification of

the four principles so as to secure their more effective application, the
conclusions of its study and its recommendations'. By the same resolution the
Assembly decided to consider the report of the Special Ccmmittee at its nineteenth
session, and also to study at that session the last three of the seven principles
listed in paragraph 4 above.

s

3« The work of the Special Ccmmittee established by General Assembly
resolution 1966 (XVIII) (the "196L Special Committee")

6. The Special Committee established under General Assembly resolution

1966 (XVIII), referred to hereafter in the present report as the 1964 Special
Committee §/ met in Mexico Clity at the invitation of the Government of Mexico,
from 27 August to 2 October 1964, and sdopted a report to the General Assembly. E/
That report stated that, in regard to the principle of sovereign equality of
States, the 1964 Special Ccmmittee had urnanimously adopted, on the reccmmendation
of its Drafting Committee, a text setting out points of consensus and a list
itemizing various proposals and views on which there was no consensus but for
which there was support. §/ That was the only principle on which such a text was
adopted by the 1964 Special Ccmmittee. On the principle concerning the
prohibition of the threat or use of force, the Drafting Ccmmittee submitted two
papers to the 1964 Special Committee; @/ the first of them (Paper No. 1)
contained a draft text formulating points of consensus, but the second (Paper

No. 2) stated that the 1964 Ccmmittee had been unable to reach any consensus on
the scope or content of the principle. By majority votes the 1964 Special
Committee decided to put the second paper to the vote first and then adopted that
paper. 7/ The 1964 Special Committee was likewise unable to reach any consensus

1/ The 1964 Special Ccmmittee was composed of the following twenty-seven Member
States: Argentina, Australia, Eurma®, Cameroon, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Dahomey, France, Ghana, Guatemala, India, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Madagascar,
Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Poland, Rcmania, Sweden, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdcm of Great Britain
and Northern Irel.nd, United States of America, Venezuela and Yugoslavia.

* Burma was appointed to replace Afghanistan, one of the States originally
appointed to serve in the Ccmmittee, which had resigiled frcm membership before
the Committee's session (see A/5689 and A/5727).

&

Official Records of the General Assembly, Twentieth Session, Annexes, agenda
items 90 and 9L, document A/57L46.

Ibid., rara. 339.
Tbid., para. 1C6. ‘
Tbid., paras. 107 and 1C8.

v
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on the principle concerning the peaceful settlement of international disputes and
the principle concerning non-intervention. 8/

b, Action taken by the General Assembly st its nineteenth and
twentieth sessions (General Assembly resolution 2103 (XX))

Te The report of the 1964 Special Ccmmittee was not considered by the General
Assembly at its nineteenth session. In view of the situation prevailing at the
session, 9/ the Secretary-General included the item relating to the report in the
provisional agenda of the twentieth session of the General Assembly.

8. At its twentieth session, the General Assembly considered the report of the
1964 Special Ccmmittee, and also studied the last three principles set out in
paragraph 4 above. In conjunction therewith, the Assembly considered an item
entitled "Observance by Member States of the principles relating to the
sovereignty of States, their territor al integrity, non-interference in their
domestic affairs, the peaceful settlement of disputes and the condemnation of
subversive activities", which had been proposed by Madagascar for inclusion in
the agenda of the nineteenth session of the General Assembly, ;Q/ but in regard
to which no decision on inclusion had been taken at that session; when proposed
again by Madsgascar, the item was included in the agenda of the twentieth session

as item 9. 11/

9. At its twentieth session the General Assembly adopted resolution 2103 (XX) by
vhich it decided to reconstitute the 1964 Special Cocmmittee, to be composed of

the members of that Ccmmittee 12/ and of four other Member States, 13/ in order to
complete the consideration and elaboration of the seven principles set forth in
paragraph 4 above. The Special Cocmmittee as thus reconstituted was requested to
continue the consideration of the first four principles, "having full regard to
matters on which the previous Special Committee was unable to reach agreement and
to the measure of progress achieved on particular matters", to consider the last
three principles, and to submit a comprehensive report on the results of its

study of the seven principles, "including its conclusions and reccmmendations, with
a view to enabling the General Assembly to adopt a declaration containing an
enunciation of these principles”. By part B of the same resolution the General
Assembly requested the reconstituted Special Committee to take into consideration
the request for inclusion in the agenda of the item proposed by Madagascar, which
is mentioned in paragraph 8 above, and the discussion of that item at the twentieth
session.

Ibid., paras. 20l and 292. ,
Ibide, Nineteenth Session, Annexes, annex No. 2, document A/588L, para. 6.
Ibid., documents.A/S?ST and Add.l.

Tbid., Twentieth Session, Annexes, agenda items 90 and 9&, document A/5957.

See foot-note 3 above.

EEEBwe

Algeria, Chile, Kenya and Syria.
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Work of the Special Ccmmittee as reconstituted by General Assembly

resolution 2103 (XX); action taken by the General Assembly at its

twenty-first and twenty-second sessions (General Assembly
resolutions 2181 (XXI) and 2397 (XXII))

10. The Special Committee, as reconstituted by General Assembly resolution

2103 (XX), l&/ held sessions at United Nations Headquarters from 8 March to

25 April 1966, at the United Nations office at Geneva from 17 July to '

19 August 1967 and at United Nations Headquarters frcm 9 to 30 September 1968.

At each session, the Special Committee adopted a report to the General Assembly. ;2/

11, The reports of the Special Ccmmittee on its 1966, 1967 and 1968 sessions were
considered by the General Assembly at its twenty-first, twenty-second and twenty-

third sessions, respectively. That consideration resulted in the adoption by the

General Assembly of resolutions 2181 (XXI) of 12 December 1966, 2327 (XXII) of

18 December 1967 16/ and 2463 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968.

12, A brief account by principle is given below of the results achieved by the
Special Ccmmittee at each of its three sessions, as reported to the General
Assembly, and of the action taken by the Assembly on the basis of the reports of
the Swecial Committee on its 1966 and 1967 sessions (General Assembly resolutions
2181 (XXI) and 2327 (XXII)). As regards General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIII),
its relevant provisions are set out below in section D of this chapter, under the
subject of terms of reference.

14/ The Special Committee has had the same composition since 1966 namely the
thirty-one Member States listed in paragraph 18 below.

15/ TFor the reports of the three sessions, see respectively Official Records of
the General Assembly, Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda item 87,
document A/6230; ibid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87,
d7cum2nt A/6799; ibid., Twenty-third Session, agenda item 87, document
A /7326,

lé/ The Sixth Ccmmittee, to which the General Assembly had referred the agenda
item relating to the report of the 1967 Special Ccmmittee, also had before
it a letter dated 8 November 1967 frcm the President of the General Assembly
to the Chairman of the Sixth Ccmmittee (A/C.6/385) transmitting a
communication frcm the Chairman of the Fourth Committee, reproduced in the
annex to that document. The ccmmunication referred to the Fourth Committee's
decision to transmit to the Chairman of the Sixth Committee, in connexion
with the latter's consideration of the item on principles of international
law concerning friendly relations and co-operation among States, the
statements made by the representative of South Africa at the 1697th and
170kth meetings of the Fourth Ccmmittee, on 19 and 27 Cctober 1967, during
the discussion on Southern Rhodesia in connexion with agenda item 23
(Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inderendence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples). The General Assembly had taken note of the
Fourth Ccmmittee's decision at its 1594th plenary meeting on
3 November 1967.




(a) Princiries concerning the peaceful settlement of international
disputes and the sovereign equality of States

13. As regards the principle concerning the peaceful settlement of international
disputes and the principle of sovereign equality of States, the Special @.mmittee,
at its 1966 session, unanimously adopted the texts setting out points of
consensus which had been recommended by the Drafting Committee. ;Z/ By
resolution 2181 (XXI), the General Assembly, having requested the Special
Committee to consider as a matter of priority, at its 1967 session, the remaining
five principles, further requested it to examine any additional proposals with a
view to widening the areas of agreement expressed in the formulations of the

1966 Special Ccmmittee on the principle concerning the peaceful settlement of
disputes and the principle of sovereign equality of States. At its 1967 session,
the Special Ccmmittee referred the two principles to the Drafting Ccmmittee. The
Drafting Ccmmittee, having referred the principles to a working group, took note
of the report of the Working “roup and transmitted it to the Special Ccmmittee
for its information. As reported by the Drafting Committee, the Working Group
agreed on the desirability of maintaining the areas cf agreenent already achieved
in the formulation agreed by the 1966 Special Ccmmittee on the principle concerning
the peaceful settlement of disputes, and the consensus text agreed by the

1966 Special Ccmmittee on the principle of sovereign equality of States. }@/ The
Specilal Committee took note of the Drafting Ccmmittee's report and transmitted it
to the General Assembly. 19/

(b) Principles concerning the duty of States to co-operate and the
good faith fulfilment of Charter obligations

1k, As regards the principle concerning the duty of States to co-operate and the
principle of good faith fulfilment, the Special Committee, at its 1966 session,
took note of a report by the Drafting Ccmmittee that it had been unable to present
an agreed formulation thereof. gg/ By resolution 2181 (XXI), the General
Assembly requested the Special Ccmmittee, at its 1967 session, to ccmplete the
formulation of the two principles. At that session, the Special Ccmmittee
referred the principles to the Drafting Ccmmittee. The Drafting Ccmmittee, having
referred them to working groups, considered the reports of the working groups and
accepted the texts set out therein, as expressing the consensus of the Drafting
Ccumittee. g;/ The Special Ccmmittee took note of the Drafting Ccmmittee's
reports and transmitted them to the General Assembly. 22/

17/ Official Records of the (eneral Assembly, Twenty-first Session, Annexes,
agends item 87, document A/6230, raras. 272 and L13.

l@/ Tbid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A /6799,
para. 438

19/ TIobid., para. 47k.

QQ/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-first Session, Annexes,
agenda item 87, document A/6230, paras. 45L and 565.

01/ 1Ibid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,
paras. 161 and 285.

22/ TIbid., para. L7h.




(c) Principle concerning non-intervention

15. As regards the principle concerning non-intervention, the Special Committee,
at its 1966 session, adopteu a resolution whereby it decided that "the Special
Committee will abide by General Assembly resolution 2131 (XX) of 21 December 1965"
(the resolution entitled "Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention in
the Dcmestic Affairs of States and the Protection of their Independence and
Sovereignty"), and instructed the Drafting Committee to direct its work on the
principle "towards the consideration of additional proposals, with the aim of
widening the area of agreement of General Assembly resolution 2131 (XX)". g;/

The report of the Drafting Committee, that no agreement was reached on the
additional proposals made, was taken note of by the Special Committee. 24/ By
resolution 2181 (XXI), the General Assembly requested the Special Committee, at
its 1967 session, to consider proposals on thg principle with the aim of widening
the area of agreement already expressed in General Assembly resolution 2131 (XX).
At the 1967 session, the Special Committee referred the principle to the Drafting
Committee. The Drafting Ccmmittee took note that there was no report from the
Working Group to which the orinciple had been referred, and reported accordingly
to the Special Committee. 25/ The Special Ccmmittee took note of the Drafting
Committee's report and transmitted it to the General Assembly. g@/ By resolution
2227 (XXII), the General Assembly requested the Special Committee, at its 1968
session, to consider proposals compatible with General Assembly resolution

2131 (XX), with the aim of widening the area of agreement already expressed in that
resolution. At its 1968 session, the Special Committee decided that, owing to the
lack of time, it was unable to consider the item of its agenda relating to the
principle. gZ/

(d) Principle concerning the prohibition of the threat or use of force

16. As regards the principle concerning the prohibition of the threat or use of
force, the Special Committee, at its 1966 session, took note of a report by the
Drafting Committee that it had been unable to present an agreed formulation
thereof. 28/ By resolution 2181 (XX), the General Assembly requested the Special
Committee:—at its 1967 session, to complete the formulation of the orinciple. At
that session, the Special Committee referred the principle to the Drafting
Ccmmittee. The Drafting Committee decided to transmit to the Special Committee for
consideration the report of the Working Group to which the principle had been
referred. That report listed points of agreement and points of disagreement. 22/

gé/ Ibid., Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6250,
para. 3U41.

2L/ Ibid., para. 353.

5/ Ibid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,

para. 365.
26/ Ibid., para. 4Th.

27/ Ibid., Twenty-third Sessicn, agenda item &7, document A/7526, para. 204,

28/ Ibid., Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6250,
para. 155.

22/ Ibid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,
para. 107.
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The Special Committee took note of the Drafting Committeels report and transmitted
it to the General Assembly. 30/ By resolution 2%27 (XXII), the General Assembly
requested the Special Committee, at its 1968 session, to complete the formulation
of the principle. At that session, the Special Committee adopted the report of
the Drafting Committee, to which the principle had been referred. That report
extended the points of agreement contained in the report of the Working Group at
the 1967 session. It also contained points on which no agreement was reached and
a number of proposals which had been submitted as a basis for further
negotiations. il/

(e) Principle concerning equal rights and self-determination of peoples

17. As regards the principle of equal rights and self-determination, the Special
Committee, at its 1966 session, took note of a report by the Drafting Ccmmittee
that it had been unable to present an agreed formulation of the principle. 52/

By resolution 2181 (XX) the General Assembly requested the Special Committee, at
its 1967 session, to complete the formulation of the principle. At that session,
the Special Committee referred the principle to the Drafting Committee. The
Drafting Committee, having considered the report of the Working Group to which the
principle had been referred, concluded that the areas of agreement recorded in
that report were hardly sufficilent to justify transmitting it to the Special
Ccmmittee for its information. 55/ The Special Committee took note of the
Drafting Committee's report and transmitted it to the General Assembly. )O/ By
resolution 2327 (XXII) the General Assembly requested the Special Ccmmittee, at
its 1J€8 session, to complete the formulation of the principle. At that session,
the Special Committee adopted the report of the Drafting Committee, to which the
principle had been referred. That report stated that, owing to the lack of tiwe,
the Drafting Committee had not been able to carry out a study in depth of the
proposals concerning the principle. 34/

C. Composition of the Special Committee

18. 1In accordance with General Assembly resolutions 1966 (XVIII), 2103 (XX) and
246% (XXIII), the Special Cocmmittee is composed of the following thirty-one Member
States: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Burma, Cameroon, Canada, Chile,
Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, France, Ghana, Guatemala, India, Italy, Japan, Kenya,
Lebanon, Madagascar, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Syria,
Union »f Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela and Yugoslavia.
The list of repcresentatives at the 1969 session is contained in the annex to the
present report.

30/ Ibid., para. 47h.
21/ 1Ibid., Twenty -third Session, agenda item 87, document A/7326, para. 13kL.

52/ Tbid., Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6250,
para. 520.

3 / Tbid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,
para. 231.

34/ Ibid., Twenty-third Session, agenda item 87, document A/7%26, para. 203.
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D. Terms of reference given to the Special Committee by General Assembly
resolution 2463 (XXIIT)

19. By resolution 2463 (XXIII), the General Assembly took note of the report of
the Special Committee on its 1968 session, and decided to ask the Special
Committee to meet in 1969 in order to continue and complete its work. Also by
resolution 2463 (XXIII), the General Assembly:

n

"I, Requests the Special Committee, in the light of the debate which
took place in the Sixth Committee during the previous and present sessions
of the General Assembly and in the 196k, 1966, 1967 and 1968 sessions of
the Special Ccmmittee, to endeavour to wesolve, in the light of General
Assembly resolution 23%27 (XXII), all relevant questions relating to the
formulation of the seven principles, in order to complete its work as far
as possible, and to submit a comp.rehensive report to the General Assembly
at its twenty-fourth session;

"5, (Calls upon the members of the Special Committee to devote their
utmost efforts to ensuring the success of the Special Committee's session,
in particular by undertaking, in the pericd preceding the session, such
consultations and other preparatory measures as they may deem necessary;'.

20, General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIII) reproduced without change the text
of the draft resolution recommended by the Sixth Committee. éi/ Before adopting
that draft resolution, the Sixth Committee heard the following statement from
its Chairman:

"If the Sixtn Committee approves this draft resolution, it is on the
understanding that there is consensus in the Committee on the fcllowing:

"First, the Special Committee should devote itself to completing the
work on the formulations of the principle prohibiting the threat or use of
force and the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples;

"Secondly, if any time is left, it should address itself to other work
relating to other vprinciples;

"Thirdly, the above understanding is wholly without prejudice to the

positions of any delegations that have been taken with regard to any
particular principle concerning friendly relations." 36/

E. Organization of the 1969 session of the Special Committee

21, By operative paragraph 3 of its resolution 2463 (XXIII), the General Assembly
asked the Special Committee "to meet in 1969 in New York, Geneva or any other
suitable place for which the Secretary-General receives an invitation". No such

ii/ Ibid., Twenty-third Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/7429,
paras. 7l and T3.

36/ 1Ibid., para. TL.




invitation having been received, the Special Committee met at United Nations
Headquarters, New York, and held thirteen meetings in the course of a five-week
session from 18 August to 19 September 196). At the first meeting of its session
(97th meeting), on 18 August 1969, the Special Committee elected the Chairman

and at the second meeting (98th meeting), on 19 August 1969, it elected the
Vice-Chairmen and Rapporteur. The officers so elected were the following:

Chairman: Mr. Milan Sahovic (Yugoslavia)

Vice-Chairmen: Mr. S.P. Jagota (India)
Mr. A.W. Robertson (Canada)

Rapporteur: Mr. E. Sam (Ghana)

The session was opened on behalf of the Secretary-General by

Mr. Constantin A. Stavropoulos, the Legal Counsel, Mr. Anatoly P. Movchan,
Director of the Ccdification Division of the Office of Legal Affairs, acted as
Secretary. Mr. John Scott, Mr. Vladimir Prusa, Mr. Eduardo Valencia-Ospina and
ilr. Kenneth Keith served as Assistant Secretaries.

22. At the first meeting of the session (97th meeting), on 18 August 1969, the
Special Committee adopted the following agenda (A/AC.125/10):

1. Opening of the session

o

Election of the Chairman

bR Adcption of the agenda

+ Election of the Vice~Chairmen and of the Rapporteur
5 e Orzanization of the work

O. Ccmpletion of the Special Committee's work, in the light of the debate
which took place in the Sixth Ccmmittee during the twenty-third and
nreceding sessions of the General Assembly and in the 1364, 1966, 1967
and 1968 sessions of the Special Committee, by endeavouring to resolve,
in the light of General Assembly resolution 2327 (XXII), all relevant
questions relating to the formulation of the seven principles
/Paragraph Ut of General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIII)/

(o Submission to the General Assembly at its twenty-fourth session of a
comprehensive report -
/Paragraph L4 of General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIIIL/

2%. At the 98th, 9)th and 100th meetings, on 19, 20 and 21 August 1969, the
bpecial Cocmmittee discussed the organizetion of its work. Having in mind
cperative parasraph 4 of General Assembly resolution 2463 (XXIII) (see

parasraph 19 above), as well as the statement made by the Chairman of the Sixth
Ccumittee a3t the twenty-third session of the General Assembly regarding the future
worie of the Opecial Committee (see paragraph 20 above), the Special Committee
ssreed to concentrate at the present session on ccmpleting its work on the
formulation of the principle concerning the prohibition of the threat or use of
force and the p-inciple of equal rights and self-determination of peoples. At
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the 10)th meeting, the Special Committee, as required by General Assembly
resolution 2292 (XXII) entitled "Publications and documentation of the United
Nations", considered the form of its report to the General Assembly. It decided
that the report should be in the same form as in previous years, although due
account should be taken of the need for brevity and the saving of unnecessary
expenditure.

2L, At the 102nd and 103rd meetings, on 25 and 28 August 1963, the Special
Committee agreed to the suggestion of its Chairman that the Drafting Committee for
the 1969 session be constituted as follows: Argentina, Australia, Cameroon, Chile,
Czechoslovakia, France, India, Italy and Sweden (a joint membership, each of the
two delegations to take part according to the questions under discussion), Japan,
Kenya and the United Arab Republic (a joint membership, each of the two delegations
to take part according to the questions under discussion), Lebanon, Mexico,
Nigeria, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdcm of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America and Yugoslavia. It was further agreed
that the Rapporteur could participate ex officio in the proceedings of the Drafting
Ccmmittee. Also, on the suggestion of its Chairman, the Special Committee elected
Mr. Sergio Gonzdlez Gdlvez (Mexico) as Chairman of the Drafting Committee.

25, As soon as the Special Committee completed the initial discussion of each of
the principles concerning the prohibition of the threat or use of force and equal
rights and self-determination of peoples (see paragraph 23 above), it referred
them to the Drafting Committee., Subsequently, the Special Committee considered
the reports of the Drafting Committee and took decisions thereon.
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I{. COMPLETION OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE'S WORK IN THE LIGHT OF THE
DEPATE WHICH TOOK PLACE IN THE SIXTH COMMI'LTEE DURING THE
TWENTY-THIRD AND PRECEDING SESSIONS OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
AND IN THE 1964 1966, 1967 AND 1968 SESSIONS OF THE SPECIAL
COMMITTEE, BY ENDEAVOURING TO RESOLVE, IN THE LIGHT OF GENERAL
ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 2327 (XXIII), ALL RELEVANT QUESTIONS
RELATING TO THE FCRMULATICON OF THE SEVEN PRINCIPLES

Section 1l: The principle that States shall refrain in their

international relations from the threat or use of force

against the territori~l integrity or political independence

of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations

A. Texts before the Special Committee

1. Report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1968 Special Committee

26. The report of the Drafting Committee on the principle that States shall
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations, which was adopted by
the Special Cormittee in 1968 (see paragraph 16 above), read as follows:

The Drafting Committee considered all proposals on the same basis. It
took as the basis for its work the 1_port adopted by the Drafting Committee
at the 1967 session (see A/T7326, paragraph 58). In view of the close
interrelationship between the various components of the principle, it was
understood that agreement on one particular point would not prejudice the
position of members with regard to othei points or to the statement of the
principle as a whole. It was alsc understood that questions of drafting were

of great importance.

1. General prohibition of force

There was agreement on the following statement:

"Every State has the duty to refrain in its international relations from
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations. '

"Such a threat or use of force constitutes a violation of international
law and the Charter of the United Nations and shall never be employed as a
means of 'ettling international issues.'
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2. Consequences and corrollaries of the prohibition of the threat or use
of force

There was agreement on the following statements:

"A war of aggression constitutes a crime against the peace, for which
there is responsibility under international law.

"Tn accordance with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations,
States have the duty to refrain from propaganda for wars of aggression.”

3. Use of force in territorial disputes and boundary problems

There was agreement in principle that every State has the duty to
refrain from the threat or use of force to violate the existing boundaries of
another State or as a means of solving international disputes, including
territorial disputes and problems concerning frontiers of States.

There was no agreement whether there should be a reference to
international lines of demarcation in this connexion. Nevertheless, the
following formulae were advanced with a view to providing some basis for
discussion:

"Every State likewise has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of
force to violate internationally agreed lines of demarcation; but this is
without prejudice to the rights, claims or positions of the parties concerned
with regard to the status of territories divided by such lines.

"Every State likewise has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of
force to violate lines of territorial demarcation established by or in
accordance with an international agreement or a decision of the Security
Council of the United Nations. Nothing in the foregoing shall, however, be
construed as prejudicing the position of any party with regard to the
territorial status of such lines or of the territories concerned."

4.  Acts of reprisal

There was agreement on the following statement:

"States have a duty to refrain from acts of reprisal involving the use
of force."

5. Organization of armed bands

There was agreement on the following statement:

"Dvery State has the duty to refrain from organizing or encouraging the
organization of irregular or volunteer forces or armed bands, including
mercenaries, for incursion into the territory of another state.”

There was also agreement that such a statement could be included under

the principle prohibiting the threat or use of force and under the principle
of non-intervention in matters within the domestic jurisdiction of any State.
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Some delegations, however, continued to believe that the formulation of this
point under the principle prohibiting the threat oi use of force would have
to include the following additional words: "if such acts of intervention
involve the use of foice without affecting the scope of Article 51 of the
Charter".

No agreement was reached on the application of this rule to situations
where force is used to deprive peoples of dependent territories of the right

to self-determination.

6.  Instigation of civil strife and terrorist acts

There was agreement in principle that evevy State has the duty to
refrain from involvement in civil strife and terrorist acts in another State.

There was also agreement that a statement on this point could be included
under the principle prohibiting the threat o use of Torce and under the
principle of non-intervention in matters within the domestic Jjurisdiction of
any State. Some delegations, however, countinued to Lelieve that the
formulation of this point unde: the principle piohibiting the threat or use
of force would have to include the following language: "if such acts of
intervention involve the use of foice and without affecting the scope of
frticle 51 of the Charter".

No agreement was reached on the application of this point to situations
where force is used to deprive peoples of dependent territories of the right
tc self-determination.

7. Military occupation and non-recognition of situations brought about by
the illegal threat oi use of force

There was no agreement on the inclusion of a statement to the effect
that the territory of a State may never be the object of military occupation
or other measures of force on any grounds whatsoever.

Nor was there agreement whether a statement should be included requiring
that situations brought about by an illegal threat or use of force would not
be recognized.

Nevertheless, the following formula was advanced with a view to providing
some tasis for discussion:

"The territory of a State may not, on any grounds whatsoever, be the
object of military occupation resulting from the illegal use of armed force

in contradiction of the provisions of the Charter.

"The territory of a State may not, on any grounds whatsoever, be the
object of acquisition by another State, following the use of armed force.

"No territorial acquisition or special advantages obtained by the illicit
uge of force shall be recognized as legal.”
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8. Armed force or repressive measures against colonial peoples, the
position of territories under colonial rule, and the Charter obligations
with respect to dependent territories

There was no agreement on the inclusion of a statement on a duty of
States tc refrain from the use of force against peoples of dependent
territories.

9. Tconomic, political and other forms of pressure

There was no agreement whether the duty to refrain from the threat or
use of "force" included a duty to refrain from economic, political or any
other form of pressure against the political independence or territorial
integrity of a State. Noi was agreement reached on the inclusion of a
definition of the term "force" in a statement of this principle.

10. Agreement for general and complete disarmament under effective
international control

There was agreement on the inclusion of the concept of general and
complete disarmament under effective international control as a corrollary
to the principle prohibiting the threat or use of force. There was also
agreement to include in that statement a reference to measures to reduce
international tensions and strengthen confidence among States. Suchi a
statement could read as follows:

"All States lEhal£7 /should/ pursue negotiations for the early
conclusion of a universal_freat§ on general and complete disarmament unde:
effective international control and strive tc adopt measures to reduce
international tensions and strengthen confidence among States."

11. Making the United Nations security system more effective

There was agreement on the following statement:

"All States shall comply in good faith with their obligations under the
generally recoghnized principles and rules of international law with respect
to the maintenance of international peace and security, and shall endeavour
to make the United Nations security system based upon the Charter more
effective."

12. Legal use of force

There was agreement that nothing i. the foregoing paragraphs is
intended to affect the provisions of the Charter concerning the lawful use
of force.

There was agreement also that a possible formulation might read as
foll~ws:

"Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs is intended to affect the
provisions of the Charter concerning the lawful use of force."

-15-



Several delegations continued to believe that the use of force by peoples
of dependent territories in self-defence against colonial domination in the
exercise of their right of self-determination was a lawful use of force under
the Charter and that this should be stated in the formulation of this .
principle.

2. Written proposals and amendments

27. In addition to the report referred to in the preceding paragraph, the 1969
Special Committee had before it the following proposals and amendments:

(a) The proposal contained in part I of the draft declaration submitted by
Czechoslovakia to the Special Committee in 1966 (A/AC.125/L.16);

(b) The proposal by Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United
States submitted to the Special Committee in 1966 (A/AC.125/L.22);

(c) The proposal contained in part I of the draft declaration submitted to
the Special Committee by the United Kingdom in 1967 (A/AC.125/L.kk);

(d) The amendment submitted in 1967 to the Special Committee by Italy and
the Netherlands to the foregoing United Kingdom proposal (A/AC.125/L.5L1);

(e) The arendment submitted in 1969 to the Special Committee by Italy to
the foregoing United Kingdom proposal (A/AC.125/L.69);

(f) The proposal contained in part I of the draft declaration submitted by
Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United
Arab Republic and Yugoslavia at the Special Committeels 1967 session
(A/Ac.125/L.48), the wording of that proposal being identical with the proposal
submitted to the Special Committee in 1966 by Alzeria, Burma, Cameroon, Lahomey,
Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia
and reproduced in paragraph 26 of the report of the 1966 Special Committee;

(g) The proposal submitted in 1967 to the Special Committee by Argentina,
Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (A/AC.125/L.49/Rev.l);

(h) The proposals concerning certain elements of the principle submitted in
1969 to the Special Committee by Romania (A/AC.125/L.70, and Corr.l (Russian
only) and Corr.2 (English only));

(1) The proposal submitted in 1969 to the Special Committee by the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics relating to paragraph 3 of the report of the 19€8
Drafting Committee (A/AC.125/L.71);

(j) The proposal submitted in 1969 to the “pecial Committee by Cameroon,
India and the United Arab Republic relating to p.ragraph 7 of the report of the
1968 Drafting Ccumittee (A/AC.125/L.72/Rev.l);

(k) The proposal submitted in 1969 to the Special Committee by the Union of
Soviet Cocialist Republics relating to paragraph 12 of the report of the
19€8 Drafting Committee (A/AC.125/L.7%).

28, The texts of the foregoing proposals and amendments are given below in the
order in which they were submittzd to the Special Committee, the text of the
amendment following the proposal it was intended to amend.
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29.

30.

Proposal submitted in 1966 by Czechoslovakia (A/AC.125/L.16, part I): 37/

1. Every State has the auty to refrain in its international relations
from the threat or use of force against the territorial or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconslstent with the
purposes of the United Nations.

2. Accordingly, the planning, preparation, initiation and waging of
wars of aggression constitute international crimes against peace, giving rise
to political and material responsibility of States and to penal liability
of the perpetrators of those crimes. Any propaganda for war, incitement to
or fomenting of war, and any propaganda for preventive war and for striking
the first nuclear blow is prohibitec.

3. Every State has the duty to refrain from all aimed actions or
repressive measures of any kind directed against peoples struggling against
colonialism for their freedom and independence.

L, Every State has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of
force to violate the existing boundaries of another State.

5. Every State has the duty to refrain from economic, political or any
other form of pressure aimed against the political independence or territorial
integrity of any State, and from undertaking acts of reprisal.

6. All States shall act in such a manner that an agreement for general
and complete disarmament under effective international control will be reached
as speedily as possible and will be strictly observed, in order to secure full
effectiveness for the prohibition of the threal or use of force.

T. Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs affects the use of force either
pursuant to a decision of the Security Council made in conformity with the
Charter of the United Nations, or in the exercise of the right to individual
or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs, in accordance with
Article 51 of the Charter cf the United Nations, or in self-defence of people
against colonial domination in the exercise of the right of self-determination.

Proposal submitted in 1966 by Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom of Great

Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America (A/AC.125/L.22)
(this proposal contained in full the text of Paper No. 1, section I, in
paragraph 106 of the report of the 1964 Special Committee, with certain
additions, which are underlined in the text given below): §§/

L. Every State has the duty to refrain in its interrational relations
from the threat or use of rorce against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations.

Ibid., Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6250,
para. 25.

Ibid., para. 27.
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2. In accordance with the foregoing fundamental principle, and without
limiting its generality:

(a) Wars of aggression constitute international crimes against peace.

(E) Every State has the duty to refrain from organizing or encouraging
the organization of irregular or volunteer forces or armed bands within its
territory or any other territory for incursions into the territory of another
State or across international lines of demarcation, and to refrain from acts
of armed reprisal or attack.

(E) Every State has the duty to refrain from instigating, assisting or
organizing civil strife or committing terrorist acts in another State or
across international lines of demarcation, or from conniving at or acqafescing
in organized activities directed towards such ends, when such acts involve a
threat or use of force.

(d) Every State has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of force
to violate the existing boundaries of another State or other international
lines of demarcation, or as a means of solving its international disputes,
including territorial disputes and problems concerning frontiers between
States.

9. Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs 1s intended to affect the
provisions of the Charter concerning the lawful use of force, when undertaken
by or under the authority of a competent United Nations organ or by a
regional agency acting in accordance with the Charter, or in exercise of the
inherent right of individual or collective self-defence.

31. Proposal submitted in 1967 by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland (A/AC.125/L.4k, part I): 39/

L. Every State has a duty to refrain in its international relations
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with
the purposes of the United Nations.

2. In accordance with the foregoinyg fundamental principle, and without
limiting its generality:

(a) Wars of aggression constitute interrational crimes against peace,
for which there is responsibility under international law. Consequently,
States shall refrain frcem inciting or waging wars of aggression.

(b) Every State has the duty to refrain frcm organizirg or enccuraging
the organization of irregular or volunteer forces or armed tands within its
territory or any other territory for incursion into the territory of another.
State, or across interrational lines of demarcation, and to refrain frcm acts
of armed reprisal or attack.

39/ 1Ibid., Twenty-second Session, Annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,
para. 2L.
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2.

(E> Every State has the duty to refrain from instigating, assisting or
organizing civil strife or committing terrorist acts in another State or from
conniving at or acquiescing in organized activities directed toward such ends,
when such acts involve the threat or use of force.

(g) Every State has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of force
tc violate the existing boundaries of another State or other international
lines of demarcation or as a means of solving its international disputes,
including territorial disputes and problems concerning frontiers between
States.

bR Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs is intended to prejudice the
lawful use of force when undertaken by or under the authority of a competoent
United Nations organ or by a regional agency acting in accordance with the
Charter, or in exercise of the inherent right of individual or collective
self-defence.

Amendment submitted in 1967 by Italy and the Netherlands (£/AC.125/L.51)

adding the following to the United Kingdcum proposal (A/AC.125/L.4k, part I): Lo/

L. In order to ensure the implementation of the prohibition of the
threat or use of force and to contribute to the maintenance of international
peace and security, the Members of the United Nations:

(a) Shall comply fully and in good faith with the provisions of the
United Nations Charter concerning the political, economic, sceial and
educational advancement of Non-Self-Governing Territories, and shall do their
utmost, in the light of the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly, to
ensure the peaceful exercise of self-~determination on the part of the
inhabitants of those Territories;

(b) Should favour the free exchange of information and ideas essential
to international understanding and peace, and take appropriate steps to
discourage propaganda against peace, in the light of General Assembly
resolutions 110 (II), 290 (IV), 381 (V) and 819 (IX);

(c) Shall comply in good faith with the obligations placed upon them by
the Charter with respect to the maintenance of international peace and
security, and shall endeavour to make the United Nations security system
fully effective.

5. In order to promote the development of the rule of law in the
international community, all States should endeavour to secure the early
conclucion of a universal treaty of general and complete disarmement,
accompanied by the provisions necessary for the effective supervision and
control of disarmament measures, for the maintenance of peace and security and
for the peaceful settlement of international disputes, and in the meantime
should endeavour to agree upon such partial or collateral arms control and
disarmament measures as would be susceptible of reducing international tension
and of ensuring progress towards general and complete disarmament.

L0/ Ibid., para. 25.
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33. Amendment submitted in 1969 by Italy (A/AC.125/L.69) to the United Kingdom
proposal (A/AC.125/L.44, part I):

1. Delete in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 2 the expression "or across
international lines of demarcation,”

2. Delete sub-paragraph (d) of paragraph 2.

34k. Proposal submitted in 1967 by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia

(a/AcC. 125/L u8): L1/

1. Every State has the duty to refrain in its international relations
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations; such threat or use of force shall never be
used as a means of settling international issues.

2. The meaning of the term "force" shall include:

(a) The use by a State of its regular military, naval or air forces
and cof irregular or voluntary forces;

(b) All forms of pressure, including those of a political and economic
character, which have the effect of threatening the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State.

3. Viars of aggression constitute international crimes against peace.
Consequently, any propaganda which encourages the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity and political independence of another
otate is prohibited.

L. The territory of a State 1s inviolable; it may not be the object,
even temporarily, of military occupation or of other measures of force taken
by anothe:. State, directly or indirectly, on any grounds whatever. No
territorial acquisitions or special advantages obtained either by force or
by othei means of coercion shall be recognized.

5. No tanreat or use of force shall be permitted to violate the existing
boundaries of a State and any situation brought about by such threat or use
of force shall not be recognized by other States.

6. The prohibition of the use of force shall not affect either the use
of force pursuant to a decision by a competent organ of the United Nations
made in conformity with the Charter, or the right of States to take, in case
of armed attack, measures of individual or collective self-defence in
accordance with Article 51 of the Charter, or the right of peoples to self-
defence against colonial domination, in the exercise of their right to self-
determination.

1. Nothing in the present chapter =hall bhe conestrued to include people
and territories under colonial rule &s ar inbegral pa.. of a State.
El/ Ibid. para. 26.
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35. Proposal submitted in 1967 by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and
Venezuela (A/AC.125/L.49/Rev.1l): L2/

1. Every State has the duty to refrain in its international relations
from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations; such threat or use of force shall never be
used as a means of settling internatiocnal issues.

2. In accordance with the foregoing fundamental principle, and without
limiting its generality:

(a) Wars of aggression constitute international crimes against peac
for which there is responsibility under international law. Consequently,
States shall refrain from provoking or engaging in wars of aggression and
shall also prohibit, in the light of each country's constitutional system,
any propaganda which encourages such acts.

(b) Every State has the duty to refrain from organizing or encouraging
the organization of irregular cr volunteer forces or armed bands within its
territory or any other territory for incursion into the territory of another
State, or across internationsl lines of demarcation.

(c) Every State shall also refrain from organizing, supporting,
encourgging, financing, instigating or tolerating subversive or terrorist
armed activities aimed at changing the régime of another State by violence
and from intervening in a civil war of another State, when such acts of
intervention invelve a use of force.

(d) Every State has the duty to refrain from armed reprisals.

(g) The territory of a State is inviolable; it ray not be the object,
even temporarily, of military occupsation or of other measures of force taken
by another State, directly or indirectly, on any grounds vhatever.

(f) Every State has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of force
to violate the existing boundaries of another State or any other lines of
demarcation, or as a means of solving its international disputes, including
territorial disputes and problems concerning frontiers between States.

(g) Every Statc has the duty to refrein rrom the use or threat cof force
agains% those dependent pecples to vhich General Assembly recolution 151k (XV)
on the granting of independence tc colonial countries ani peoples is
applicable.

(E) In accordance vith the United Nations Charter, no verritcorial

acquisitions or special advantages oblained by force or by other means of
coercion shall be recognized.

Le/ Thid., para. 27.
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(i) All States are under the obligetion to continue negotiations for
the early conclusion of a world disarmament treaty. In the meantime, they
shall carry out measures to reduce international tension, and in particular
refrain from promoting the unnecessary acquisition of military equipment.

3. (a) Nothing in the foregcing paragraphs is intended to prejudice
the lawful use of force when undertaken by or under the authority of a
competent United Nations organ or by a regional agency or in the exercise of
the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence in accordance
with the United Nations Charter.

(b) The right of individual or collective self-defence, recognized by
Article 51 of the Charter, may be exercised only in confronting armed attack,
without prejudice to the right of a State which is subJject to subversive or
terrorist acts supported by one or more other States, to take reasonable and
appropriate measures to safeguard its institutions.

(¢) The use of force by regional agencies, except in the case of self-
defence, requires the express authorization of the Security Council, in
accordance with Article 5% of the Charter.

36. Propcsals submitted in 1959 by Romania concerning certain elements of the
principle (A/AC.125/L.70 and Corr.l (Russian only) and Corr.2 (English only)):

(g) Proposal for a statement on the consequences and corollaries of
the threat o: use of force

"A war of aggression or any other act of aggression constitutes a crime
against the peace, for which there is responsibility under international law.

"In accordance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations,
States have the duty to refrain from propagenda for wars of aggression or any
other acts of aggression."

(b) Proposal for a statement prohibiting economic, political, military
and other forms of pressure

"Every State has the duty to refrain in its internmational relations from
the threat or use of pressure in any form whatever, military, political or
econcmic, to compel another State to act in a manner contrary to its political
independence or territorial integrity or in any other manner inconsistent with
the purposes of the United Nations.'

(E) Proposal for a statement on general disarmament and measures toO
reduce international tensions and strengthen confidence among States

"All States shall pursue in good faith negotiations for the early
conclusion of a universal treaty on general and complete disarmament under
effective international control and strive to adopt appropriate measures to
reduce international tensions and strengthen confidence among States.”




37. Proposal submitted in 1969 by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics relating
to paragraph 3 of the report of the 1968 Draftinz Committee (A/AC.125/L.7T1)

Use of force in territorial disputss and
boundary problems

Paragraph 3 of the definition of the principle should read as follows:

"Every State has the duty to refrain from the use of force to violate the
existing boundaries of another State or as a means of solving international
disputes, including territorial disputes and problems ccncerning frontiers of
States."

38. Proposal submitted in 1969 by Cameroon, ,India and the United frab Republic
relating to paragraph 7 of the report of the 1968 Drafting Committee
(A/AC.125/1.72/Rev. 1)

Military occupation and non-recognition of situations brought
about by the illegal threat or use of force

After paragraph 7 of the definitions of the principle, add a paragraph
TA to read as follows:

”Likeﬂise, the territory/area /%hich constitutes the common heiitage of
mankind/ /in which mankind has a common interest/ may not, on any ground
whatsoever, be the object of military occupation or acquisition by any State,
resulting from the threat o use of force; nor shall any such occupation or
acquisition be recognized by any State."

39. Proposal submitted in 1969 Dby the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics relating
to paragraph 12 of the report of the 1968 Drafting Committee (A/AC.125/L.73):

Legal use of force

Paragraph 12 of the definition of the principle should read as follows:

"Nothing in the foreszoing paragraphs is intended to affect the provisions
of the Charter concerning the lawful use of force, including ite use by

dependent peoples in the exercise of their inalienable right to gelf- |
determination in accordance with General Assembly resolution 151k (XV).

B. Debate

1. General comments

LO. The principle that States shall refrain in their internaticnal relations from
the threat or use of force was discussed by the Special Committee at its 10lst and
102nd meetings, on 22 and 25 August 1969. In view of the extensive debates in
previous sessions of the Special Committee on this principle, only a few members
found it necessary to submit additiconal comments in 1909 before the principle and
the various proposals and amendments were submitted to the Drafting Committee.
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41. In so far as any general comments were made, several representatives expressed
the impoitance attached by their Governments to the progressive development of
internaticnal law, in particular the seven principles before the HSpecial Conmittee.
The view was expressed that, to the extent that a General Assembly Declaration on
the Piinciples of International Law concerning Friendly Relations could bring about
a real improvement of international relations under the rule of law, it could be
supported by all Governments. The adoption of such a Declaration, during the
twenty~fifth anniversa:y session of the General :ssembly, would dc much to pive
reascn & prime place in international life, tc promote respect for interrational
law, and to brip: about the peaceful settlement of international problems. The
view was also expressed that, shile recognizing the impo.tance of the tweniy-fifth
anniverssiry of the Unitel Nations, the Special Committee should continue to hear

in mind the lelicate and ccmplex nature of its task.

4L2. One vepresentative stressel the impo.tance of determining the scope cf the
principles under consideration in the light of the puipuses of the Charter and a
system of international relationships based on mutual friendship, confidence and
esteen between States. That wepresentative aleso steted that account must also te
taken of current econocmic and social conditions, as expressed hotih in the Charter
and cother recent inteirnaticnal instruments tc express in leial form czrtain
realities of interraticnal 1lile.

L7. LAnother representative stresced the areas of agreement arrived at during the
previcus session of the Special Committee cn the principle of prohibiting the
threat or use of forcz, and expressed the hope that, instead of reopening
discussion cn agiced points, the Committec would concentrate on widening the sccpe
of those points and seeking ggreement on naw ideas put Fforward Juring the 1979
session.

Li. n the paragraphs which follow, unde: - headings ccrrespending to those
contained in the report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1908 Special
Committee (see paragraph 25 above), an account is given of the specific proposals
befcre the Special Committee and zuggesticns advanced durings the 1979 session,
regarding the principle relating to the prohibition of the threat or use of frice.

2. General prohibition of force

h5. A1l of the proposals submittzl to the Special Committee prior to its 1969
segssion contained geneval statements of the principle relating to the prohibition
of force, namely: pararraph 1 of the propesal by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29
sbove); paragraph 1 of the proposal by Australia, Canada, the Unitei Kingdom and
the United States (see parvagraph 20 above); parapraph L of the proposal by the
United Kingdom (see parageaph 21 above); paragraph 1 of the proposal. by Algeria,
Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenyas, Jadagacscar, Nigeria, Syria, the United /xab Republic
and Yugoslavia {sce paragraph -4 above), and parsgraph 1 of the proposzl lv
rgentina, Chile, Guatewrala, Mexico and Venezuoela (see paragraph 25 zbove).

Li. The first three of the fovegoing propoeals, while extending the obligations
laid down in frticle 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter Lo all States, limited the
reneral statement to & transcription of the terms of that paragraph. The othev
twe proposals, after the tranccription of /rticle ¢, parasraph ‘i, ~f +ne Charter,
added that "svch threst or use of focrce shell nzver be used as a means of settling
international issues”.
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LT7. The Vorking Group established by the 1957 Drafting Committee of the Special
Committee prepared an agreed statement of the general prohibition of the threat
or uge of force (see A/73%26, paragraph 28).

L8. This was fuither elaborated upon in paragraph 1 of the report of the Drafting
Committee adopted by the 1958 Special Committee (see paragraph 26 above). The
agreed statement in that paragraph contained a transcription of Article 2,
paragraph 4, of the Charter, extending the obligations therein to all States, and
a further sentence to the effect that such a threat or use of force violated
international law and the Charter, and should never be employed as a means of
settling international issues.

49. In 1969 no new written proposals were sulmitted to the Special Committee to
amend the general statement of the prohibition of the threat o1 use of force just
mentioned, nor were any oial suggestions to this effect made during the general
consideration of the principle.

BR Consequences and corollaries of the prohibition of the threat or use of force

(a) Wars of aggression

50. All the proposals submitted to the Special Committee prior to its 1969 session
contained references to wars of agpression, namely: paragraph 2 of the proposal by
Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above); paragraph 2 (a) of the proposal by
Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States (see paragraph 30
above); paragraph 2 (g) off the proposal of the United Kingdom (see paragraph 31
above); paragraph 3 of the proposal by Algeria, Cameioon, Ghana, India, Kenya,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see

paragraph 54 above); and paragraph 2 (a) of the proposal of Argentina, Chile,
Guatemala, Mexico, Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above).

51. A4 common feature of all these proposals was the statement that wars of
aggression constitute international crimes against peace. The Czechoslovak
proposal referred in addition tc the political and material responsibility of
States and the penal liability of individuals in the planning, preparation,
initiation and waging of wars of aggression. The proposals of the United Kingdom
and of lrgentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela also stated that there is
responsibility under international law for wars of aggression and that States must
refrain from inciting or waging such wars.

52. The Vorking Group established by the 1967 Drafting Committee of the Special
Committee included, in naragraph 2 of its report, a section entltled "Consequellces
and corollaries of the prohlbltlon of the threat or use of force", which indicated
in sub-paragraphs 1 and 2, that there was agreement in principle that a war of
ageression constituted a crime against peace and that the concept of responsibility
for sucl. a war should be included (see A/7526, paragraph 28).

53. The report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1968 Special Committee
contained, in paragraph 2, an agreed statement on both these points (see
paragraph 26 above). This statement was to the effect that a war of aggression
constitutes a crime against peace, for which there is responsibility under
international law.
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Sk. The proposal submitted by Romania to the 1969 Special Committee contained, in
paragraph (a), a reformulation of the agreed statement on wars of aggression and
responsibility therefor, by extending the statement to other acts of aggression
(see paragraph 35 above).

55. In the course of the general debate, one representative indicated that his
delegation still preferred the proposal originally made by Czechoslovakia (see
paragrapn 29 above) to the agreed statement on wars of aggression in the report of
the 19€8 Draiting Committee, and believed that the words "A war of aggression" in
that statement should be replaced by the words "The planning, preparation,
initiation and waging of wars of aggression" to show that war was the culmination
of a process, all stages of which were no less a crime than war itself. Another
representative, sharing similai views, felt that the formula in the report of the
1968 Drafting Committee should be widened to cover -.11. "acts of aggression' which
would also conform to the wording in Article 1, paragraph 1, and Article 39 of the
Charter and to the ideas advanced in the Special Committee on the Question of
Defining Aggression.

(b) Wwar propaganda

56. A number of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee prior to 1969
contained provisions concerning war propaganda, namely: para-raph 2 of the
proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above)9 paragraph 3 of the
proposal by Algeria, Camerocon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syiria,
the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 3k above) and paragraph

2 (a) of the proposal by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (see
paragraph 55 above).

57. The Czechoslovak proposal prohibited any incitement to war or fomenting of
war, and any propaganda for preventive war or foi striking the First nucleai blow.
The proposal submitted by /lgeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia prohibited any propaganda
which encourages the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity and
political independence of another State. The proposal by Argentina, Chile,
Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela prohibited, in the light of each country's
constitutional system, any propaganda which encourages wars of aggression.
Paragraph 4 (b) of the amendment to the United Kingdom proposal submitted by
Ttaly and the Netherlands (see paragraph 32 above), provided that the Members of
the United Nations should favour the free exchange of information and ideas
essential to international understanaing and peace, and take appropriate steps to
discourage propaganda against peace, in the light of General /{.ssembly resolutions
110 (II), 290 (Iv), 381 (V) and 819 (IX).

58. ©Paragraph 2 (3) of the report of the 1967 Vorking Group stated that there had
been no agreement whether a statement on that subject should be included (see
paragraph 28 of the report of the 1968 Special Committee (A/7325)).

59. Paragraph 2 of the report of the Drafting Committee, adopted by the 1968
Special Committee (see paragraph 26 above), contained an agreed statement that, in
acco.dance with the purposes an. principles of the United Nations, States had a
duty to refrain from propaganda for wars of aggression.
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60. The proposal submitted by Romania to the 1959 Special Committee contained,

in paragraph (a), a reformulation of the agreed statement of propaganda for wars
of aggression, extending the duty of States to refrain also from propaganda for

any other act of aggression.

61. In suppoit of the last-mentioned proposal, it was stressed that all acts of

aggression were crimes against peace (see, also, the arguments set fcrth in
paragraph 55 above).

L. Use of force in territorial disputes and boundary problems

62. All the proposals submitted to the Special Committee contained provisions
prohibiting the use of force in territorial disputes and boundary claims (see
paragraphs 29 to 3L, 24 and 35 abcve).

A3 Paragraph 2 (d) of the proposal by Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and
the United States (see paragraph 30 above), paragraph 2 (d) of the proposal by the
United Kingdom (see paragraph 31 above) and paragraph 2 (f) of the proposal by
Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above)
referred expressly to "international lines of demarcation" in their formulation

of this prohibition. Paragraph 5 of the proposal by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana,
India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia
(see paragraph 34 above) also contained a sentence relating to the non-recognition
of situations brought about by the threat or use of force in violation of the
existing boundaries of a State. The comments on this point are discussed in the
section relating to military occupation and non-recognition of situations brought
about by the illegal threat c: use of force (see paragraphs T7 to 81 beslow).

64. The Working Group established by the 1967 Drafting Committee of the Special
Committee indicated, in paragraph 3 of its report, that there was agreement

inter alia in principle that every State had the duty to refrain from the threat
or use of force to violate the existing boundaries of another State or as a means
of solving international disputes. There was no agreement, however, on whether
there should be a reference to international lines of demarcation in this
connexion (see paragraph 28 of the report of the 19&8 Special Committee (A/7326)).

65. The report of the Drafting Committee, adopted by the 1968 Special Committee,
indicated that while there was agreement on the first of these points, theie was
once again no agreement on the second, although certain formulae had been advanced
in this connexion to provide a basis for discussion (see paragraph 26 above).

66. The amendment submitted during the 1969 session of the Special Committee by
Ttaly (see paragraph 33 above) to the United Kingdom proposal (see paragraph 31
above), provided for the deletion of the reference to international lines of
demarcation in sub-paragraph (b) of parapraph 2 of that proposal and also the
deletion of sub-paragraph (d). The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics also
submitted a proposal to the Special Committee in 1909 to reformulate the agreement
in principle on the use of force in territorial disputes and boundary problems, to
provide that every State had the Jduty to refrain from the use of Fforce to violate
eristing boundaries of anothei State or as a means of solving international
disputes, including territorial disputes and problems concernin. frontiers of
States (see paragraph 37 above),

-7~



-‘r':'

7. In the course of the general debate, or2 representative, in suppo.t of the
Italian amendment (see paragraph 33 above), expressed the view that any reference
to territorial disputes and boundarsy problems should be omitted, so as not to
imply an intention to restrict the scope ¢f the prohibition of the use of force
cnly to violations of boundaries. The prohibition of the use of Force, both in
the Charter and in other instruments, was much wider, in that, in addition to
vilations of State boundaries, it extended tc¢ the use of force on the high seas
or in outer space or in any other mannei which constituted, even by surreptitious
means, an attempt upon the integrity and independence of a State.

8. pAnother representative felt that it was necessary to mention boundary
questions and territorial disputes, ar' “hoat failure to do so would only obscure
the law. The same representative conel.e. 2l that international lines of
demarcation cculd not be equated fully with bouniaries. He suggested that, if
international lines of demarcation estz.lished by international agreement were to
be mentioned, they should be qualified »s follows: "subject to the context of the
special circumstances of the case at issue, including the terms, and valiaity, of
the treaty or agreement in which the lines of demarcation have heen agsreed upon'.
One representative said that he btelieved reference to interrational lines of
demarcation should be entirely omitted, &s sucn lines had their own legal régime
which was adeqguately protected by the law of treaties.

5. Acts of reprisal

59. A1l except one of the o posals submitted to the Cpecial Committee prior oo
its 1969 session ccntained provisions prohibiting acte - ¢ reprisal or acts ~%
armed reprisal and attack, namely: paragraph 5 of ths p »posal submitted Ly
Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 2 atove), peoagreph 2 (l) ¢ the proprosal by
ifustralia, Canada, the United Kinrdem £ 1 the Ui ~»1 Stater (see paregrenh 0
above), paragraph 2 (b) of the proposal by the United Kin om (see parcagraph ~1
above) and paragraph 2 (d) of the proposal Ly i:.cntina, Chile, Guatzrala, “ferico
and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above ).

70. The Working Group established by the 1977 D.otin, Cowmi*Se of the Lpecisl
Committee stated that there was apreement that eve - Diate had th- duty to e lrain
from acts of armed reprisal, but that there was no & reenent corn ~vhether this
statement should extend to acts of this ngturc net involving “lie vweo of aw
force (see paragraph 28 of the report ol the 12708 Srecial Commiitee (A/7525)).

7L. The report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 12058 Imeciel Conmiihec
indicated that States had a duty to refrain from acts «f -eprisal involvins the
use of force (see paragraph 25 above).

72. No special comment was made cn the formulation Jjust mentioned during the
debate in 1909 on the principle relztin~ i~ the prohibition of Lhe threat or use
of force.

. Organization of armed bands and inghi, ation of citil gtrife and tervorist
acts

T3. Most of the proposals submitted to the [pc-isal Cowmi .t 3, pvicr Lo its 1269
session, contained provisions which, either di.octly cr hy virtue of their
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definitions of armed force, would have the effect of prohibilting the organization
of armed bands for incursion into the territory of another State or involvement in
civil strife and terrorist acts in another State. In this respect, paragraphs 2 (b)
and (c) of the proposal of Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United
States (see paragraph 30 above) and of the proposal of the United Kingdom (see
paragraph 31 above) contained provisions forbidding the organization of irregular
or volunteer forces or armed bands for incursion into the territory of another
State and certain acts of terrorism and acts instigating civil strife in other
States, when such acts involve the threat or use of force. According to
paragraphs 2 (b) and (c) of the proposal of Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico
and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above), States should refrain from all those acts
as well as from intervening in a civil war in another State when such acts of
intervention involve the use of force. Paragraph 2 (a) of the proposal of
Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United
Arab Repu! "ic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above ) provided that the term
"force" should include inter alia the use of regular military, naval or air forces
and of irregular or voluntary forces.

4. Paragraphs 5 and 6 of the report of the Working Group established by <the
1667 Drafting Committee, dealt with the organization of armed bands and
instigation of civil strife and terrorist acts (see A/7326, paragraph 28). The
report dndicated there was agreement in principle that States must refrain from
organizing or encouraging the organization of armed bands for incursions into
other States and also from involvement in civil strife in other States. However
there was no agreement whether the statements on these two pointe should be
included under the prcnibition of the threat or use of force or under the principle
of non-intervention. Likewise there was no agreement on the application of these
two duties in situations where force was uced to deprive peoples of dependent
territories of the right of self=determination.

5. The organization of armed bands and instigation of civil strife and terrorist
acts were covered in paragraphs 5 and 6 of the report of the Drafting Committee
adopted by the 1968 Special Committee (see paragraph 26 above). The report
indicated that there was agreement on a statement that every State had the duty

to refrain from organizing or encouraging the organization of irregular or
volunteer forces or armed bands, including mercenaries, for incursion into the
territory of another State. There was also agre=ment in principle that every
State had the duty to refrain from involvement in civil strife and terrorist acts
in another State. It was further agreed that statements on these points could be
included under the prohibiltion of the threat or use of force or under the nrinciple
of non-intervention. Some delegations, however, believed that if the statements
were included under the prohibition of the threat or use of force they should
include the words "if such acts of intervention involve the use of force without
affecting the scope of Article 51 of the Charter". Finally, the report of the
Drafting Committec indicated that there was still no agreement on the application
of the statements in question to situations where force was used to deprive
peoples of dependent territories of the right to self-determination.

76. There was no particular comment during thc general debate in the 1969
Special Committee on the organizetion of armed bands, or on the instigation of
civil strife and terrorist acts. Comments made on the use of force agsinst
colonial peoples, or by such peoples in the exercise of their right of self-
determination, are considered in connexion with the lepal uses of force (see
paragraphs 111 to 116 below).
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7. Military occupaticn and non-recognition of situaticns brought about by
the illegal threat or use of force

T7. Several of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee prior to its
1969 session related to military occupation and non-recognition of situations
brought about by the threat or use of force. In this respect paragraph L4 of the
proposal by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria,
the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above) and

paragraph 2 (9) of the proposal by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and
Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above) contained a provision declaring the territory
of a State to be inviolable and prohibiting military occupation, even if
temporary, and other measures of force taken by a State against the territory of
another State. The first of these proposals also provided that no territorial
acquisitions or special advantages obtained either by force or by other means of
coercion should be recognized. A gimilar provision, preceded by the words "in
accordance with the United Nations Charter", was contained in paragraph 2 (h) of
the Latin American proposal.

78. It was indicated in paragraph 7 of the report of the Working Group
established by the 1967 Drafting Committee that there was no agreement on the
inclusion of statements relating to military occupation and non-recognition of
situations brought about by the illegal threat or use of force (see A/7526,
paragraph 28).

79. Paragraph 7 of the report of the Drafting Committee, adopted by the 1968
Special Committee, indicated continuing disagreement on the foregoing points,
although it contained a formula which had been advanced to provide some basis for
discussion (see paragraph 26 above).

80. A proposal was submitted to the Special Committee in 1969 by Cameroon, India
and the United Arab Republic to the effect that the territory/area (which
constitutes the common heritage of mankind) (in which mankind has a common
interesgt) may not, on any ground whatsoever, be the object of military occupation
or acquisition by any State, resulting from the threat or use of force; nor shall
any such occupation or acquisition be recognized by any State (see paragraph 38
above).

81. In the general debate in the 1969 Special Committee, several representatives
congidered that there was merit in the formula relating to military occupation
and non-recognition of situations brought about by the illegal threat or use of
force which had been advanced as a basis for discussion in the 1968 Drafting
Committee (see paragraph 26 above). One of these representatives advanced for
congideration a new formulation on the point of non-recognition, to the effect
that every State had a duty to refrain from measures constituting or implying
co-operation in, or support of, the pclicies of another State in respect of
territorial acquisitions or political privileges obtained by the latter State
through the illegal use of force.
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8. Armed force or repressive measures against colonial reoples, the position
of territories under colonial rule, and the Charter obligations with
respect to dependent territories

82. Several of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee, prior to its
1969 session, contained provisions on armed force or repressive measures against
colonial peoples. In this respect, paragraph 3 of the proposal submitted by
Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above) provided that every State had the duty to
refrain from all armed actions or repressive measures of any kind directed against
peoples struggling against colonialism for their freedom and independence.
Paragraph 2 (g) of the proposal submitted by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico
and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above) stated that every State had the duty to
refrain from the use or threat of force against those dependent peoples to which
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, containing the
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,

was applicable. In addition, paragreph 7 of the proposal submitted by Algeria,
Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic
and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above) provided that nothing in the formulation
of the principle of the prohibition of the threat or use of force should be
congtrued to include peoples and territories under colonial rule as an integral
part of a State. Finally, paragraph i (a) of the amendment submitted by Italy and
the Netherlands (see varagraph 32 above) provided that the Members of the United
Nations should comply fully and in good faith with the provisions of the Charter
concerning the political, economic, soclal and educational advancement of
Non-Self-Governing Territories and should do their utmost, in the light of the
relevant resolutions of the General Assembly, to ensure the peaceful exercise of
self-determination on the part of the inhabitants of those Territories.

83. The report of the Working Group established by the 1967 Drafting Committee
indicated, in paragraph 8, that there was no agreement on the inclusion of a
statement on a duty of States to refrain from the use of force against peovuples of
dependent territories (see A/7%26, paragraph 28).

84. An identical statement on the absence of any agreement appeared in
paragraph 8 of the report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1968 Special
Committee (see paragraph 26 above).

85. In the general debate during the 1969 session of the Special Committee
comments relating to peoples of colonial or dependent territories were made within
the context of the use of force by such peoples in self-defence against colonial
domination, and will be found in paragraphs 111 to 116 below of the present report.

9. Econcmic, political and other forms of pressure

86. Two of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee prior to its 1969
session contained provisions to the effect that economic, political and other
forms of pressure against the territorial integrity or political independence of
any State were illegal useg of force, namely: paragraph 5 of the proposal of
Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above) and paragraph 2 (b) of the proposal of
Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United
Arsb Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above).
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87. The report of the Working Group established by the 1967 Drafting Committee
stated, in paragraph 9, that there had been no agreement whether the duty to
refrain from the threat or use of "force" included a duty to refrzin from
gconomic, political or any other forms of pressure againgt the political
independence or territorial integrity of a State. Nor was agreement reached on
the inclusion of a definition of the term "force" in a statement of the principle
(see A/7326, paragraph 28).

88. An identical statement on the absence of any agreement appeared in
paragraph 9 of the report of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1968 Special
Committee (see paragraph 26 above).

89. A proposal was submitted by Romania to the Special Committee, at its 1969
session, to the effect that a State had the duty to refrain from the threat or
use of pressure in any form whatever, military, political or economic, to compel
another State to act contrary to its political independence or territorial
integrity or in any other manner inconcigstent with the purposes of the United
Nations.

90. In the general debate in the course of the 1069 session of the Special
Committee, some representatives expressed the view that a statement of the
orinciple should contain a definition of the term "force" in its broadest sense.
Thig interpretation was Justified by the terms of the Charter itself, including
Article 2, paragraph 4, which prohibited the threat or use of force against the

manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

91. Moreover, in the view of these representatives, Article 2, paragraph L, must
be interpreted in the light of the Preamble and of Articles 41 and 42 of the

Char =2r which referred to the employment of measures not involving the use of
armed force. Furthermore, the term "force'" was used in its broadest sense in the
Declarations of Bandung, Belgrade,and Cairo, and by the General Assembly in its
resclutions 2131 (XX) and 2160 (XXI) ("Declaration on the Inadmissibility of
Intervention in the Domestic Affairs of States and the Protection of their
Independence and Sovereignty" and "Strict observance of the prohibitions of the
threat or use of force in international relations, and of the right of peoples

to self-determination"). Frohibition of undue pressure was also sanctioned in
other international instruments, such as article 51 of the Vienna Convention on
the Law of Treaties and in the Declaration on the Prohibition of Military,
Political or Economic Coercion adopted by the Vienna Conference on the Law of
Treaties. The Charter must be interpreted in the light of articles 31 and 32 of
the Vienna Convention, which provided that a treaty was to be interpreted in good
faith and in accordance with the normal meaning to be attributed to the terms

in their context and in the light of the subject matter and purpose of the treaty.
The word "force" could hardly be given a restrictive meaning merely because the
words "armed force" appeared in some of the provisions of the Charter.

92. Other repre-entatives could not agree with a broad definition of the use of
the term "force'" in the principle under consideration. It was their view that the
drafting history and the logic of the text of the Charter would not support such
an interpretation. To extend that term in Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter
beyond "armed force" would be incompatible with the seventh paragraph of the
Preamble to the Charter, which proclaimed the determination of the signatories of
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the Charter "to ensure, by... the institution of methods, that armed force shall
not be used, save in the common interest.” It would also be incompatible with
the wording of Article 51, which provided for the right of self-defence if an
armed attack occurred. In addition, it was inevitable and indeed desirable that
States would seek to influence one another. The objective of international law
was not to prevent, through too wide a definition of the word "force', such
activity but rather to ensure that it was compatible with the principles of
sovereign equality of States and self-determination of peoples.

9%. Those representatives opposed to a broad definition of "force" believed that
there was a poesibility of reconciling the different viewpoints by including in
the principle of non-intervention a statement on the prohibition of undesirable
forms of political or economic pressure. In, this connexion, one representative
sugs ested a wording to the effect that every State had the duty to refrain from
political or economic pressure of such magnitude and character as to leave to
another State no choice than to accept a situation violating its territorial
integrity or political independence.

10. Agreement for general and complete disarmament under effective international
control

g4. Some of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee, prior to its 1969
session, contained provisions relating to disarmament, namely: paragraph 6 of the
proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above); paragraph 2 (i) of
the proposal submitted by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela Tsee
paragranh 35 above)s and paragraph 5 of the amendment submitted by Italy and the
Netherlands (see paragraph 32 above).

95. The report of the Working Group established by the 1967 Drafting Committee
indicated, in paragraph 10, that there was agreement on the inclusion of the
concept of general and complete disarmament under effective international control,
and also agreement on a reference to measures to reduce international tensions
and strengthen confidence among States. There then followed a draft statement

to the effect that all States should pursue ncgotiations for the early conclusion
of a universal treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective
international control and strive to adopt measures to reduce international
tenslons and strengthen confidence among States (see A/7526, paragraph 28).

G6. A paragraph identical to the foregoing appeared as paragraph 10 of the report
of the Drafting Committee adopted by the 1968 Special Committee (see paragraph 26
above).

97. A proposual was sutmitted by Romania to the Special Committee, at its 169
session, tu the effect that in the drailt statement referred to in paragraph 70
sbove, the openins phrase should read "All States shall pursue in good faith

1 7

ne obtiations..." (see paragraph 36 above).

98. 1In the general debate in the Special Committee, st its 1969 session, one
representative suggested orally that the draft staetement referred to in paragraph
95 above should now, in light of the non-proliferation treaty, use the word "shall".
Another proposed that the opening phrase of that statement might read "All States

(o hall) {cheuld) promote and urge negotiations...", because the chances of success

i »~f ba enhanced 1f all States were obliged to take part in negotiations,
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for which negotiations the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament seemed
perfectly qualified. It was also suggested that the statement eventually adopted
should mention that disarmament was to be undertaken "in order to promote the
development of the rule of law in the international community," and tkat
disarmament negotiations should be pursued in good faith.

11. Making the United Nations security system more effective

99. Paragraph 4 (g) of the amendment submitted by Italy and the Netherlands,
prior to the 1969 session of the Special Committee, (see paragraph 32 above)
provided that the Members of the United Nationgs should comply in good faith with
obligations placed upon them by the Charter with respect to the maintenance of
international peace and security and should endeavour to make the United Nations
security system fully effective.

100. The report cf the Working Group, established by the 1¢67 Drafting Committee,
stated, in paragraph 11, that there was agreement in principle on the desirability
of making the United Nations security system more effective but that there was no
agreement on whether a statement to this effect should be included in the present
context.

101. In paragraph 11 of the report of the Drafting Committee, adopted by the 1968
Special Committee, 1t was recorded that there was agreement on a statement that
all States shall comply in good faith with their obligationg under the generally
recognized principles and rules of international law with respect to the
maintenance of international peace and security, and shall endeavour to make the
United Nations security system based upon the Charter more effective.

102. There was no specific comment on the foregoing agreed statement in the course

of the general debate during the 1969 session of the Special Committee, and no
further pnroposals relating to it were submitted.

12. Legal use of force

103. All of the proposals submitted to the Special Committee, prior to its 1969
session, contained provigions on the lawful uses of force, variously covering tue
use of force on the decision of a competent organ of the United Nations, on the
decision of a regional agency, in exercise of the right of individual or
collective self-defence, and in self-defence against colonial domination.

104. So far as use of force on the decision of a competent organ of the United
Nations is concerned, paragraph 7 of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia
(see paragraph 29 above) included among the lawful tses of force the use of force
pursuant to a decision of the Security Council adopted in conformity with the
Charter of the United Nations. Paragraph 3 of the proposal submitted by
Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States (see paragraph 30
above), paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom proposal (see paragroph 31 above),
paragraph 6 of the proposal submitted by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see
paragraph 3U4 above ), and paragranh 3 of the nroposal submitted by Argentina, Chile,
Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above) all referred to the
lawful use of force by order of "a competent United Nations organ'. The proposal
of the non-aligned countries (see paragraph 34 atove) mentioned the use of force
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"pursuant to a decision" by such an organ, and the other proposals mentioned the
use of force "when undertaken by or under the authority of" such an organ.

105. With respect to the use of force on the decision of a regional agency, the
proposals submitted by Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States
(see paragraph 30 above), by the United Kingdom (see paragraph 31 above) and by
Lrgentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (see paragraph 35 above)
referred in their respective paragraphs 3 to the lawful use of force by a
"regional agency' acting in accordance with the United Nutions Charter. The
proposal submitted by the Latin American countries (see paragraph 35 above)
further specified that "the use of force by regional agencies, except in the case
of self-defence, requires the express authorization of the Security Council, in
accordance with Article 53 of the United Nations Charter'.

106. As regards the use of force in the exercise of the right of individual or
collective self-defence, all the proposals submitted referred expressly to this

as a lawful use of force. In paragraph 7 of the proposal submitted by
Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 29 above) and in paragraph 6 of the proposal
submitted by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria,
the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above), the reference was
accompanied by the proviso that, as specified by Article 51 of the Charter, the
right existed only in case of "armed attack'". Paragraph 3 of the proposal
submitted by Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Mexico and Venezuela (see paragraph 35
above) also stipulated that the right of individual or collective seif-defence,
recognized by Article 51 of the Charter, might be exercised only in confronting
"armed attack"; but it immediately added the words: 'without prejudice to the
right of a State which is subject to subversive or terrorist acts supported by one
or more other States, to take reasonsble and appropriate measures to safeguard its
institutions". No express proviso of this kind accompanied the reference to the
inherent right of individual or collective self-defence mentloned in paragraph 3
of the proposals submitted by Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the

Unite? States (see paragraph 30 above) and by the United Kingdom (see paragraph 31
above ).

107. Reference to the right of peoples to defend themselves against colonial
domination in the exercise of their right to self-determination was made in
paragraph 7 of the proposel of Czechoglovakia (see paragraph 29 above) and in
paragraph 6 of the proposal of Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 34 above).

108. In varagraph 12 of the report of the Working Group, established by the 1967
Drafting Committee, it was indicated that there was no agreement on the concept »f
"self-defence of peoples against colonial domination in the exercise of the right
of self-determination" (see A/7326, paragraph 28).

109. The report of the Drafting Committee, adopted by the 1968 Special Committee,
indicated in paragraph 12 that there was agreement on a possible formulation that
"Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs is intended to affect the provisions of the
Charter concerning the lawful use of force." However, several delegations
continued to believe that the use of force by peoples of dependent territories in
self-defence against colonial domination in the exercise of their right of
self-determination was a lawful use of force under the Charter and that this should
be stat d in the formulation of the »nrinciple.
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110. At the 1969 session of the Special Committee, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics submitted a precposal to the effect that nothing in the foregoing
paragraphs of the proposed statement of the prohibition of the threat or use of
force was intended to affect the provisions of the Charter concerning the lawful
use of force, including its use by dependent peoples in the exercise of their
inaliengble right to self-determination in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV).

111. In the general debate in the Special Committee at its 1969 session,
discussion centred around the question of the use of force by dependent peoples
in the exercise of their richt of self-determination. Some representatives
considered that the lawfulness of the use of armed force for the purposes of the
national liberation of colonized pecples should be proclaimed in the wording of
the principle relating to the prohibition of tne threat or use of force. It was,
in their view, the task of the Svecial Committee to codify this existing right,
as the Declaration it was to prepare must reflect the customs and realities of
exieting social life.

112. In support of the foregoing views, it was argued that over half of the

States Membergs of the United Nations were former colonies, many of which had had
to use Torce to obtain their liberation. Examples could be found from every
continent, and spread over a very considerable period of time. The legitimacy

of the States which had achieved independence through revolution could not be
questioned, and il was therefore illogical to deny the right to use force in their
struggle for liberation to peoples still under colonial domination.

113. Tt was also said that both the General Assembly and the Security Council had
adonted resgolutions recognizing the legitimacy of the colonial peoples' struggle
for indemendence, and that the use of force by colonial Powers against such a
struggle was now considered a crime against humanity. To recognize an existing
right of colonial peoples would not be an incitement to war, ag such peoples had
used force not as an end in iteelf, but as the only means they had of attaining a
noble idesl. Nor was it correct that the liberation struggle violated lawful
authority and ianfringed upon the territorial integrity of the metropolitan country.
An authority which infringed fundamental human rights and was alien to the
colonial veoples could not be a lawful one, and colonial territories had never
formed part of the metropolitan territories of the colonial Powers. It was also
sald that there wag no validity in the argument that the vnrinciples under
2onsideration anplied only as hetween States and that, since colonies were not
States, they were outside the scope of the principle. This argument divided
peoples into two catemories with differing rights - colonial peoples and the rest.
It would be improper for the United Nations, and contrary to exigting realitiesg,
for the Organization to endorse such a view.

114, Other representatives could not accent the existence of a right of colonial
ne. ples to use force. In this respect, it was pointed out that it would be
contrary to the provisiong of Chapter XI of the Charter to characterize every
colonial situation as unlawful and thus conclude that the use of force to ib.lish
such a situation was Jjustified.

115. In the view of these representatives, 1f this matler were Lo be considercd
at all, it ghould be taken up within the context of the »rinciple of equal rights
and self-determination of mweoples. This latter principle was not restricted Lo
colonial peonles, but was of universal eoplicability. Self-determination, which
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included freedom to choose the economic anu social system under which one wished
to live, belonged to all peoples and all nations, and not only to colonial
peopleg. Those States which recognized their obligations under Chapter XI of the
Charter, relating to Non-Self-Governing Territories, accepted the principle of
self-determination and were not disposed to defend the domination of one country
by another anywhere in the world.

116. While recognizing that serious differences of opinion existed on this matter,
some representatives felt that an area of consensus might be found and, in this
respect, reference was made to the proposal formulated by Italy and the Netherlands
in 1967 (see paragraph 32 above) which sought to reconcile two essential
requirements, namely, the need for an early completion of the process of
decolonization - especially where peoples were denied fundamental rights and
freedoms - and the need to ensure that the process developed by peaceful means in
the interest both of the welfare of those peoples and of local and global peace

and security.

C. Consideration of the report of the Drafting Committee

1. Report of the Drafting Committee

117. The following report 43/ was submitted to the Special Committee by the
Drafting Committee on the E?inciple that States shall refrain in their
international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other manner
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

The Drafting Committee considered all proposals on an equal footing.
It took as a basis for its work the report of the Drafting Committee at
the 1968 session which had been adopted by the Special Committee
(see A/7326, paragraphs 111 and 134). In view of the close interrelationship
between the various components of the principle it was recognized that
agreement on one particular point would not prejudice the position of
members with regard to cther points or to the statement of the principle as
a whole. It was also understood that questions of drafting were of great
lmportance.

The Drafting Commitiee decided not to discuss those points of the
principle on which statements were agreed in 1968. TFor convenience, these

points (points 1, 2, 4 and 11) are included below.

1. General nrohibition of force

There was agreement on the following statement-
"Bvery State has the duty to refrain in its international
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial

integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

Eé/ Previously issued under the symbol A/AC.lBS/L.?Y.
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"Such a threat or use of force constitutes a violation of
international law and the Charter of the United Nations and shall
never be employed as a means of settling international issues."

Consequences and corollaries of the prohibition of the threat or use
of force

—— e S i B e S

There was agreement on the following statements:

"A war of aggression constitutes a crime against the peace, for
which There is responsibility under international law.

"In accordance with the Purposes and Principles of the United

Nations, States have the duty to refrain from propaganda for wars
of aggression."”

Use of force in territorial disputes and boundary problems

There wag agreement on the following statement:

"Every State has the duty to refrain from the threat or use of
force to violate the existing boundaries of another State or as a
means of solving international disputes, including fterritorial
disputes and problems concerning frontiers of States."

The possibility was discussed of including sub-paragraphs on the

following lines:

"Every State likewise has the duty to refrain from the threat
or use of force to violate international lines of demarcation /lines
of territorial demarcation/ which are established by an international
agreement binding on it or by a decision of the Security Council, or
which it is otherwise mandatory under international law for it to
regpect.

"Nothing in the foregoing shall be construed as prejudicing
the positions of the parties concerned with regard to the status of
such lines under their special régimes or as affecting their
temporary character."

Acts of reprisal

There was agreement on the following statement:

"States have a duty to refrain frum acts of reprisal involving
the use of force."
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5. Organization of armed bands

There was agreement on the following statement:

"Every State has the duty to refrain from organizing or
encouraging the organization of irregular or volunteer forces or
armed bands, including mercenaries, for incursion into the
territory of another State.”

A proposal was made to supplement the agreed formulation as follows-

"This provision, in so far as, it concerns volunteer forces,
shall not apply to cases affecting the application of Article 51 of
the Charter or the right of peoples of dependent Territories to

self-determination.”

The view was expressed that the following words should be added to this
formulation:

"when the acts referred to in the present paragraph involve a threat
or use of force."

6. Instigation of civil strife and terrorist acts

There was agreement in principle that every State has the duty to
refrain from involvement in civil gtrife and terrorist acts in another State.
Accordingly, the possibility was digcussed of including a statement on the
following liner.:

"Every State has the duty to refrain from organizing, instigating,
asgsisting or participating in acts of civil strife or terrorist acts
in another State or acquiescing in organized activities within its
territory directed towards the commission of such acts, when the acts
referred to in the present paragraph involve a threat or use of force."

A proposal was made to supplement both points 5 and 6 as follows:

"Peoples subjected to colonial oppression are entitled in their
legitimate struggle to seek and to receive all support in accordance
with the purposges and principles of the Charter and with the
provisions of resolution 1514 (XV)."

T. Military occupation and non-recognition of situations brought about by
the illegal threat or use of force

There was agreement on the following statement, subject however to
whether or not the words in square brackets are to be included:

"The territory of a State shall not be the object of military
occupation resulting from the use of force in contravention of the
provisions of the Charter. The territory of a State shall not be the
object of acquisition by another State resulting from the threat or
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use of force. No territorial acquisition resulting from the threat
or use of force /1n contravention of the provisions of the Charter/
shall be recognized ag legal. The foregoing is without prejudice
to action taken by the Security Council in accordance with the
provisions of the Charter.”

A proposal was made to add a paragraph to read as follows:

"Likewise, the Terrltory/area /Whlch congtitutes the common
heritage of manklnd/ /1n which mankind has a common 1nterest/ may not,
on any ground whatsoever3 be the object of military occupation or
acquisition by any State, resulting from the threat or use of force:

nor shall any such occupation or acquisition be recognized by any State."

The proposal was considered. It was decided to consider it further at a
later stage of the work on this item.

8.

Armed force or repressive measures against colonial peoples, the
nogition of Territories under colonial rule, and the Charter
obligations with respect to dependent Territories

There was no agreement on the inclusion of a statement on the duty of

States to refrain from the use of force against peoples of dependent
Territories. Nevertheless, the following formula was advanced with a view
to providing a basis for discussion:

O

10.

Every State has the duty to refrain from /the threat or use of
force/ /any forcible actlon/ which deprives /dependent peoples/
/peoples under foreign domlnatlon/ /peopleq under foreign domination
ag well as under any other rorm of colonlallsm/ /peopleq under foreign
domination or colonial peoples/ of their right to self-determination
and freedom and independence.Tr

Economic, nolitical and other forms of pressure

See Other decigions taken by the Drafting Committee below.

Agreement for general and completz disarmament under effective
international control

There was agreement on the following statement-

"All States shall pursue in good Ffaith negotiations for the early
conclusion of a universal treaty on general and complete disarmament
under effective international control and strive to adopt appropriate
measures to reduce international tensions and strengthen confidence
among States."
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11. Making the United Nations security system more effective

There was agreement on the following statement:

"All States shall comply in good faith with their obligations
under the generally recognized principles and rules of international
law with respect to the maintenance of international peace and
security, and shall endeavour to make the United Nations security
system based upon the Charter more effective."

12. Legal use of force

There was agreement that the following statement shall be included:

"Nothing in the foregoing paragraphs shall be construed as
enlarging or diminishing in any way the scope of the provisions of
the Charter concerning cases in which the use of force is lawful."

A number of delegationg continued to believe that the use of force by
peoples of dependent Territories 1n self-defence against colonial
domination in the exercise of their right of self-determination was a lawful
use of force under the Charter and that this should be stated in the
formulation of this principle.

Other decisions taken by the Drafting Committee

Military, nolitical, economic coercion

The possibility was discussed of including at an appropriate place in
the declaration the following statement:

"Bvery State has the duty to refrain in its international
relations from the military, politica’, economic or any other form of
cnercion aimed against the political independence or territorial
integrity of any State.”

2. Comments by members of the Special Committee

113. The above report of the Drafting Committee was discussed at the 109th meeting
of the Special Committee after the renort had been introduced, in the absence of
the Chairman of the Drafting Committee, by the revresentative of Mexico.
Statements were made by the representatives of the United States, Czechoslovakia,
Kenya, France, the USSR, Nigeria, Cameroon, Chile, Syria, Italy, the United Arab
Republic, Romania, the United Kingdom, Japan, Australia, Ghana and Argentina.

A summary of those statements, as they related to the substance of the report of
the Drafting Committec and the results achieved, is given below in the order in
~hich they were made.
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119. The representative of the United States of America said his delegation was
disappointed that the Special Committee had been unable to reach agreement on the
principle prohibiting the threat or use of force. His delegation had been willing
to move towards the positions of others on every outstanding point. Unfortunately,
some delegations had lacked the political will to negotiate towards what might have
become a mutually advantageous agreed statement. As a result, his delegation had
had to withdraw the comprehensive prc osal it had submitted on 18 September 1969
for the resolution of all the outstanding problems in the formulation of the
principle. The positive nature of that proposal had been praised by several
delegations. However, its rejection had set a destructive process in motion; new
conditions had been imposed and reservations had been restated as had been recorded
particularly with regard to the agreed statement on the prohibition of organizing
armed bands for incursion into the territory of another State. His delegation had
not changed its views on the general statements agreed in 19€8 concerning the
prohibition against force, wars of aggression, war propaganda and acts of reprisal,
and on strengthening the ability of the United Nations to keep the peace. It
welccomed the progress that had been made this year on the subject of international
lines of demarcation. A comparison between the new text (see paragraph 117 above,
point 3) and the original text on demarcation lines, which had been proposed by
Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States in 1966 (A/AC.125/L.22,
paragraph 2 (d)) would provide evidence of the spirit of compromise adopted by
those four ccuntries. Progress had also been made on the subjects of the
organization of armed bands and the instigation of civil strife and terrorist acts
(see paragraph 117 above, points 5-and 6) notwithstanding the reservations that

had been entered. The provision against instigating civil strife and terrorist
acts was important. It should be made clear that the word "encouraging”

in the agreed statement on arued bands should also be taken to cover organization,
instigation, assistance and participation, which were the actions referred to in
the statement on civil strife and terrorist acts, and that acquiescence in the
organization by alien sources of armed bands on national territory could be as much
a violation of national responsibilities as acquiescence in civil strife and
terrorist acts perpetrated by foreigners on and frcom the territory of the State.
There had been near-agreement on the statement concerning military occupation and
non-recognition of situations brought about by the illegal threat or use of force.
The text followed closely the ideas of the Charter of the Crganization of American
States, and the principle it embodied had been recognized under United States law
for almost twenty years. It was regrettable that the USSR delegaticn, unsupported
by any other memter of the Couniittee, had insisted on the inclusion of the words
"in contravention of the provisions of the Charter" in the third sentence of the
statement. If the USSR had adopted a more conciliatory approach to the other
points, the United States would have been willing to withdraw its obJjection to
those words, despite the fact that they were capable of misinterpretation and might
be dangerous in future application. It was regrettable that no agreement had been
reached on the questicn of the use of force against peoples seeking to enjoy their
right to self-determination.

120. The representative of Czechoslovakia emphasized that a modern formulation of
the general principles of international law must contain a clear statement of

the duty of States to refrain from repressive wmeasures against colonial peoples
struggling for independence and of the right of every such people to seek and
receive assistance frem other States. Without those ccmponents, no formulation
could be acceptable.
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121. The representative of Kenya stated with regard to point 3 of the principle
of the non-use of force (see paragraph 117 above) that his delegation had been
opposed to the inclusion of any reference to international lines of demarcation,
because of the temporary and imprecise nature of such lines. In a spirit of
compromise, however, it had agreed to the formulation contained in the report and
was prepared to accept either of the suggested wordings. With regard to points 5
and 6 his delegation had been able to accept the formulation which had resulted
from consultations, but only on the understanding that it did not prejudice the
duty of States to render assistance to people subjected to colonial oppression
in their legitimate struggle for self-determination. Point 7 was a direct
corollary of the prohibition of the threat or use of force and was not open to
compromise. His delegation was totally opppsed to the inclusion in the final
text of the words reproduced in brackets. Their inclusion would imply that it
wa.s possible to acquire the territory of another State. That was extremely
dangerous, legally false and contrary to the Charter, which proclaimed the
inviolability of territorial integrity. The right of self-defence did not
constitute a right to seek a unilateral golution to the problem of aggression by
diminishing or destroying other States. He regretted that no agreement had been
reached on the inclusion of a statement on point 8. If it could be argued that

a colonial authority was entitled to repress by force peoples whose only crime
was to claim their right to self-determination, then there could be no hope of
reaching agreement., If those who opposed the inclugion of the statement on
point 8 were motivaled by the consideration that force might be sanctioned when
genuinely used to maintain law and order or, perhaps, to contain civil or tribal
wars within the community, his delegation would be more than willing to work out
a formulation taking that consideration into account. Some delegations, however,
had shown themselves unwilling even to discuss the prohibition of the use of
force against colonial peopleg or its corollary - the right of colonial peoples
to use force in self-defence - with a view to establishing what the difficulties
were and how they could be resolved. His delegation sincerely hoped that at the
next session there would be a serious attempt to face those problems in a
constructive spirit. No progress could be made until they were solved. His
delegation was willing to negotiate with those which opposed the inclusion of
statements on those points. Moreover, his delegation was convinced that the text
of the principle of the non-use of force would be incomplete and unacceptable
without provisions prohibiting not only military, but also economic, political
and other forms of ccercion.

122. The representative of France pointed out that there was now a broad area »f
agreement on the principle of the non-use of force, which could be broadened

still further if members would bear in mind that they were codifying a principle
already proclaimed in the Charter. Clearly, neither the Special Committee nor the
General Agsembly could adopt eny formulation which would expanrd or diminish the
scope of the Charter. The Charter had dealt with the principle on the level of
international law and relations between States, and the Special Committee must

do the same and not try to apply it where it was not applicable.

123. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics saild that the
main obstacle now standing in the way of the completion of the Committee's work
was the question whether international law should legalize the liberation struggle
of colonial peoples. In the political sense, that struggle had already been
legalized by the decisions of the General Assembly and the Security Council and
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the heroic sacrifices made in the cause of liberation. 1%t had not yet, however,
been legalized in the Jjuridical sense. Although moct delegations felt that the
colonial struggle must be'recognized ag legal in the Jjuridical sense and had
adopted the position that the exertion of military, nolitical, economic or any
other form of coercion for neo-colonial ends was inadmissible, that view was

not unanimous. He agreed with the United States representative that what was
needed for the completion of the Special Committee's work was political will. It
was regrettable that a few delegations still refused to recognize the legitimacy
of the colonial peoples' struggle for freedom. The members of the Committee, who
represented the various legal systems of the world, must take account of
realities and could not irmnore the course of history. By the laws of nature, if
not the laws of man, che liberation movements would gsucceed in all parts of the
world. Some delegations even refused to recognize the validity of the term
"colony", preferring to emnloy instead some nolitical euphemism, such as
"srotectorate” or '"dependent Territory". and had even asked for the deletion of
the term "colconial" in some elementg of the principles, as if that concept had

no substance.

124 . The representative of Nigeria stressed his delegation's belief that the term
"force" as employed in Article 2, paragraph 4, of the United Wations Charter was
not limited to armed force. He had hoped that the debates of the 1960 session of
the United Nations Conference on the Law of Treaties would have helped to clarify
that point. However, those members of the Committee who had opposed the
inclusion of an explicit statement regarding the inadmissibility of "military,
political, economic or any other form of coercion" had not disagreed with the
statement in principle, but had felt that it was inappropriate in the context.

125. The representative of Cameroon pointed out that the rejection of the United
States pronosal in the Drafting Committee had been due largely to poor timing.
If it had been intended to gerve as a basis of discussion, it should have been
submitted earlier or after consultations. He hoped that the United States
proposal would, nevertheless, vrovide useful material Tor further deliberations.

His delegation was heartened by the nrogress made towards the completion of
the formmlation of the princiole of the nrm-~use of force, but it resretted the
lack of co-~operation in reaching final agreement on the most controversial
elements, namely, the instigation of civil strife and terrorist acts and the use
of armed force or renressgive measures arainst colonial peonlez. Az the USSR
representative had stated, history showed that the liberatlon movements were an
irresistible force.

126. The representative of Chile stated that points 5 and 6 of the principle
prohibiting the threat or use of force should also be included in the formulation
of the principle of nca-interventicn in the domestic affairs of States, - It was
regrettable that the Special Cemmittee had been unable to define tlie word "force"
and that thcre were no generally accepted norms covering the right of self-defence,
vhich, in the view of his delegation, weg governed exclugively by Article 51 of
the Charter. His delegation had given itgs anproval to the statement on peoint 12
because cf the clarifications that had been given, but it wished to point <.t
that the words "use of force" and "armed attacks" were in no way synonymrus
and that the latter exvression, ss used in the Charter, was much more rvuetvictive,
On the question whether the use of force by peoples of demendent Territ ries
in self-defence against coloninl domination in the exercise of their right A
self-determination was a lawful use of force, his delecation felt that the Htat: 3
which opnosed the view that it was lawful shceuld themselves prepare o tevf in

y <
positive terms. e
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With regard to point 7 his delegation could not agree to the inclusion of
the words "in contravention of the pnrovisions of the Charter" in the third
sentence of the statement. If those words were retained, that sentence would be
in contradiction to the preceding one.

It was unfortunate that there had been opposition to the adoption of a text
on the gubject of economic, political and other forms of nressure exerted against
the political independence or territorial integrity of a State. That principle
was undoubtedly accepted in international law, and had been upheld in the
inter~American system for many years.

127. The representative of Syria said that his delegation was unable to agree
with the two sub-paragraphs on the subject of international lines of demarcation
in voint 3. His delegation could only subscribe to a formulation that was
drafted in the clearest possible terms. International lines of demarcation
could only exist as a result of binding international agreements, and no
formulation could sanction de facto situations that had arisen as a result of
aggressive action. Ceage~-fire lines ordered by the Security Council merely
reflected military conquest, and, as the United Kingdom representative had said
during the Security Council's debate on the Middle East conflict in June 1967,
there was a difference between a ceagse-fire and a cease-fire line. He therefore
hoped that the United States delegation would abandon its attempt to equate the
two concepts. In that context the rights and claims of the parties concerned
should be taken fully into account until a final golution could be found. There
was little difference between the statements on points 5 and 6. In any event,
neither of them was acceptable unless it covered the position of peoples under
alien domination who were fighting for their freedom. The proposed sentence to
supplement the agreed statement on point 5 was satisfactory, but the concept
needed to be improved and widened. With regard to point 6, his delegation would
have liked the proposed supplementary formula concerning peoples under colonial
oppression to be coupled with a reference to peovles subject to foreign
domination. The formulations for point 7 were constructive, but needed to be
further improved. The failure to reach agreement on a statement for point 8

was extremely regrettable and constituted a severe set-back for the principle of
equal richts. His delegation considered it the clear duty of all States to
refrain from the use of force against peoples of dependent Territories. Indeed,
there was a duty to support them in their struggle for independence.

126. The representative of Italy caid that the statement on the use of force

in territorial disputes would be viewed by his delegation in the light of the
positicns it expressed in the general debate on the principle. While noting the
agreement reached in the Drafting Committee on the formulation of the first
paragraph of the point, his delegation felt that once again the question of
demarcation lines had raised difficult problems of drafting which might have
been avoided on the basis of the pronosals advanced hy his delegation. Italy
believed most strongly that the Declaration should in no way limit the scope of
Article 2, paragravnh U, of the Charter but should aim at improving the clarity
and the effectiveness of the law of the Charter. His delegation therefore
continued to consider the agreement on the point in question as being subject to
the final formulation of the principle as well as of all other provisionally
agreed statements of the other principles, and in particular of the peaceful
settlement of disputes. On the question of the organization of armed bandg, hie
delegation also considered it important to note that the absence of a specific
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provision stating that States had a duty to refrain from acquiescing in the
activities described in said point was merely a reflection of the opinion that,
in view of the nature of said activities, an attitude of acquiescence was not
materially distingulshable from an attitude of encouragement. His delegation
congidered that the formulation discussed for possible inclusion in point 6 could
not be construed as conferring legitimacy on attitudes of acquiescence towards
non-organized activities of the kind referred to. With regard to point 8, his
delegation had no comments on the merits at the present stage and merely wished
to note that the Drafting Committee had understood that the use of the expression
"a statement" in introductory sentences in its reports indicating a lack of
consensus did not have a meaning and scope different from those of the expression
"any statement'. His delegation noted the lack of agreement on the inclusion of
a statement on economic, volitical and other forms of pressure and wished to
state that it could not accept the inclusion of a formulation on the subject in
the declaration of principles in such a way as to affect in any form the meaning
of the word "force" in Article 2, paragraoh L4, of the Charter.

129. The representative of the United Arab Republic said that higs delegation
considered it essential to include a statement on the right of colonial peoples
to receive support for their legitimate struggle against colonial oppression.

130. The representative of Romania observed that modest progress had been made in
formulating the principle. His delegation attached particular importance to the
statement condemning wars of aggression and propaganda for such wars (point 2),
and interpreted the phrase "war(s) of aggression" as meaning all acts of
aggression, in accordance with the provigions of the Charter. It was pleased
that agreement had been reached on a statement concerning the prohibition of
military occupation and the non-recognition of situations brought about by the
threat or use of force, subject, however, to a further agreement on whether to
include the words "in contravention of the provisions of the Charter". The

only purpose of including that phrase would be to bring the wording into line
with that of the other formulations, and there would be no grounds for
interpreting it to mean that territorial acquisitions could be recognized as
legal simply because they resulted from the use of force in conformity with the
provisions of the Charter. It was unfortunate that no agreement hsad been reached
on the inclusion of a statement prohibiting military, political, economic and
other forms of coercion; he hoped that such a statement would be included in the
final text of the declaration. It was also unfortunate that no agreement had
been reached on a number of other elements, particularly the dnty of States to
refrain from the use of force against peoples of dependent Territories. The
legitimacy of their armed struggle against colcnial domination should be
recognized in the vrinciple.

151. The revpresentative of the United Kingdom said that wider agreement had been
reached on the nrinciole of the non-use of force than was reflected in the report
of the Drafting Committee. Although there were still some areas of disagreement,
that document would prove a solid basis for the Drafting Committee's future work,
provided that the areas of agreement already attained were borne in mind. The
element in point 3 concerning lines of demarcation was valuable, and he regretted
that agreement had not been reached on its exact formulation. With respect to
point 6, it was unfortunate that a statement which had been acceptable to many
delegations at earlier sessions of the Special Committee had not gained wider
approval. While his delegation did not consgider point 7 essential, 1t had been
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willing to agree to its inclusion sand regretted that coutroversy over a sing'e
phrase had held up agreement on t = 22int as a whole. His delegation did not
congider appropriate the inclusior ~f any statement on the duty of States to
refrain from the use of force age. a8t peoples of dependent Territories, and the
introductory wording reflected tiig.

132. The representative of Japan regretted that the effort to achieve over-all
agreement on a number of controversial points concerning the principle of the
non-use of force had failed at the final stage of deliberations, particularly
since agreement had seemed so near. The question of lines of territorial
demarcation referred to in point 3 was increasing in importance, and it was
unfortunate that no agreement had been reached on that delicate issue. Agreement
on points 5 and 6, althcugh imminent, had unfertunately nct been reached. Some
reservations had been well-founded, and he hoped that agreement wovld soon be
reached on the final wording. Point 7 wag one of the most controversial. He
urged all delegations to re-examine the question in the interest of international
peace and justice. No concrete agreement had yet emerged with respect to

point 8, and it was to be hoped that it would be reached soon.

133. The representative of Australia agreed that the session had made a positive
advance, though in some places in the report this was concealed by rather than
expressed in the forms of words in which the several formulae were introduced.

He also agreed with the USSR representative that the greatest of the difficulties
in the future work of the Committee lay in the question whether the proposed
Declaration should accord Jjuridical legitimacy to the right of dependent or
colonial peoples to struggle in arms for independence. The solution offered by
the representative of the USSR was not, he thought, the only possible golution.
His own inclination, so far as concerned the principle of self-determination, was
rather to explore the possibilities of the suggestions made by the representatives
of Chile and of Kenya.

134. The representative of Ghana stated that it had unfortunately proved impossible

to complete the formulation of the vprincivle of the non-use of force, and for |
that failure the delegations which had not co-operated fully in the discussion §
of matters relating to colonial peoples were largely to blame. Again, however, §
several formulations had been produced and could be discussed at the next i
session. The reports did not give a true picture of the work done in informal
consultations and in the Drafting Committee. Some points on which, according

to the reports, there was no agreement, had in fact been supported by the

overwhelming majority of those taking part in the discussions. One delegation

had actually gone so far as to say that there could be no agreement on the duty

of States to refrain from the threat or use of force against dependent peoples.

135. The representative of Argentina said that the statement by the representative

of Chile (paragraph 126 above) reflected the views of his delegation and of the
Mexican delegation, on whose behalf he was speaking.

3. Decision of the Special Committee

136, At its 109th meeting, on 19 September 1969, the Special Committee adopted
the report of the Drafting Committee (see paragraph 117 above) on the principle
that States shall refrain in their internationsl relations from the threat or use
of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any
State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United
Nations.
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Section 2. The principle of equql rights and
self-determination of peoples L/

A, Texts before the Special Committee

137. As was recalled in paragraph 17 of the introduction, the Special Committee,
at ts previous sessions, was unable to arrive at any agreed statement of the
above principle. At the 1969 session of the Special Committee a new proposal was
added to those submitted to the Special Committee at its 1966 and 1967 sessions.
®onsequently, the fullowing proposals and amendments concerning the principle of
equal rights and self-determination of peoples were before the Special Committee:

(a) The proposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration submitted *o
the Special Committee in 1966 by Czechoslovakia (A/AC.125/L.16);

(b) The proposal submitted in 1966 by Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey,
Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic,
and Yugoslavia (A/AC.125/7.31 and Add.1-3);

(c) The proposal submitted to the Special Cceviti>: in 1966 by the United
States (A/AC.125/L.32);

(d) The amendment to the Special Committee in 1966 submitted by Lebanon
(A/AC.125/L.34) to the foregoing United States proposal;

(e) The preposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration submitted
at the Special Committee’s 1967 session by the United Kingdom (A/A4C.125/L.LL);

(f) The proposal contained in the draft declaration ¢.bmitted at the Special
Committee's 1967 session by Algeria, Camerocn, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (4/AC.125/L.48); and

(g) The amendment proposed in 1967 by Ghana (A/AC.125/L.50) to the foregoing
ten-Power proposal;

(h) The proposal submitted in 1969 by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (A/AC.125/L.74).

The texts of the foregoing proposals and amendments are given below in the order
in which they were submitted to the Special Committee, the text of the amendment
following the proposal it was intended to amend.

&E/ An account of the consideration of this principle by the Special Committee
at its 1966, 1967 and 1968 sessions appears respectively in Official
Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-first Session, Annexes, agenda
item 87, document A/6230, chapter VII, paragraphs 456-521; ibid.,
Twenty-second Session, annexes, agenda item 87, document A/—_99, section 3,
paras. 1T71-235; and ibid., Twenty-third Session, agenda item 87
document A/7326, chapter II, section 2, paras. 135-203.
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138. Proposal submitted in 1966 by Czechoslovakia (A/AC.125/L.16, part VI): 45/

1. All peoples have the right to self-determination, namely the
right tc choose freely their political, economic and social systems,
including the rights to establish an independent national State, to
pursue their development and to dispose of their natural wealth and
resources. All States are bound to respect fully the right of peoples
to self~determination and to facilitate its attainment.

2. Colonialism and racial discrimination are contrary to the
foundations of international law and to the Charter of the United Nations,
and constitute impediments to the promotion of world peace and
co-operation. Consequently, colonialism and racial discrimination
in all their forms and manifestations shall be liquidated completely
and without delay. Territories which, contrary to the Declaration on the
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, are gstill
under colonial domination cannot be considered as integral parts of the
territory of the colonial FPower.

bR Peoples have an inalienable right to eliminate colonial domination
and to carry on the struggle by whatever means, for their liberation,
independence and free development. Nothing in this Declaration shall
be construed as affecting the exercise of that right.

b, States are prohibited from undertaking any armed action or
repressive measures of any kind against peoples under colonial rule.

139. Proposal submitted in 1966 by Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana,
India, Kenys, Lcbanon, liadagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the Unitec Arah Republic and
Yugoslavia (A/AC,125/L.%1 and Add,1-3): 46/

1. All peoples have the inalienable right to self-determination and
complete freedom, the exercise of their full sovereignty and the integrity
of their national territory.

2. In accordance with the above principle:

(a) The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and
exploitation as well as any other forms of colonialism, constitutes a
violation of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
peoples in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and, as
such, is a violation of international law.

(b) Consequently peoples who are deprived of their legitimate right
of self-determination and complete freedom are entitled to exercise their
inherent right of self-defence, by virtue of which they may receive
assistance from other States.

Ej/ Ibid., Twenty-first Session annexes, agenda item 87, document A/62§O,
para. 457.

L6/ Ibid., pora. U583




(¢) Each State shall refrain from any action aimed at the partial
or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity of
another country.

(d) All States shall render assistance to the United Nations in
carrying out its responsibilities to bring about an immediate end to
colonialism and to transfer all powers to the peoples of texritories
which have not yet achieved independence.

(e) Territories under colonial domination do not constitute parts
of the territory of States exercising colonial rule.

140. Proposal submitted in 1966 by the United States of America (A/AC.125/L.32): L7/

1. Every State has the duty to respect the principle of equal
rights and self-determination of peoples.

2. Applicability of the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples in particular cases, and fulfilment of its
requirements, are to be determined in accordance with the following criteria:

A. (1) The principle is applicable in the case of:
(a) A colony or other Non-Self-Governing Territory; or

(b) A zone of occupation ensuing upon the termination of military
hostilities; or

(c) A trust territory.

(2) The principle is prima facie applicable in the case of the
exerclise of sovereignty by a State over a territory geographically
distinct and ethnically or culturally diverse from the remainder of that
State'!s territory, even though not as a colony or other Non-Self-Governing
Territory.

(3) 1Ir the foregoing cases where the principle is applicable;

(a) The power exercising authority, in order to comply with the
principle, is to maintain a readiness to accord self-government, through
thelr free choice, to the people concerned, make such good faith, efforts
as may be required to bring about the rapid development of institutions
of free self-government, and, in the case of Trust Territories, conform
to the requirements of Chapter XII of the Charter of the United Natiorns;

(b) The principle is satisfied by the restoration of self-government,
or, in the case of territories not having previously enjoyed self-
government, by its achievement, through the free choice of the people
concerned. The achievement of self-government may take the form of:

(1) Emergence as a sovereign and independent State;
(2) Free association with an independent State; or

(3) Integration with an independent State.

- A o SIS
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B. The existence of a sovereign and independent State possessing a
representative Government, effectively functioning as such to all distinct
peoples within its territory, is presumed to satisfy the vrineciple of
equal rights and self-determination as regards those peoples.

141. Amendment submitted in 1966 by Lebanon (A/AC.125/L.34) 48/ to the above
proposal by the United States of America:

L. In the introductory phrase of paragraph 2 A (l), replace "The
principle is applicable in the case of" by "The principle is applicable
on".

2. At the beginning of sub-paragraph 2 A (1) (b), add the following:
"the indigenous population of".

142. Proposal submitted in 1967 by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland (A/AC.125/L.4k, part VI): 49/

1. Lvery State has the duty to respect the principle of equal rights
and self-~determination of peoples and to implement it with regard to the
peoples within its Jurisdiction, inasmuch as the subjection of peoples to
allen subjugation, domination and exploitation constitutes a denial of
fundamental human rights, is contrary to the Charter of the United Nations
and is an impediment to the promotion of world peace and co-operation.

The principle is applicable in the case of a colony or other Non-Self-
Governing Territory, a zone of military occupation, or a Trust Territory,
or, subject to paragraph L below, a territory which is geographicslly
distinet and ethnically or culturally diverse from the remainder of the
territory of the State administering it.

2. In accordance with the above principle:

(a) Every State shall promote, individually and together with
other States, universal respect for an observance of human rights and
freedoms.

(b) Every State shall accord to peoples within its jurisdiction,
in the spirit of the Universal Peclaration of Human Rights, a right
freely to determine their political status and to pursue their social,
economic and cultural development without discrimination as to race,
creed or colour.

(c) Every State shall refrain from any action aimed at the partial
or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity of
any other State.

418/ 1Ibid., para. 460.

49/ Ibid., Twenty-second Session, annexes, agenda item 87, document A/6799,
para. 176.
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(d) Lvery State exercising authority over a colony or other
Non~Self~-Governing Territory, a zone of military occupation or a Trust
Territory shall, in implementation of the principle, maintain a readiness
to accord self-government through their free choice, to the pecples
concerned, and to make in good faith such efforts as may be required to
assist them in the progressive development of institutions of free
self-government, according to the particular circumstances of each
Territory and its peoples and their varying stages of advancement;
and, in the case of Trust Territories, shall conform to the requirements
of Chapter XII of the Charter of the United Nations.

3. States exercising authority over colonies or other Non-Self-
Governing Territories, zones of military occupation or Trust Territories
shall be deemed to have implemented this principle fully with regard to
the peoples of those Territories upon the restoration of self-government
or, in the case of Territories which have not previously enjoyed self-
government, upon its achievement, through the free choice of the peoples
concerned. The achievement of self-government may take the form of
emergence as a sovereign and independent State; free association with an
independent State; or integration with an independent State.

L, States enjoying full sovereignty and independence, and possessed
of a representative government, effectively functioning as such to all
distinect peoples within their territory, shall be considered to be
conducting themselves in conformity with this principle as regards those
peoples.

14%. Proposal submitted in 1967 by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia
(A/AC.125/L.48): 50/

1. All peoples have the inalienable right to self-determination and
complete freedom, the exercise of their full sovereignty and the integrity
of thelr national territory.

2. In accordance with the above principle:

(a) The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and
exploitation as well as any other forms of colonialism, constitutes a
violation of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
peoples in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and, as
such, is a violation of international law.

(b) Consequently, peoples who are deprived of their legitimate right
of self-determination and complete freedom are entitled to exercise thelr
inherent right of self-defence, by virtue of which they may receive
assistance from other States.

(¢) EPEach State shall refrain from any action aimed at the partial or
total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity of another
country.

Ibid., para. 177.
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(d) All States shall render assistance to the United Nations in
carrying out its responsibilities to bring about an immediate end to
colonialism and to transfer all powers to the peoples of Territories
which have not yet achieved independence.

(e) Territories under colonial domination do not constitute
integral parts of the Territory of States exercising colonial rule over
them.

14k, Amendment submitted in 1967 by Ghana (A/AC.125/L.50) to the proposal by
Algeria, Cameroon, Ghena, India, Kenya, lMadagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the

United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (A/AC.125/L.48): 51/

After the second paragraph on this p}inciple, add a new paragraph
as follows:

5. No State or any organ shall exercise Jjurisdiction over any
other State or peoples except with the free and express consent of the
State or peoples concerned and only to the extent to which that consent
is given.

145. Proposal submitted in 1969 by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and
the Unicn of Soviet Socialist Republics (A/AC.125/L.7h4):

1. All peoples, large and small, have equal rights, the inalienable
right to self-determination and complete freedom, the exercise of their
full sovereignty and the integrity of their national territory.

2. Consequently:

(a) Each people has the right to determine freely their political
status, including the right to establish an independent national State, to
pursue their economic, social and cultural development and to dispose of
their natural wealth and resources.

The integrity of the national territory shall be respected.

(b) All States shall strictly respect the right of peoples to self-
determination and contribute to the fulfilment of this right so as to
ensure the development of friendly relations and co-operation among
nations.

(c) The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, including the
practices of racial discrimination, domination and exploitation, as well as
any other forms of colonialism, constitutes a violation of the principle
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples.

Peoples who are under cclonial domination have the right to carry on
the struggle, by whatever means, including armed struggle, for their
liberation from colonialism and may receive in their struggle assistance
from other States.

51/ Ibid., para. 178.
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(d) Territories which, contrary to the Leclaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples; are still under colonial
domination, cannot be considered as integral parts of the territory of
States exercising colonial rule over them. Administering Authorities are
prohibited from undertaking any armed action or repressive measurcs against
peoples under colonial rule and are bound to grant them indepeudence without

delay.

(e) All States shall co-operate with the United Nations to bring about
an immediate end to colonialism and to transfer all powers to the peoples
of Territories which have not yet achieved independence, without any
conditions or reservations and any distinction as to race, creed or colour.

B. Lebate

1. General comments

146, The principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples was

discussed by the Special Committee at its 104th, 105th, 106th and 10T7th meetings,
on 2, 3 and 4 September 1969. The debate on the principle of equal rights and
self-determination of reoples at the present session continued, as far as the
substance of the principle is concerned, along the same lines as at the previous
sessions of the Special Committee. A number of delegations pointed out, however,
that they did not consider it appropriate to dwell at length on the different
aspects of the principle since they had already explained their positions in detail
during the preceding sessions of tle Special Committee and especially at the

1968 session. Some delegations, referring to their statements made at previous
sessions of the Special Committee, commented only on separate components of the
principle, recalled the relevant parts of thelr statements made during the
discussion of the other principles or stated their suggestions concerning the method
and the order to be applied when transforming various elements into a precise

formulation »f the principle.

147. Several delegations explained the historical and political background of

the principle as one closely bound up with the national history of most of the
Member States and their struggle to attain or defend freedom and independence.

It was pointed out that the principle had bheen accepted since the end of the
nineteenth century as one of the fundamental elements of modern democracy. Most
recently, the principle has been confirmed in numerous internaticnal instruments:
for example, in the Charter of the United Nations (Articlel, (para. 2) and
Articles 55, 73 and T6) and the International Covenants on Human Rights; and

in various resolutions of the General Assembly: for example, in resolution

1514 (XV) containing the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial
Countries and Peoples, and in resolution 1702 (XVI), 1807 (XVII), 1810 (XVIII),
2105 (XX), 2131 (XX), 2160 (XXI), 2403 (XXIII), 2465 (XXIII). The confirmation
of the principle can also be found in resolutions of the Security Council, such as
resolution 246 (1968)., 1In this connexion, the view was expressed that the
Committee was Justified in using the resolutions of the General Assembly as source
material since the resolutions concerned had been supported by an overwhelming
majority even if there was some difference of opinion as to whether those texts
imposed obligations on Member States which had voted for their adoption. It was
also pointed out that the Committee should in addition take account of the way in
which relevant Articles of the Charter have been applied, both by the States and

by the United Nations itself. 5



148. It was emphasized that the difficulty in formulating the principle sprang
both from the form in which the principle was expressed in the Charter and from
the essential character of the principle itself. In the Charter it was referred
to only indirectly in Articles 1 and 55, whereas the majority of the other
principles assigned to the Special Committee for formulation were stated by the
Charter itself in terms of legal duties. There were differences of view in the
Special Committee as to the method to he applied for drafting the formulation of
the principle. It was suggested on the one hand that the drafting of the
principle should follow the guidelines adopted for the formulation of the other
principles: a general definition drawn up in accordance with the Charter should
be followed by a statzcment of the rights and obuligations of States deriving
therefrom for all States, and in particular for those still exercising domination
over other States and of the collective obliggtions devolving upon all States
Members of the United Nations. On the other hand it was stated that in the
first place the general content and the aim of the principle should be
determined and then the specific rights and duties to which it gives rise should
be considered, on the basis of the relevant provisions of the Charter. It was
also suggested that the Special Committee should also make use of those Gereral
Assembly resolutions such as 1514 (XV), 2131 (XX) and 2160 (XXI), in which an
attempt has been made to define the content of the principle. It was also
pointed out that it was necessary to determine as accurately as possible what
constituted a denial of the right of self-deterinination. Another representative
suggested that first the principle should be set out in general abstract terms
in as wide a context as possible, and then the special application of the
principle and identification of the peoples referred to in the formulaticn should
be indicated. Finally, the obligations of the administering Powers, the rights
of the people and of the Organization should be defined in both their positive
and their negative aspects. The view was expressed that the principle should be
formulated in the most objective terms and that the formulation must correspond
to contemporary realities. The contemporary world offered a number of instances
of total disregard for the right of self-determination, and there was a pre. ing

need to codify rules which, on the *: 3is of the Charter, had developed as
customary international law.

2. The nature of the rights involved in the concept of self-determination

149. Provisions of the proposals before the Special Committee relating to the
nature of the rights involved in the concept of self-determination were contained
in paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration
submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 138 above); paragraph 1 of the joint
proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see
paragraph 139 above); paragraph 1 of the proposal submitted by the United States
(see paragraph 149 above); paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in part VI of the
draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdcm (see paragraph 142 above);
paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in the draft declaration submitted in 1967
jointly by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria,

the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 143 above); and paragraph 1
of the proposal of Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (see paragraph 145 above).
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150. The proposals before the Special Committee differed in the manner in which
they gave expression to the concept of self-determination. The proposals submitted
by Czechoslovakia, by the non-aligned countries and by the four socialst

countries stated the concept as including equal rights of all peoples, the right
of all peoples to self-Jdstermination and complete freedom, the exercise of their
full sovereignty and the integrity of their national territory. The proposals
submitted by the United Kingdom and by the United States provided that every

State had the duty to respect the principle of equal rights and self-determination
of peoples. The United Kingdom proposal also contained the provision that every
State had the duty to implement the principle in regard to the peoples within

its jurisdietion, inasnuch as the subjection of peoples to alien subjugation,
domination and exploitation constituted a denial of fundamental human rights,

was contrary to the Charter and was an impediment to the promotion of world

peace and co-oreration, and the duty to accord to those peoples the right freely
to determine their political status and to pursue their social, economic and
cultural development without discrimination as to race, creed or colour.

151. Several representatives recalled that the principle of equal rights and
self~-determination of peoples was a key element of the Charter. It was regarded
as the basis on which friendly relations among nations are to be developed. The
link between friendly relations and international co-operation, on the one hand,
and the respect for the principle, on the other, was established by the provisions
of Article 1, paragraph 2, and Article 55 of the Charter. It was also stated that
the principle constituted the basis of the other principles that the Committee had
the task of defining, namely the principle of sovereign equality of States, the
principle of non-intervention and, to some extent, the principle of the non-use

of force. It was also pointed out that Article 55 of the Charter placed the
principle in the human rights setting. Several representatives expressed the view
that the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples is so closely
lirked with that of the prohibition of the threat or use of force that it was

not possible to define either principle until certain issues which had a bearing
on both principles were resolved.

152. Most of the representatives speaking on the subject considered the self-
determination of peoples a legal right the existence of which was generally
recognized. The nature of the principle as a legal right was attested to in
various international instruments including the Charter of the Unit«:< Nations
and many resolutions of the General Assembly. Other representatives preferred,
in this connexion, the term "principle" used in the Charter because there were
some doubts regarding the way in which the term "right'" was to be understood
in relavion to the concept of self~determination,

153. Many representatives speaking on the nature of the principle stated that

the principle was universal in nature and therefore applicable to all peoples.
Consequently, there was no reason to restrict its application only to peoples
under colonial domination. Some representatives, on the other hand, stated that
the principle in question was concerned primarily with the situation of peoples
which were still under foreign domination or trusteeship or who are the victims

of military occupation. The view was expressed that it was unrealistic to
consider on the same basis the peoples of dependent Territories and those of other
countries whose dependence had been achieved. It was also recalled that the right
to self~determination could not be interpreted in such a way that it meant that
the right could be exercised only once and solely with a view to independence.

56~



154. Several representatives pointed out that the principle under consideration
comprised two concepts: first, equal rights, and secondly, self-determination.
The two concepts were complementary and inseparable. Equal rights meant that
all peoples had equal and inalienable rights to complete freedom, the exercise
of full sovereignty, the integrity of their national territory, peace and
security, civilization and progress. Similarly, every people was entitled to
determine its own political status and to strive for economic, social and
cultural development. The general statement of the principle should give
expression to both of these concepts. With regard to the first concept, in
the opinion of some representatives, it was not enough to affirm the equal
rights of peoples and to say that all peoples had the same rights in the same
degree and could exercise them freely but also that each State had the duty to
respect the rights of other States. On the other hand, the view was expressed
that the first part of the principle related to equal rights of peoples had not
yet been discussed in depth and the meaning of that expression was not clear.
In accordance with this view, it would make little sense to interpret the
expression in such a way that the dependent people under the administration of
a State could make no claim under the principle simply because they had already
been granted rights equal to or greater than those conferred upon the dependent
peoples under the administration of another State, regardless of the level or
contents of those rights.

3 The scope of the principle

155, Provisions of the proposals before the Special Committee relating to the
scope of the principle of equal rights and self-determination were contained in
paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration
submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 138 above); paragraph 1 of the joint
proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see
paragraph 139 above); paragraph 2 of the proposal submitted by the United States
(see paragraph 140 above); the amendment submitted by Lebanon (see paragraph 141
above) to the United States proposal; paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in
part VI of the draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom (see

paragraph 142 above); in paragraph 1 of the proposal submitted by Algeria,
Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab
Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 143 above); and in paragraph 1 of the
proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (see paragraph 145 above ).

(a) The beneficiaries of the principle, and the meaning of the term "peoples"

1

156. Several delegates stressed that the word "peoples" should be taken in its
broadest sense. The principle should be formulated in such a way as to take
into account all peoples, large and small, and whether living in colonial
territories or not. One delegate stated that the principle was applicable to
the peoples in Non-Self-Governing Territories and to those living in a zone of
military occupation. Other cases were federal unions whose constitutional law
explicity referred to the right of self-determination and territories which

had freely associated with the former administering Power. He also referred to
the exceptional possibility that other peoples; e.g., those living in an area
which was geographically distinct and ethnically or culturally different from
the remainder of the State, should, with adequate safeguards, be able to exercise
the right to self-determination.
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157. On the other hand, some representatives stated that such a view of the
meaning of the word "peoples" would be an interference in the internal affairs
of States and an invitation to secession. To enunciate the principle that each
tribal, racial, ethnic and religious group was entitled tc self-determination
would be carrying the principle to an absurd extreme.

158. Another view, supported by reference to Chapters XI, XII and XIII of the
Charter and to the practice of the United Nations, was that the word "peoples"
referred to peoples not having equal rights with the people of the administrative
Power - peoples who had been unable to exercise their right of self-
determination.

(b) Recognition of the principle in its widest sense

159. Several representatives stated that the right of self-determination
consisted of two fundamental and interrelated rights, the right of all peoples
freely to choose their international status, and their right to choose their
political, economic and social systems. This latter aspect included the right
to develop and dispose of their natural resources. One representative referred
in this respect to General Assembly resolution 1314 (XIIT) in which permanent
sovereignty over natural resources was described as a "basic constituent of the
right to self-determination". Other representatives referred to the duty of all
States to enable peoples under their administration freely to determine their
constitutional, political and economic status.

b, Implementation of the principle

(a) With respect to peoples under colonialism

(i) Colonialism as a violation of the principle

160. Frovisions in the proposals before the Special Committee relating to
colonialism as a violation of the principle of equal rights and self-determination
were contained in paragraph 1 of the proposal contained in part VI of the

draft declaration submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 138 above);

paragraph 2 (a) of the 1966 proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey,

Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon, Madagascar , Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab
Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 139 above); paragraph 2 (a) of the proposal
contained in the draft declaration submitted by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana,

India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia
(see paragraph 143 above); and paragraph 2 (b) of the proposal submitted by
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

(see paragraph 145 above).

161. The view was expressed that it was generally accepted in international law
that the subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, including racial
discrimination and any form of colonialism or neo-colonialism is a violation of
the principle; the practice of colonialism was a negation of equal rights and
self-determination. Any statement of the principle should condemn all forms of
domination and oppression, including neo-colonialist activities of an economic
character.
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162. On the other hand, it was stated that Chapters XI, XII and XIII of the
Charter recognized the legitimacy of colonial rule, regulated it and provided
for its orderly termination. According to another view, these responsibilities
were, however, conferred with the purpose of furthering international peace

and security; but the perpetuation of the colonial system was, on the contrary,
one of the most serious threats to world peace and security.

(ii) Prohibition of armed action or repressive measures
against colonial peoples

16%. Provisions relating to the prohibition of srmed action or repressive measures
against colonial peoples were contained in paragraph 4 of the prcposal contained
in part VI of the draft declaration sukuitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 138
above); and paragraph 2 (d) of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland,
Romania and the USSR (see paragraph 145 above).

164, Several representatives expressed the view that administering Powers should
be prohibited from taking any armed action or applying repressive measures of
any kind against peoples under colonial rule. The use of force against
oppressed peoples who were fighting for their independence constituted a crime
against peace and violated the Charter. They denied that force could be used

to maintain law and order: +this would mean that force could be used to
perpetuate colonialism.

165. On the other hand it was stated that every State was obliged under general
international law to extend adequate protection to the interests of other States
and to aliens within its Jjurisdictior; consequently, every State had the duty

to use force in order to prevent disturbances from damaging the interests of aliens
or foreign States, whether in the metropolitan area or in the dependent territories.
The aim was therefore to distinguish between such legal uses of force and uses
which would deprive dependent peoples of their right to seek self-determination.
Pependent peoples according to this view were not entitled under the Charter to
resort to the use of force on their own initiative against the administering

Power which did not use force to deprive them of their right to seek self-
determination. Further, it was sald that the Charter did not, apart from

extreme situations falling, for instance, within Chapter VII of the Charter,
regulate the use of force in colonial situations since the relations between a
metropolitan State and its dependent territories were not among the "international
relations' to which alone Article 2, paragraph 4, applied.

(iii) Right of armed struggle against colonial domination

166. Provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee relating to a

right of armed struggle against colonial domination were contained in

paragraph 3 of the proposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration
submitted by Czechoslovakia (see paragraph 138 above); paragraph 2 (p) of the 1966
proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana, Ind:z, Kenya, Lebanon,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see
paragraph 139 above); in paragraph 2 (b) of the proposal contained in the draft
declaration submitted by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 143 above);
and paragraph 2 (c¢) of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland,

Romania and the USSR (see paragraph 145 above).



167. Several representatives affirmed that peoples subjected to colonial rule
and, as such, unable to exercise the rights flowing from the principle of
self-determination, had the right to throw off colonialism by any means whatever,
including the use of force. The legitimacy of this struggle had been
recognized by resolutions of the General Assembly and of the Security Council,
and also followed from the principle that where there is a right there is a
remedy. Moreover, in accordance with the Charter and relevant General Assembly
resolutions, such peoples were entitled to seek and receive all support from
other States in their struggle: such States had a right or even a duty to
provide support. The view was also expressed that the right of a dependent
people to exercise its inherent right of self-defence, once all other remedies
had been exhausted, should be included in the formulation. Reference was also
made to the views expressed on this issue in the discussion of the principle of
the prohibition of the threat or use of force.

168. On the other hand it was stated that there was no foundation in the Charter
for the view that dependent peoples had an inherent right to use force and to

be assisted by the forces of foreign States: "peoples" could not, under the
Charter or general international law, be identified with "States" and did not
have the same rights; the right of self-defence could not be used to attain the
liquidation of colonialism, or any similar political objective; the legitimacy
of colonial rule was recognized by the Charter; and Article 2, paragraph 4, was
inapplicable to colonial situations since it was limited to "international
relations". Moreover several representatives said that no system of law could
establish a legal right of revolution. Finallwv, it was pointed out that the
compelling reasons for the prohibition of armed force in international relations
also applied to disputes concerning the right to self-determination: such
disputes might very well lead to a threat to world peace.

(iv) Assistance to the United Nations

169. Provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee relating to
assistance to the United Nations were contained in paragraph 2 (g) of the Jjoint
proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon,
Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Repuclic and Yugoslavia (see
paragraph 139 above); paragraph 2 (g) of the prorcsal submitted jointly by
Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United
Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 1143 above); and paragraph 2 (e)

of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics (see paragraph 145 above).

170. Several representatives were of the opinion that the statement of the
principle should include the obligation of all States to co-operate with, and
render assistance to, the United Nations in the carrying out of its
responsibilities to bring an end to colonialism.

(v) What constitutes full implementation of the principle

171. Provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee on what constitutes
full implementation of the principle of equal rights and self-determination

were contained in paragraph 2 A (3) of the proposal submitted by the United
States (see paragraph 140 above); and in paragraphs 2 (d) and 3 of the proposal
contained in part VI of the draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom
(see paragraph 142 above).
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172. Several delegates observed that the statement on the principle should

define the obligations of the administering Powers and especially the obligation
to grant independence without delay. Others pointed to the need to give special
attention the the obligations deriving from the Charter, and in particular to the
duty to maintain a readiness to accord self-government, through their free choice,
to the peoples concerned.

(vi) Status of dependent Territories

173. Provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee relating to the
status of dependent Territories were contained in paragraph 2 of the proposal
contained in part VI of the draft declaration submitted by Czechoslovakia

(see paragraph 138 above); paragraph 2 (e) of the joint proposal of Algeria, Burma,
Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana, India, Kenya, Lebanon, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria,

the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 139 above);

paragraph 2 (g) of the proposal contained in the draft declaration submitted jointly
by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar, Nigeria, Syria, the United
Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 143 above); and paragraph 2 (d)

of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics (see paragraph 145 above).

174. Some delegates expressed the view that under international law a colonial
Territory could not be regarded as an integral part of the Territory of the
administering Power. One pointed out that the relations between the administering
Power and the Territories were international relations derived primarily from

the Charter and not from national constitutions. Another referred to the fact
that the principle was primarily concerned with peoples who were under foreign
domination or trusteeshin or were victims of military occupation; accordingly

any idea of their integration or assimilation into the people of the metropolitan
country was remote. On the other hand, the opinion was expressed that the idea
that colonial Territories were not an integral part of the administering State
was so vague and imprecise that it was open to many interpretations.

(b) Questions concerning the implementation of the principle by a State with
respect to peoples within its jurisdiction

175. The relevant provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee

relating to questions concerning the implementation of the principle of equal
rights and self-determination by a State with resprect to peoples within its
Jurisdiction were contained in paragraph 2 B of the proposal submitted by the
United States (see paragraph 140 above); and paragraph 2 (a) and (b) and

paragraph L of the proposal contained in part VI of the draft declaration submitted
by the United Kingdom (see paragraph 142 above).

176. Some representatives stressed the close link between the principle of equal
rights and self~determination, on the one hand, and human rights, on the other.

One noted that the idea of self-determination was older than the Charter and
extended far beyond colonial questions: when the last colony had become an
independent State there would still be "peoples" conscious of religious, ethnic,
cultural or linguistic differences. The aspirations of such dissatisfied groups
would combine to create serious problems for the development of friendly relations.
Other representatives suggested that provisions should be made for democratic
institutions or processes whereby a people forming a distinet entity within a State
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could make known its wishes regarding its national future; specifically, several
representatives considered the principle could be applied to multinational States
or to peoples who were geographically distinct and ethnically or culturally diverse
from the remainder of the State. Some thought that it would be necessary to
safeguard against the possibility of the abuse of such an application of the
principle by secessionist movements, whereas another representative stated that

the right of a people to secede from a multinational State would, far from
weakening the State, tend to cement its unity: the right was the very foundation
of a voluntary assoclation among the peoples.

177. On the other hand, some representatives expressed the view that it would be
an interference in a State's domestic affairs if the Committee were to draw up
rules for the secession of peoples within a State. It was not for the Committee
to pass judgement on whether Governments of sovereign States governed well or
badly. Finally, if there were genuine discrimination against any ethnic groum
in an independent State that group would have the right to rebel, but that would
be a domestic matter.

(c¢) GQuestions concerning the implementation of the principle in
relations between States

Non-violation of national unity and territorial integrity

178. Provisions in the proposals before the Special Committee relating to the
non-violation of national unity and territorial integrity were contained in
paragraph 2 (c) of the proposal of Algeria, Burma, Cameroon, Dahomey, Ghana,
India, Kenya, Lebanon, Madagascar, Nigerila, Syria, the United Arab Republic and
Yugoslavia (see paragraph 139 above); paragraph 2 (c) of the propcsal contained
in part VI of the draft declaration submitted by the United Kingdom (see
paragraph 142 above); paragraph 2 (c) of the proposal contained in the draft de
declaration submitted by Algeria, Cameroon, Ghana, India, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Syria, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (see paragraph 143 above);
and paragraph 2 of the proposal submitted by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (see paragraph 145 above).

179. Several delegates, in speaking of the application of the principle in
relations between States, stressed that the definition of the principle should
clearly state that each State had the duty to refrain from any action aimed at
the partial or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity
of any other State. In this context also, it was pointed out that the principle
ghould not be considered a licence for dangerous secessionist movements.

C. Consideration of the report of the Drafting Committee

1. Report of the Drafting Committee

180. The following report gg/ was submitted to the Special Committee by the Drafting
Committee on the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples:

The Drafting Committee considered all proposals on the same basis. In
view of the close interrelationship between the various components of the

52/ Previously issued under the symbol A/AC.125/L.T6.
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principle, it was understood that agreement on one particular point would
not prejudice the position of members with regard to other points or to
the statement of the principle as a whole. It was also understood that
questions of drafting were of great importance.

I. It was agreed that the first paragraph of the declaration of the
principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples should contain
a general statement of the principle, stressing its universality, and

that it should be followed by a second paragraph spelling out in several
sub-paragraphs the legal consedquences deriving from it. There was no
agreement as to whether rights or duties should appear first in this
formulation. DNevertheless, the following two formulae were advanced to
provide a basis for discussion; the wording itself was not subject to
disagreement except as indicated by square brackets.

"All peoples have equal rights and the inalienable right to self-
determination by virtue of which they ZEéve complete freedom tg/
foeelx/ determine, without external interference, their political
status and /freely/ /to/ pursue their economic, social and cultural
development. Every State has the duty to respect these rights and
to promote their realization in accordance with the provisions of
the Charter."

"Every State has the duty, in accordance with the provisions of
the Charter, to respect and to promote the realization of the equal
rights and the inalienable right +to self-determination of all peoples,
by virtue of which all peoples Zhave complete freedom tg/ foeelx/
determine, without external interference, their political status and
/freely/ [to/ pursue their economic, social and cultural development."

A third formula was advanced but not examined in detail:

"The principle enshrined in the Charter of equal rights and
of self-determination of all peoples, by virtue of which they
/have complete freedom to/ /freely/ determine, without external
interference, their political status and /freely/ /to/ pursue
thelr economic, social and cultural development, shall be respected
and its realization shall be promoted by every State in accordance
with the provisions of the Charter.

ITI. There was agreement on the following statements for inclusion among
the sub-paragraphs of a second paragraph:

"Iivery State has the duty to render assistance to the United
Nations in carrying out the responsibilities entrusted to it by
the Charter regarding the implementation of the principle of egual
rights and self-determination of peoples, and to contribute to the
fulfilment of this principle in order to promote friendly relations
and co-operation among States.”

"Every State has the duty to promote through joint and separate

action the universal respect for and observance of human rights and
fundamental freedoms."

> B



"Every State shall refrain from any action aimed at the partial
or total disruption of the national unity and territorial integrity
of any other State or country."

ITT. It was agreed that the following element should be incorporated in
the statement of this principle, but there was no agreement as to its
placing, that is, whether or not it would constitute a separate
sub-paragraph. The following formulae were advanced with a view to
providing a basis for discussion:

"The subjection of peoples to the alien subjugation, domination
and exploitation constitutes a denial of fundamental human rights,
is contrary to the Charter of the United Nations and is an impediment
to the promotion of world peace and co-operation.”

"The subjection of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and
exploitation as well as any other forms of colonialism, constitutes
a violation of the principle of equal rights and self-determination
of peoples in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and,
as such, is a violation of international law.

IV. DMode of implementation of self-determination

The possibility was discussed of including a sub-paragraph on the
following lines:

”/—h exercising their right of self~determination a people may
decide upon/ /The exercise by a people of their right of self-
determination may take the form of/ the establishment of a sovereign
and independent State, their free association or integration with an
independent State /or any other political status freely determlned/ "

V. The prohibition of armed action or repressive measures against
colonial peoples

The possibility was discussed of including a sub=-paragraph on the
following lines:

"Every State /_he administering author1tv7 has the duty to
refrain from /the threat or use of force/ /any forcible actlon/
which deprives /dependent peoples/ /Eéoples under foreign domlnatlon/
/Eéopleo under foreign domination including colonial peoples7'/peoples -
under foreign cdomination as well as under any other form of colonlallam/
Ziéoples under foreign domination or colonial peopleg/ of their right
to self-determination and freedom and independence."

VI. Right of self~defence against colonial domination including the question
of rights of peoples to request and to receive assistance in their
struggle

There was no agreement on the inclusion of a statement under this
heading. Nevertheless, the following formula was advanced as a basis
for discussion:
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"Peoples subjected to colonial oppression are entitled in their
legitimate struggle to seek and to receive all support in accordance
with the purposes and principles of the Charter and with the provisions
of resolution 1514 (XV)."

VII. Status of dependent territories

The possibility was discussed of including a sub-paragraph on the
following lines:

"The territory of a colony or other non-self-governing territory
has under the Charter a status separate and distinct from the Territory
of the State exercising colonial rule ovér it /_dmlnlsterlng 1t/, and its
separate and distinct status as well as the responsibilities of the
administering State concerned relating thereto shall continue so long as
the colony or the non-self-governing territory has not exercised its_right
of self-determination /Ih the manner set out in resolution lSMl (XV
/in accordance with the provisions of resolution 1514 (XV)/."

VIII. The mode of implementation of the principle

There was no agreement on a statement under this heading. The following
proposals were advanced for discussion:

"Every State exercising authority over a colony or other Non-Self-
Governing Territory, a zone of military occupation or a Trust Territory
shall, in implementation of the principle, maintain a readiness to accord
self-government through their free choice, to the peoples concerned, and
to make in good faith such efforts as may be required to assist them in
the progressive development of institutions of free self-government,
according to the particular circumstances of each Territory and its peoples
and their varying stages of advancement: and, in the case of Trust
Territories, shall conform to the requirements of Chapter XII of the
Charter of the United Nations."

"All colonial powers, administering colonies or other non-self-governing
territories or a Trust Territory, shall without delay transfer all powers
to the peoples of those territories without any conditions or reservations
in accordance with their freely expressed will and desire without any
distinction as to race, creed or colour, in order to enable them to enjoy
complete independence and freedom."

IX. Implementation of the principle by a State with respect to peoples
within its jurisdiction

There was no agreement on the inclusion of any statement under this
heading. The fol.owing proposals were advanced for discussion:

"States enjoying full sovereignty and independence, and possessed
of a representative government, effectively functioning as such to all
distinct peoples within their territory, shall be considered to be
conducting themselves in conformity with this principle as regards
those peoples."
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”_ﬁEmocratig7'States enjoying full sovereignty and independence and
possessed of a representative govermment shall be considered to be
conducting themselves in conformity with this principle. Accordingly
ncthing in the foregoing paragraphs shall be construed as giving
legitimacy to any action aimed at the total or partial disruption of),
or against the security of, such States."

X. The criteria for applicability of the principle

There was no agreement on the inclusion of any statement under this
heading. The following proposal was advanced for discussion:

"The principle is applicable in the case of a colony or other
non-self-governing territory, a zone of military occupation, or a
Trust Territory, or, subject to paragraph 4 below, 55/ a territory
which is geographically /dlstlnct/ /separate/ and ethnically or culturally
diverse from the remainder of the territory of the State administering
it."

2. Comments by members of the Special Committee

181. The above report of the Drafting Committee was discussed at the 109th meeting
of the Specilal Committee after the report was introduced, in the absence of the
Chairman of the DJrafting Committee, by the representative of Mexico. In their
statements, the representatives of the following States made comments on

the report of the Drafting Committee concerning the principle of equal rights

and self-determination of peoples: Kenya, France, Nigeria, Cameroon, Yugoslavia,
Italy, the United Arab Republic, Romania, United Kingdom and Japan. A summary of
those comments, as they related to the substance of the report of the Drafting
Committee and the results achieved, is given belov, in the order in which they were
made. Attention is drawn to the close interrelatlion between the comments made
with regard to some of the elements of the statement of the principle of equal
rights and self-determination of peoples and that of non-use of force (see
paragraphs 119-135 above).

182, The representative of Kenya stated that a great deal of progress had been
made during the current session on the principle. His delegation had often
maintained that the right of self-determination had existed before it was
recognized by the Charter; the duty of States to respect that right naturally
followed from it, and it was therefore impossible to argue that the duties of
States should take precedence over the rights of reoples.

183. The representative of France said that the principle of self-determination
of peoples had a central place in the whole system of the Charter, even though

it was not clearly defined as the other principles were. Like the other principles,
it must be regarded as binding on all States in their relations with all peoples.
At the same time, it must be recognized and reaffirmed as a right of dependent
reoples which commanded respect particularly from the colonial Powers. The
formulation produced by the Special Committee should make it possible for the
principle to be applied in a peaceful and orderly manner; only when all peaceful
means of achieving self-determination had failed should other measures be adopted.
That point should be clearly stated in the formulation of the principle, but in
such a way that it could not serve as a pretext for interference in the affairs
of other States.

- T SCTWAAEY . fmri

55/ See the Tirst proposal under point IX above.
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18L4. The representative of Nigeria noted with satisfieotion that a sound basis had
been laid for the formulatiorn of the principle. Although agreement had not yet
been reached on some fundamental issues, he believed that the divergent positions
adopted would prove to be less incompatible than they appeared. He hoped that,
where it was not possible to achieve unqualified agreement, a spirit of compromise
would prevail.

185. The representative of Cameroon stated that his delegation had been
disappointed to observe that a few delegations still maintained the view that a
people under colonial and other forms of oppression might not lawfully employ
force in self-defence against their oppressors. It was inconsistent to accord
the right of self-determination while refusing the means of exercising that right.
That attitude had blocked progress in the formulation of the principle.

186. The representative of Yugoslavia said he was pleased that the area of
agreement on the principle of equal rights and self-determination cf peoples had
grown wider. However, no agreement had been reached on the inclusion of a
provision applylng the principle to peoples under colonial domination. His
delegation considered such a provision essential.

187. The representative of Italy pointed out that his delegation had expressed
certain reservations as to the statement in the report concerning the

universality of the principle. From a legal point of view it was difficult

to accept an a priori qualification of the character of a principle of
international law before any real agreement had been reached on the contents,

the scope and the beneficiaries of the principle itself. Furthermore his
delegation felt that the vagueness of the expression "all peoples" as used in

the formulae under point I of the report, was inappropriate in a declaration
intended to assist the development of international law and to preserve the
certainty of the law. His delegation's position was also related to the fact

that the principle has been invoked and has found recognition in the United Nations
practice in connexion with the process of decolonization. It had been generally
agreed in the Drafting Committee that the principle, being intended to promote
friendly relations among States, could not be invoked in connexion with

situations traditionally falling within the domestic Jjurisdiction of an
independent Stete, In the light of the foregoing positions, his delegation
refrained and would refrain from expressing its opinion on the acceptability

of the various formulae that had been submitted until the contents of the
principle had been fully defined. In order to avoid erroneous interpretations

of the statement of the principle, his delegation considered it essential that the
declaration should indicate the situations in which the principle was not
applicable and cases in which it might be applied. The Committee should therefore
concentrate at its next session on examining the.proposals set out under ‘
points IX and X of the report. The inclusion in the formulation of & provision
on the lines of the second proposal under point IX would also ensure that

the principle would not be interpreted in such a way as to undermine the territorial
integrity of independent States, which was safeguarded as fundamental by the
Charter.

188. The representative of the United Arab Republic welcomed the progress achieved
on the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples.
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189. The representative of Romania pointed out that it was encouraging to note
the considerable progress which had beew made with respect to the principle.

190. The representative of the United Kingdom stated that while agreement had

not been reached on all aspects of the principle, the progress which had been

made would provide a valuable basis for future work. The elements in

points VIII, IX and X had not been discussed in sufficient detail, owing to lack

of time., Nevertheless, some delegations had indicated that there was a possibility
of compromise on the proposals submitted under points IX and X.

191. The representative of Japan observed that the progress achieved with
respect to the principle was rratifying and constituted a constructive basis
for future work on the princip.<.

3. _ecision of the Syecial Committee

192. At its 109th meeting, on 19 September 1969, the Special Comnittee adopted
the report of the Drafting Committee (see paragraph 160 above) on the principle
of equal rights and self-~determination of peoples.
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Sectior 3: Concluding stage of the Special Committee!s sessinn

A, General comrents on the work of the Special Committee and
the .-2ports cf the Drafting Committee

193, The concluding stage of the Special Committee's session effered to many
representatlives an oprortunity to make some remarks of a general nature cn the
outcome of the work of the 1969 Special Committee and its Drafting Committee, The
statements to that effect were made by the representatives of Czechoslovakia,
Kenya, France, the USSR, Nigeria, Cameroon, Chile, India, Madagascar and Ghana.
The Chairman of the Special Committee also touched upon that subject. The
statements are summarized below in the order in which they were pronounced.

194, The representative of Czechmslovakia observed that the Special Committee had
added new agreed paragraphs to the formulation of the prohibition of the threat

or use of force and had laid a solid foundation for the future formulation of the
principle of equal rights and self-determinatien of peoples, but in so doing it had
not entirely fulfilled its expectations.

195. The representative of Kenya expressed his delegation's satisfaction at the
results achieved by the Special Committee, While 1t wished that a consensus could
have been reached on a greater number of points, it knew that the Committee had
not been prevented from arriving at an agreed text on either of the principles
currently unier consideration by any lack of goodwill, hard work or spirit of
compromise, There were some genuine problems and fears which had so far

prevented the Special Committee from reaching a consensuc.

His delegatien endorsed the statement, in the first paragraph of each report,
that agreement on one particular point would not prejudice the position of
members with regard to other points. That proviso was most important.

196. The representative of France said that the reactions of members to the

results of the session varied between satisfaction and regret. His delegation, too,
had mixed feelings; it had shared the hope that compl«i= agreement might be

reached on the principle of the non-use of force, but felt that the rartial
agreement which had been achieved marked a considerable step forward. The amicable
atmosphere which had prevailed in both the main Committee and the Drafting Committee
had been a decisive factor in achieving as much progress as seemed possible in

view of the current world situation. A tasis had been estarlished on which the
Special Committee could continue its work.

197. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that the
results of the current session were positive. It had been possible to reach
agreement on a number of elements of the principle of the non-use of force on

which there had previously been no consensus. A framework had been created to serve
as a basis for future discussions of the principle of equal rights and
self-determination of peoples and agreement had been reached on a number of the
elements contained in that principle. The atmosphere of intellectual responsibility
that had prevailed throughout the session in the plenary meetings, in the

Drafting Committee and in the informal consultations must be maintained if positive
conclusions were to be reached.




198. The representative of Nigeria said that the Drafting Committee had made
considerable progress both in the formulation of legal concepts and in the
resolution of outstanding issues. The prevailing atmosphere gave rise to
optimism regarding the early completion of the Special Committee's task.

199, The representative of Cameroon said that he could not fully endorse the
remarks regarding the '"positive" nature of the results of the Special Committee's
current session. Compared with what might have been achieved, those results

were disappointing. The main reason for the comparative failure was, as the
United States representative had said, a lack of political will. Another reason
for the partial failure of the session was the fact that on several occasions,
after agreement in principle had been reached during informal consultations,
opinions had been changed and different positions adopted in public meetings.

200. The representative of Chile, whose view was shared by the representatives of
Argentina and Mexico, said his delegation regretted that so little progress had
been made in formulating the principle prohibiting the threat or use of force and
the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples. If the
formulations were to be completed before the twenty-fifth session of the

General Assembly, a greater spirit of compromise would have to be forthceming., He
wished to make it clear that the adoption of the Committee's report would not
prejudice his delegation's position with regard to the formulation of the
principles as a whole.

201, The representative of India said that the Special Committee should not
underrate the progress which had been achieved thus far. Substantial agreement
had been reached on a number of elements of the principles under consideratien
and could serve as a basis for further work,

202, The representative of Madagascar said that the results achieved by the
Drafting Committee were, unfortunately, not commensurate with the efforts

expended., He hoped that the progress attained would be used as a basis for further
discussion.

203, The representative of Ghana said that some progress had been made, especially
in regard to the principle of self-determination, on which various formulations
had been put forward as a basis for future work. The reports did not give a true
picture of the work done in informal consultations and in the Drafting Committee.
Scme points on which, according to the reports, there was no agreement, had in
fact been surrorted by the overwhelming majority of those taking part in the
discussions.

204, The Crairman said that he felt the Special Committee could be satisfied with
its work, becmuse it had obviously built a solid fcundation for the final
formulation of the two principles.

B. Comments concerning organization and methods of work
of the next session of the Special Committee

205. The following representatives, making use of the final stage of the Special
Committee's session, offered thelr comments and suggestions concerning the
organization, the methods of work and the time schedule of the next session of the
Special Committee: the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Kenya, France, the USSR,
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Cameroon, Chile, the United Arab Republic, Romania, Japan and Argentina. The
Chairman of the Special Committee also referred to that subject. The views
expressed are summarized below.

206. The representative of Czechoslovakia said that the timing of the final
session of the Special Committee was a matter of some importance. The work of
codification should be continued, through informal consultations as well as
through formal meetings of the Special Committee, early in 1970, so that the

text of the whole declaration on the seven principles could be carefully studied
by Governments before the opening of the twenty-fifth session of the

General Assembly. There was a real possibility of adopting the declaration of the
seven principles on the occasion of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the

United Nations if members maintained their spirit of co-operation, increased their
mutual understanding and devised even more effective methods of work.

207, The representative of Kenya questioned whether the consensus rule, which gave
every member the power of veto, should be applied at future sessions. His
delegation had been perturbed to see hard-won agreements overthrown at the lasiu
moment by a single delegation. It was desirable that the final text of the
principles should have the support of all members, but if that was unattainable the
Special Ccrmittee should not refuse to consider the next best alternative, He
hoped that the Committee would be able to submit an agreed text to the

General Assembly at its twenty-fifth session.

208. The representative of France observed that there were still formidable
difficulties to be overcome, and large concessions would have to be made on all
sides, but if the Special Committee was given time to explore all possible areas
of agreement thoroughly it was possible that the twenty-fifth anniversary of the
United Nations could yet be marked by the adoption of a solemn declaration of the
sevan principles., It was important to avoid reaching agreements so late that they
could not be fully confirmed before the session closed, and the next session

would therefore require careful preparation. He agreed with the representative of
Czechoslovakia that it should take place early in 1970 and be preceded by informal
consultations.

209. The representative of the USSR stated that his delegation was sympathetic to
the suggestion that the members of the Committee should hold informal consultations
before the next session. He agreed with the representative of Czechoslovakia that
the Committee's next session should not be held immediately before that of the
General Assembly and that it should be conducted on an informal basis, The
Committee should conclude its task in time for the twenty-fifth session of the
General Assembly. At the 1756th meeting of the General Assembly, the Minister

for Foreign Affairs of the USSR had stressed th: : the Committee's work was
particularly closely related to the problem of s.rengthening international
security and that it should be completed as soon as possible. A statement to that
effect was inciuded in the draft Appeal of the General Assembly of the

United Nations to all States of the world on strengthening international security
submitted to the General Assembly by the USSR delegation (A/7654).

210. The representative of Cameroon said that the rule of consensus had been

adopted by the Committee for its own convenience, and wae not laid down in its

terms of reference. Where there was majority agreement on a point, the principle

of consensus should not be exploited for reprelensible ends. A positive approach
was required, and it should not be assumed that the rejection of a proposal amounted
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to an insult or to an expression of antagonism or that it demonstrated a lack of
political will or genuine co-operation. He supported the proposal that the
Committee's next session should be held earlier in the year, and he suggested that
a venue away from Headquarters might prove more suitable.

211, The representative of Chile expressed the view that the other principles still
before the Special Committee, that of equal rights and self-determination of
peoples, would need serious study by all Governments, and he hoped that the

General Assembly would decide to convene the next session of the Committee early in
the year to enable it to complete its work.

212. The representative of the United Arab Republic hoped that a declaration on the
principles of international law concerning friendly relations and co-operation
among States would be completed in 1970 and that the consensus method would

prove more successful in the future.

213. The representative of Romania hoped that the Special Committee would be able
to iron out the remaining difficulties concerning both principles and to
commemorate the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations by adopting a
declaration on principles of international law concerning friendly relations and
co—-operation among States,

214, The representative of Japan, expressed the opinion that an effort should be
made in the future to ensure that delegations had sufficient time to consult
their Governments.

215, The representative of India observed that the Special Committee should
endeavour to seek a consensus on controversial issues by emphasizing common areas
of agreement,

216. The representative of Argentina stated that Argentina and Mexico shared the
hope that at the next session a favourable atmosphere would again prevail and that
the Special Committee would be able to complete its work on the basis of the
progress made at the current session.

217. The Chairman of the Special Committee believed that it should be possible to

formulate the declaration in time for its adoption at the twenty-fifth session of
the General Assembly.

~T0-



Country

Algeria

Argentina

Australia

Burma

Cameroon
Canadsa

Chile

Czechoglovakia

Dahomey

France

Ghana

Guatemala

India

Italy

Japan

Kenya

ANNEX

Membership of the Special Committee

Representative

M., Lmar Dahmouche

H.B. Dr. José Maria
Ruda

Sir Kenneth Bailey
Mr. David Evans

U Soe Tin
U Aung Myat Kyaw

Mr. Paul Bamela Z=Zngo

5

. JJA. 3eesley

S.%. Sr. José Pifera
or. Mario Valenzuela

Dr. Milog Kocman
Dr. Miroslav Potodny

M. Joseph Hounton
M. Michel Virally
M. Claude Chayet
Mlle Sylvie Llvarez

Mr. E. Sam

S.E. Sr, Maximiliano
{estler

H.E. Mr. Samar Sen
Mr. £.5. Gonsalves
Dr. 5.P. Jagota

Prof. Paolo Mengozzil
Mr. Joseph Nitti

Mr. Hisashi Owada

Mr. Frank X. Njenga
Mr. R.J. Cmbere

_75..

Alternates Advisers
M. Mohamed Berrezoug
Dr. Enrique Candioti

U Ba Yin

Mr. Guy Lucien Sao

Mr. A.W. Robertson

Mr. Michael Namon

S.5. Sr. William César
Méndez-Montenegro

Mr. J.5. Teja

Mr. Yasutomo Mitsui Mr.
Mr.

Ribot Hatano
Hiromu Nitta



am

Country

Lebanon

Madagascar

Mexico

Netherlands

Nigeria

Poland

Romania

Sweden

Syria

Union of Soviet
Socialist
Republics

United Arab
Republic

United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland

United States of
America

Venezuels

Yugoslavia

nepresentative

H.E. Mr. Edouard
Ghorra

M. Blaise Rabetafika

Sr. Sergio Gonzdlez-
Galvez

Dr. P.H.J.M. Houben

Mr. B.A. Shitta-Bey

Mr. O. Adegbite O.
Oshodi

H.L, Mr., Zugeniusz
Kulaga

M. Gheorghe Secarin

Dr. Hans Blix

H.Z, Dr. George J.
Tomeh

Dr. Rafic Jouejati
Mr. Dia-Allah
zl-Fattal

H.E, Mr. Lev I.
Mendelevich

H.L. Dr. Abdullah
El-Srian
Mr. Nabil Tlaraby

Mr. Henry G. Darwin

Mr. Herbert K. Reis

S.%. Dr. Andrés
Aguilar M.

Dr. Milan éahovic

Alternates Advisers
Mr. Yahya Mahmassanli Mr. Chawki N.
Choueiri

M. Roger Andriamiseza

Sr. José Luis Sr. Ricardo Valero
Vallarta

Dr. Leszek Kasprzyk

Dr. Tadeusz Kozluk

Mr. Wladyslaw
Neneman

Mr. Andrzej Olszowka

M. Tudor Mircea
M., Vergiliu Ionescu

Mr. Bjorn Skala

Mr. Dmitri N. Mr. Valeri I.
Kolesnik Kuznetsov

Mr. Evheny N. Mr. Vladimir N.
Nasinovsky Federov

Mr, Peter C., Petrie
Miss Sheila Harden

Mr. Robert B. Mr. Richard G. Brown
Rosenstock Mr. Allan McClain

S.%., Dr. Germdn Nava Dr. Pedro Zmilio Coll
Carrillo

Mr. Zivojin Jazic Mrs, Gordana Diklic
Trajkovic

~T L






HOW TO OBTAIN UNITED NATIONS PUBLICATIONS

United Nations publications may be obtained from bookstores and
distributors throughout the world. Consult your bookstore or
write to: United Nations, Sales Section, New York or Geneva.

COMMENT SE PROCURER LES PUBLICATIONS DES NATIONS UNIES

Les publications des Nations Uries sont en vente dans les librairies et les
agences dépositaires du monde entier. Informez-vous auprés de votre librairie
ou adressez-vous a: Nations Unies, Section des ventes, New York ou Genéve.

COMO CONSEGUIR PUBLICACIONES DE LAS NACIONES UNIDAS

Las publicaciones de las Naciones Unidas estdn en venta en librerias y
casas distribuidoras en todas partes del mundo. Consulte a su librero o
dirijase a: Naciones Unidas, Seccion de Ventas, Nueva York o Ginebra.

Litho in U.N, Price: $U.S, 2.00 23551-October 1969-3,475
{or equivalent in other currencies)



	biton0023A04
	biton0023A06
	biton0023A07
	biton0023A08
	biton0023A09
	biton0023A10
	biton0023A11
	biton0023A12
	biton0023B02
	biton0023B03
	biton0023B04
	biton0023B05
	biton0023B06
	biton0023B07
	biton0023B08
	biton0023B09
	biton0023B10
	biton0023B11
	biton0023B12
	biton0023C01
	biton0023C02
	biton0023C03
	biton0023C04
	biton0023C05
	biton0023C06
	biton0023C07
	biton0023C08
	biton0023C09
	biton0023C10
	biton0023C11
	biton0023C12
	biton0023D01
	biton0023D02
	biton0023D03
	biton0023D04
	biton0023D05
	biton0023D06
	biton0023D07
	biton0023D08
	biton0023D09
	biton0023D10
	biton0023D11
	biton0023D12
	biton0023E01
	biton0023E02
	biton0023E03
	biton0023E04
	biton0023E05
	biton0023E06
	biton0023E07
	biton0023E08
	biton0023E09
	biton0023E10
	biton0023E11
	biton0024A04
	biton0024A05
	biton0024A06
	biton0024A07
	biton0024A08
	biton0024A09
	biton0024A10
	biton0024A11
	biton0024A12
	biton0024B01
	biton0024B02
	biton0024B03
	biton0024B04
	biton0024B05
	biton0024B06
	biton0024B07
	biton0024B08
	biton0024B09
	biton0024B10
	biton0024B11
	biton0024B12
	biton0024C01
	biton0024C02
	biton0024C03
	biton0024C04
	biton0024C05
	biton0024C06
	biton0024C07
	biton0024C09



