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AGENDA ITEM 104 (continued)

QUESTION OF KOREA

(a) WITHDRAVAL OF ALL THE FOREIGN TROOPS STATIONED IN SOUTH KOREL UNDER
THE FLAG OF THE UNITED NATIONS

(b) URGENT NEED TO IMPLEMENT FULLY THE CONSENSUS OF THE TWENTY-EIGHTH SESSION
OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON THE KOREAN QUESTION AND TO MAINTAIN PEACE AND
SECURLTY ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA

(8/9703 /Add.1-3, A/9T41/Ldd.1-5 and Corr.l; A/C.1/1048, 1049/Add.1;

" A4/0.1/L.676/Rev.1, L.677, L.T05).

Sir Laurence McINTYRE (Australia): In the year 197l, after more than
two decades of bitter and hostile confrontation, the first bentative signs of

reconcilliation between the northern and southern halves of Korea appeared with
the announcement that contacts were taking place between the Red (Cross
organizations of the two countries. It was this development that first kindled
hopes around the world, hopes, I may say, that Australia still cherishes, that the
Republic of Korea and the Temocratic People's Republic of Korea would find
themselves drawn into continuing and constructive dialogue that could ultimately
lead them to a settlement of their formidable and long-standing differences of
outlook and approach to each other.

The pace of thls dialogue since 1971 has not been as even or as rapid as
we might have hoped. But with all its hesitations and lnterruptions it has
represented a highly significant and welcome departure from the sterile and
dangerous antagonlsms of the previous 20 years. The purpose of all of us here
nust be to encourage it and o ensure that anything that we decilde upon at this
gession of *he Assenmtly will help &né not hinder the Koreaa people in solving thelr
own problems in their own way, in thelr own good time, '

It was with these considerations in mind that the General Assembly in 1971
and 1972 agreed to postpone the debate on the Korean question. These declsions
reflected the recognition by a majority of Member States that no actlon should be
taken that might prejudice the tentative contacts which both sections of Korea
had agreed to. The decision in 1971 was fully vindicated in 1972 by the
publication of the Joint Communiqué issued in both Pyongyang and Seoul on
4 July of that year and by the establishment at government level of a committee
to co-ordinate contacts between the two sides.
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Since 1972 there have been a number of meetings of the North-South
co-ordinating commlttee as well as further contact between the two Red Cross
orgenhizations. The evident fact that progress has been slow and difficult can
be said to reflect the high degree of suspicion and mistrust that has remalned
and festered on both sides over so many years. Yet the very fact that talks have
teken place at all is to be counted as a significant gain.

So also was the participation last year, for the first time, by the Democratle
People's Republic of Koree in the General Agsembly debate., My
delegation was glad to join in the welcome that was accorded the delegation of
the Demorratic People's Repivblilc of Forea at that time, and I agala welcome toth
delégations to the debate this year. We have had a second opportunity at this
session of hearing the representatives of both Governments, and while their
statements in meny respects reveal the continuing and wide differences between
them, both have emphasized their dedication to the objective of eventual
reunification of thelr country, and both have indicated their readiness to reach
this objective peacefully through negotiations and dialogue.

I like to regard this as a hopeful augury, particularly when I recall
that at last year's twenty-eighth sesslon we reached something of a milestone
in our cecneideration of the Korean question by adopting by consensus a decision
which reaffirwed the principles enunciated in the Joint Communiqué of July 1972
and dissolved the United Nations Commission for the Unification and Rehabilitation
of Korea. The significance of that decision, in the view of my delegation,
rested not merely in the dissolution of a Commission which, through no fault of
its own, had not been able to discharge its mandate in full but also in the fact
that both Korean delegations, by accepting a counsensus, indicated a spirit of
compromise., '

If I have dwelt at lengbth on the recent history of this item and on
recent developuents in relations between the two Koreas, I have done so for a
purpose., Too often we have tended to look tack over the events of the past
in the manner of a post-mo}tem and to apportion blame to one side or the other,
often with a lot of unnecessary acrimony. My intention today has been to
shift that focus, to emphasize the movement that has taken place in relations
between the two halves of the peninsula and their common desire to work towards
the goal of national reunification.
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It has accordingly been heartening this year to observe that, with some
notable exceptions, the debate in this Committee has generally been more moderate
in tone and more conciliatory in approach ian contrast to the iantrarsigen
and uncompromising stances of the past in support ot one side or the other,
which can only have helped to polarize attitudes and harden positions and
worsen the climate for a settlement among and between the Koreans themselves.

This brings me to the present debate and Australia's views on its
substance. As we see 1t, our discussion concerns three interrelated issues -~
the future of the United Nations Command, stebllity and peace in the Korean
peninsula, and the maintenance of the current dialogue between the two Koreas.

The United Nations Command, through its continued presence and authority
in Korea since the Armistice was signed in 1953, has contributed in full

measure to the preservation of peace in Korea. Of this there can be no doubt.
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It is this undeniable fact that we must btake into account when considering

the future of the remaining elements of the United Natlons presence in the Republic
of Korea, It appears to my delegation that both sldes are agreed that it would
now be timely to begin to consider the dissolutbtion of the United Nations Command.
But the difficulties that appear to hinder rational and caanstructive study of the
question are perhaps threefold, and I should like to comment briefly on each of
‘therm,

The first relates to the belief that all forelgn forces in Korea are Kiere
under the flag of the United Nations. The Chairman of the delegation of the
Democratic Feople's Republic of Kores has indicated that to argue otherwise is to
engage in sophistry. But it is a fact, as my delegation vrderstands 1t, that the
majority of United States forces in Korea are there under the ausplces of the
mutual defence pact concluded between the Republic of Korea and the United States
in 1953 and ratified and brought into effect a year later. We must surely
recognize the right of a sovereign government to invite another couatry to
establish bages and forces within 1lts territory, and the Fepublic of Korea has
exercised that right. The existence of these basges and forces is surely &
matter between the United States and South Korea and is not, as we see it, one
which it is within the competence of the Unilted Nations to pars Judgement upon.

The second difficulty relates to the need to ensure that the maintenance
of the ammislice machinery, or an acceptable alterrnative to it, is agreed upon
before the United Nations Command, which was a signatory to the Ammistice
Agreement, is done awey with. #We cannot overstress ‘the impertant role that that
Agreement and the macl.inery establisghed by it lLeve played in the maintenance
of peace and security in the peninsula for the past 20 years. I recall the
statement by the Foreign Minister of the Fepublic of Korea on 29 November, when
he sald that in the absence of a successor arrangement the dissolution of the
United Nations Command would result in the removal of a vital party to the
Armistice Agreement, could lead to a serious disruption of the armistice, and
would have a grave impact on peace and security in the area.

Thirdly, we appreciate that there are misgivings in some quarters .about the
prospect of the question of the United Nations Command coming before the Security
Council. If there exists, as we percelve there does, a willingness on the part
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of both sides to reach agreement on the dissolution of the United Nations Commend,
we are confident that sensitivities on both sides could be taken fully into
account and that a mutually satisfactory arrangement for the fuéure of the
United Nations Command could be obtained, glven good will on all sides.

That brings me to the two draft resolutions now before the Committee,

It had been our hope that this Commitiee would not have been faced with
the necessity of voting on two competing resolutions. We had hoped, as I think
other members 2ad, that a compromise could havie been reached which would have
bullt on the consensus reached last year and avoided a possible confrontation
in this Committee. In the absence of such an agrecement, my delegation will vote
in favour of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l, which we
consider offers the best prospect of making a posiiive contribution to a
satisfactory and peaceful solution of the Korean problem,

I should like to conclude by recalling the remarks mede about the Korean
situation by the Australian Foreign Minister, Senator Willesee, in the course
of his statement in the general debate earlier in this session:

"There are today two govercmesnts in Korea, the Republic of Korea which

exercises authority south of a border running roughly along the

38th parallel, and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea which

exercises authority north of that border. The Australian Government has

had close and friendly reletions with the Government of the Repuhlic of

Korea since its inception., Those close and friendly relations continue,

and will continue. This year the Australian Government also established

relations with the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and hopes these

will develop further. Australis believes that any realistic epproach to

the future of the whole of Korea has to proceed from a recognition that two

separate entities at present exist, each being the lawful Government

of that part of Korea where at present it exercises effective control.

The unification of Korea should be achieved peacefully by agreement among

the peoples of the whole of Korea themselves. There must be no resort to

force to achleve 1t. Fending unification by peaceful meansg, the realistic

course, and the just course, is for other countries to recognize and deal with
each of the two govermments in Korea as the Government of that part of the
country which 1% at present administers. Norith and South Korea are both
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members of a number of United Natlons specialized agencies., They should
both be members of the United Nations itself. If they were, it may ve that
an atmosphere would result in which agreement on some matters related to
Korean questions as & whole could ke more eésily and more amlcably arrived
at than in the present climate of mistrust and acrimony." (A/FV.2259,

pp. 41-42)

Mr. TOEEENCTOETCEENKC (Byelorussian Soviet Socielist Beputlic)
(interpretetion from Russian): Ia submitting alocg with the otker socialist countries
and a large number of non-aligned countries, the item entitled "Withdrawal of all
foreign troops stationed in South Korea under the flag of the Unlted Nations"

for consideration by this twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly, the
Byelorussian Soviet Socielist Republic was endeavouring to ensure that at the

present session of the @General Assembly a decilsive step would be teken towards

the final elimination of forelgn interference in the affalrs of the Korean people

and that favourable conditions would be created for the peaceful and

democratic unification of Korea. 8Such a decision by the General Assembly has

long been awalted by the Korean people and is awaited by the freedom-loving

recples of the whole world. The adoption of a principled and fair decision

along those lines has been sought by the socialist countries, including the
Byelorusslan Soviet Socialist Republic, from the very teginning of the discussion

of the question of Xorea in the United Natlons., Today that position, which is

that of all the socilalist States, is supported by a large group of non-aligned

countries.
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My delegation notes with satisfaction that with each passing year an
increasing number of States support the just struggle of the Korean people
for the peaceful, democratic reunification of their country, and that the
ranks of those who support the shameful policy of discrimination in the
United Nations vis-a-vis the Korean.people, pursued by States which started
the aggressive war in Korea, are growing ever thinner. We are convinced that
the just cause of the freedom-loving Korean people and of the peace-loving |
forces that side with it will soon triumph.

The first step has already been taken in “t’s directiou. At its sessien
last year, the General Assembly unanimously adopted a decision concerning
the immediate dissolution of the so-called United Nations Commission for
the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea, which was used for many years
by the imperialist forces to interfere in the internal affaeirs of the
Korean people and to protect their own aggressive plans in the Korean peninsula.
We regard this as a sign of the favourable influence exercised by the growing
and deepening process of détente and as a result of the changing balance of
povwer in the international :rera, including in the United Natiorns, towards
the forces of peace, socialism and progress.

As is known, in that same decision the General Assembly expressed the
hope that the North and the South of Korea would endeavour to continue their
dialogue and to expand their many-sided exchanges and attempt to work in
the spirit of the principles contained in the North-South Joint Cormuniqué
of 4 July 1972 v speed the independent and peaceful reunification of the
country.

During the time that has élapsga—gince the last session of the General
Assembly, the Government of the Democratic People's Republic of Koree has,
in accordance with the above-mentioned General Assembly deciéion, taken a
number of new measures to give effect to the North-South joint statement
and to activate the talks between the two rarts of Korea with a view

to the earliest reunification of the country.
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The numerous proposals put forward by the Democratic People's Republic of
Korea would, if they had been implemented, have considerably eased the situation
in the Korean peninsula, would have improved relations between the North and
the South and would have paved the way for further measures towards the
earliest reunification of Korea by peaceful means. And those proposals
did in fact receive a lively response in the south of the country. Distinguished
political figures in South Korea, members of the religious community and
representatives of broad strata of the population ever more actively called
for an extension of contacts with the North and the withdrawl of foreign
troops, as well as an end to all foreign interference in Korea's affairs
and the earliest reunification of the country. '

However, despite the growing movement of the people of South Korea
towas s reunificatibn, southern Korean suthorities have rejected the various
initiatives taken by the Derocratic People's Reputrlic of Korea and
have demonstrated their reluctance to act in accordance with the decisions
of the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly. They have again
indicated that they do notl aspire to the reunification of the Korean people
into a single peace-loving State. The Seoul rdégime has made use of the
negotiations with the Pemocratic People's Republic of Korea as a cover for
its policy aimed at perpetuating the division of the country, a policy
that is in radical oprosition to the interests of Korea and the Korean people,
This can also be seen in the statement made by the South Korean representative
in the First Committee. Indeed, he even declined to speak as had been agreed
in an earlier meeting. ' Clearly the South Korean representative had no
argument to refute the constructive proposals put forward by the representative
of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea.

What, then, is the reason for this abnormal situation? It is no secret
that the roots of the present abnormal situation go back to foreiga
interference in the affairs of Korea and the presence in the country of
foreign troops, that is to say, United States troops -- the main reason for
the division of Korea and represents the main obstacle to the peaceful

reunification of the Korean people. Those troops illegally style themselves
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"United Nations troops" and their Command, similarly illegally, is known
as the "United Nations Command". |

To justify their cccupation of South Korea they take cover
behind the decision of the Security Council, which was illegal because it was
taken in the absence of two permanent members of that body. Under the United
Nations Charter, as everyone kncws, any forces established by the United
Nations are subject to the Security Council and accountable to it. However,
nobody can give even a single example indicating that theré is any practical
connexion of any kind between those troops which are occupying South Korea
and the United Nations. This is more than convincingly demonstrated in
the information provided to us here in the Committee ty <he Urited Tations
Searetariat. It ir z2lcer frem that informeticn “thet to ell irtents cnd.purposes the

lirk s ¢ nfined t0 the Tact thet ex post fazto the United Nations was notified

that the Tnited States ccmmendsrs of those trcors had teen changed. Wa havé been
told that since 1970 no information at all has been forthcoming.

Representatives might recall that during the 1968 session of the General
Assembly, in response to a question by the representative of Hungary here
in the First Committee, the Secretariat provided a similar repiy: that
for many years there had been no reports at all from the so-called United
Nations forces. They are indeed strange "United Nations forces" in South
Korea. They exist, but nothing further is known about them. What is known
is that the foreign troops at present in South Kores under the United
Nations flag are used to carry out plans that have nothiag in common
either with the tasks of preserving and strengthening peace in the Korean
peninsula or with the interests of the Korean pecple themselves.

The presence of foreign troops in South Korea Zc esserntially the wein esvprort
of those who rule in Seoul and who stubbornly refuse a just, peaceful solution
to the problem, of Korea in the interests of the whole Korean people. With
foreign assistance, a vast military and police apparatus has been set up in
South Korea, the militarization of the economy proceeds apace, and the

700,000-strong army of South Korea is being mecdernized.
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Terror and violence prevail in the country, there is corruption, and most of
the inhabitants live in poverty and hunger. The most elementary democratic
rights and freedoms are trampled under foot. Opponents of the existing
régime are persecuted.

The serious situation in South Korea has even aroused concern in the
United States. Move and more United States politicians, including
Congressmen, are calling for an end to the assistance and support to the
Park Chun Hee régime, for an end to American interferenze in Korea and for
the withdrawal of American troops from South Korea. As was stressed in

The New York Times on 28 August, they are expressing the apprehension that:

"The United States might be involved in a war which would not be

in its interests."

It might be a good idea for those who favour the maintenance of the
troops to heed this pronouncement. The provocative policy of Seoul might
serve as the spark which could start a fire and upset the shaky peace in the
Korean peninsuld.

The presence of foreign troops in the South of Korea is indeed a
dangerous source of tension in the region. The withdrawal of foreign troops
from South Korea is today an urgent requirement. There is neither legal nor
moral justification for the continuing interference of those troops in the
affairs of the Korean people. Their presence in South Korea is contrary to
the Armistice Agreement in Korea which provides for the wdithdrewal of all
foreign troops from Korees after its conclusion. As is known, in the North of
Korea, in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, there have long since
been no foreign troops.

The presence of foreign troops in South Korea was deprived of foundation
also in the light of the Joint Communiqué by the North and South on
L4 July 1972, in which both parties agreed on the following principles
concerning the reunification of the country: +the principle of independence
without support from external force; the principle of peaceful reunification
without the use of arms; and the principle of national unity. As is known,
those principles, approved by the General Assemtily at its session last year,
represent a basis on which talks were to be undertaken between North and South,
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However, any talks and any contacts between the two parts of Korea with a view

to the country's unification will be doomed to failure until the foreign troops
occupying couth Korea under the United Nations flag are withdrawn, for that is

the main reason for the forcible division of Korea and the principal impediment
to the country's unification.

Detailed statements have already twice been made by the Vice-Minister

for Foreign Affairs and head of the delegation of the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea, Comrade Li Jong Mok. His statements have drawn an
impressive picture of the major efforts undertaken by the Government of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea and personally by Comrade Kim Il Sung,
consistent with the solution of the whole complex of problems which would lead
in the firal analysis to the peaceful unification of the country and
satisfaction of the national aspirations of the Korean people.

Certain well-known proposals put forward by the Democratic People's
Republic of Korea, including a five-point proposal and a whole set of other
proposals,are aimed at this noble objective by peaceful means. They are
all aimed at the same purpose, to bring about the peaceful solution of the
problem in the interests of the whole Korean people. The Sovi et people
warmly support the programme of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea,
vhich is aimed at the peaceful democratic unification of the country.

However, the opponents of this o lution advance various arguments in
an e*temot to justify the maintenance of foreign troops in South Korea, and
everything has been set in motion. Various contrived and mendacious statements
are put forward that distort the nature of the foreign policy of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea. What are we to make of the remarks
cot.cerning the purported threat from the North although, as has been convincingly
demonstrated by the head of the delegation of the Democratic People's Republic
of Korea, 1f we are to speak of a threat at all, then it is from the southern
forces and the foreign troops that this threat emanates, since they
considerably outnumher the MNorth Korear forces. Parhaps this
mythical threat stems rather from the propnsals of the DNemocratic People's
Republic of Korea of 25 March 1974, proposals for the conclusion of a peace
agreement between the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and the United

States. But opponenfs of a troop withdrawal prefer to be silent about this.
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It was even suggested that the balance of power is being upset and that
peace will collapse in the peninsula if the foreign troops present there
under the United Nations flag should be withdrawn. But there is no balance
of power in fact, and any concern displayed to this effect is artificial.
anyone who really wants to bring this about would have imrediately to accept
the proposal of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea for a cut

in the armed forces of North and South to 1,000.

Zome have even had recourse to the complex and sophistic arpusant that
the foreigh troops that are present in fouth Korea under the United Fatiorns
- flag have now changed their nature. But everyone knows that the Westexn
countries have for ncre than 20 years attempted to prove to everyone that the
troops in South Korea are Uhited Nations troops. Now the representatives of
those same countries, in their aftempts to justify the presence there of
foreign troops, are trying to demonstrate the opposite, referring to varinus
bilateral agreements between South Korea and the United States. It has
already been rightly pointed out that the thrust of those manceuvres is to
resist the withdrawal of foreign troops present in fouth Korea under the
United Nations flag, and this cannot m&slead anyone.

Our delegation considers that the draft resolution in document
A/C.1/1.677, submitted by 38 delegations, 'ncluding our own, is in keeping
with this important and urgent task. It is brief and clear-cut. It stresses

the necessity:

"... to withdraw all the foreign troops stationed in South Korea under

the flag of the United Nations"
and it:

"Expresses its confidence that the parties directly concerned will
take appropriate steps for the solutich of the guestions related to the
withdrawal of all the foreign troops stationed in South Korea under the
flag of the United Nations."
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In our opinion, the adoption and implementaticn of this draft resolution
would be fully in keeping with the interests of the entire Korean people
and with the interests of the strengthening of peace and security in
the Far East, SiRCC g decision would create the necessary conditions
in which the people of Korea could themselves denide their own destiny
without any interference from abrcad, *hic is the only possible solution
tc a problem that has been on the agenda of the General Assenbly for
more than a decade, and we ccneider that it is the moral duty of anyone
who cares about the principles of freedom and independence and the interests
of peace and security to support this draft resolution,

The cuusti.n of the withdrawal of all foreign troops stationed in
South Korea under the flag of the United Nations is the main fundamental
question under discussion in this Committee, and everyone should bear this
in mind.,

The +“iusl Committee has before it another draft resolution, that in.
document A/C.1/L.67€/Rev.1. In the view of our delegation, thir is nothing
more nor less than an attempt to freeze the present state of affairs in
South Korea, to maintain the foreign troops present there and to continue
the foreign interference in the affairs of the Korean people -~ all of which
is contrary to the interests of the Korean people and can serve only to
prevent a peaceful reunification of the country.

We are living in a new era, one in which considerable progress has
been made towards the :»rlexaticn of international tensions, The ongoing
prccesses furthering a state of détente are making it more and mcre
fiveversible in nature. But there is need for stubborn political struggle
to overcome the resistance of those forces which, by thelr very nature, are
aggresgive, We are forced to note that there is still a lopsided approach
to various aspects of the problem., It is the deep conviction of my
delegation that, in the broad-based struggle for peace, of no less impcrtance
are the issues now under discussion, such as the question of the
withdrawal of all forelgn troops stationed in South Korea under the flag
of the United Naticns., The adoption of a decision in {hat regard, we are
convinced, will help to remove the obstacles in the way of a peaceful
reunification of Korea and to eliminate a hotbed of tension in the Far Eust,

which, in turn, will help to strengthen world peabe and security.
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Mr., KELANI (Syrian Arab Republic) (interpretation frcw Arabic):

My congratulations to ycu, Mr, Chairman, on your election as Chairman of

this Ccmmittee are very late indeed, but they are all the warmer &s they

are strengthened by the experience and the facts. You have conducted the

work of this Committee with great intelligence and sincerity, witk wisdcm

and neutrality. Your wisdom, your patience and your firmness have been

for us a scurce of appreciatioun and admiration for you, as a Chzirman

of whem we are proud and as the representative of a friendly ccuntry, Argentina,

I wish first of all to welccme the delegation of the Democcvyz’. ‘¢ People's
Republic of Korea, headed by the Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs,

Mr, Li Jong Mok, and to wish him every success in the performarce »f his
task, which aims at peace and the reunification of his divided country,
and alleviation of the sufferings of his people,

When the General Assembly concluded its last session, the delegations
returned to their countries filled with the hope that an era of fruitful
dialogue would be initiated between the two parts of Korea, the North and
the South. That hope was the result of the consensus that was adorted
by the Assembly and accepted by the two Korean delegations, However,
an entire year has passed and the dialogue has not yet started. Instead
of the spread of détente and the indicatiors of a peaceful era that could
be enjoyed by the people of Korea after the sufferings that they have
undergone for a quarter of a century, we find the tensions increasing and
the Korean people further and further frcm peace, with the drums of war
and crisis being heard thrcughout the Korean peninsula,

Is it not right for us to ask what the reason is for this setback, for
~his atmosphere filled with explosive and dangerous possibilities? If, in an
~ttempt to find an answer to this question, we analyse the causes ani results,
then we must take into acccunt certain facts and events that will light
our path to the correct answer,

Perhaps the first of these truths can be found in the North-South
Joint Communiqué of 4 July 1972, which enunciated the principles for the
reunification of Korea: an independent reunification, without recourse to
cutside force or interference, achieved through peaceful means with naither
of the parties resorting to the use of force against the other, and on a

basis of national unity.
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The first conclusion we can draw from the Joint Ccmmuniqué issued by
the responsible authorities of the two parts of Korea, of their own free
will and by virtue of the identity of the historical and geographical motives
of the two peoples is that we are dealing with a single nation, a Korean
ration, with a single homelaﬁd, the Korean homeland; with one history, one
heritage and one fate, the history, heritage and fate of the Korean people.
The second conclusion is that the two parties have agreed to terminate
all foreign presence throughout the entire Korean hcmeland and to reject
all foreign interference, whatever its source or the reasons for it may be.
These provisions apply to the responsible authorities in both parts of the
Korean homeland and do not permit either of them to accept any foreign
presence, military or otherwise, on its territory, or any foreign interference.
The third conclusion is represented in the means whereby the reunification
would take place, namely peaceful means, This rejects and excludes any
possibility that the Korean territory shculd serve as the base for a huge
army or as the }ocation of gigantic arsenals of modern and varied types
of weapons,
The fourth conclusicn is that the democratic process laid down in the
Joint Communiqué for achieving its aims is one of national unity,
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The second fact can be found in the attitude adopted by the Democratlc
People's Republic of Korea, which 1s an attitude emanating from the Joint
Communiqué to which it is committed and which sets up technical and practical
solutions for its implementation. This attitude is represented in the five
points that were stated by the great leader, Kim Il Sung, in June 1973, which
provide for the elimination of military confrontation, the easing of tenslons
between North and South, the achievement of co-operation and exchange in all
forms, the convening of & national congress representing national unity and the
setting up of a union or federatlion which joins the two halves of the country.

On the other hand, we find in the south a régime based on foreign support only,
and particularly United States military and financial support. This régime
militarizes the people and gears them for battle, mobilizing them while aiming at
provocation, and artificlally creates events 1a order to bring sbout an
atmosphere of threat of war vhereby to Justify its policy of oppression used to
maintain its rule. It speeds up the mobilization of 1lts forces and increases.
their size and thelr armaments, until wlth thelr reserves they have reached

. 2.5 million soldiers. The United States gave them ald of $l,500 million in order
to vp-date and mecdernize this army and equip it with the latest weapons.

In order to create an atrosphere of enmity and war, the leader of the Seoul
régime stated in January of this year that his country was living in a state of
semi-war. Only six months later, in July of this year, this leader escalated the
state of seml-war to turn it into a state of war and ordered his army to complete
1ts preparations for war and to enter into a state of total mobilization. The
Seoul regime created this artificlal atmosphere out of provocation, mobilization
and preparation for war, in order to obstruct the implementation of the consensus
opinion that was issued by the General Assembly at its last session and to ilmpede
the inplementation of the Joint Communiqué and in order to reject the proposals
made by the North.

We have a question to ask. Why does the Seoul régime do all this and from
where does it derive the strength to defy the will of the United Nations and to
create tension in the area, to railse the spectre of a threatening war, when we
have seen this very same régime knock at the door of the United Nations asking for
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rembership therein as a peace-loving State? The answer to this question will be
included in what I have to say today, because I would like to speak of the truth,
which 1s a proposal that was made by the North to sign a peace agreement to take
the place of the Armistice Agreement, on the basis of non-invaslon, non-aggression
and non-interference, which aims at placing the Korean peninsule outside the
framework of confrontation and which would create the necessary atmosphere for the
start of unification of the two parts of the country. This serious, reasonable
proposal could be the framework within which to have peaceful unification through
peaceful means and to contribute to achleving détente and maintaining peace and
gecurity in Asia. However, the fate of this proposal was to be ignored, as
heppened with all other constructive attempts which the North had continued to
meke in an effort to unify the country and to strengthen the foundations of peace
and security there.

We return now to the questions which I raised at the beginning of my address,
to find the reasons behind this explosive situation which was described by the
leader of Seoul as a state of war. Perhaps the most obvious reason for this is
the inclusion of the southern part of Korea in the military strategy of the United
States in east Asia. This sheds light on the entlre question and explains to us
why the United States would like to hold on to the flag of the United Nations, to
hide behind it in order to use it as a cover which would prevent criticism,and
whereby it could maintain its strateglc interests in the area and kecp in southern
Korea a large military base for its forces, irrespective of the interests of the
Korean people and their desire to unify the two parts of the country and to
establish peace and security in thelr country. In order to maintein and preserve
its interests, 1t prevents the unity of a single people and sets up in Seoul an
Asien fascist régime which it equips with erms, It mobilizes the people for its
own purposes and urges the Seoul régime to defiance of the United Nations and to
provocation and to announcing a state of seml-war followed by a state of war. The
viectim of this imperialist game 1s the Korean people alone, who live thelr
sufferings, who live this dlvision, who have lived this for the past quarter of a

century and continue to do so in a state of tenslon and war.
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In order to put an end to this tragedy and In order to implement the
principles of the Zharter it is necessary that all the foreign forces tnder the
flag of the United Nations should withdraw from southern Korea. The presence
of these forces is a viola%icr of the Charter of the United Natious, the
principles of international law, the desire of the Koreen people in both
parts of the country,-and the Armistice Agreerent. Thzir presence represgents
very cleafly and without doubt an outside interference and a form of pressure
on the horean people and its authorities in the Svuth, which prevents them from
practising thelr legltimate right to esteblish naiional unity through
peaceful means and without any outside interference. It also prevents these
people from practising thelr right to have democratic elections and from creating
a democratic atmosphere in which all the groups and partiles would exercise

their freedom of expression and of meeting end other cspects of democrocy.
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The presence of these forces infringes upon the principle of sovereignty
ard non-interference in the internal affairs of States and the stipulation of
the Armistice Agreement which affirms the necessity for the withdrawal of all
foreign forces from Korea. The presence of those forces is contrary to
the will of the Korean people in the two parts of the country.

If we consider the Joint Communiqué of 4 July 1972 as expressive of
the will and determination of the people, we find that its threc prinziples
state that tnificaticn skall “tske place withcut 1eccrvrse to externel
force or cutside interference, that unification shall Te aciiaved withcut
resort to arms and that it is necessary to achieve national unity.

The preserce of those forces constitutes an external Iforce and cuts'de
interference. It is a wezpcn In %le ranls cof cre cf the parties and elimed
gt trhe other. It is en inpediment to the acllevemant of raticnral
unity. The presence of those foreign forces, therefore, is :.rtrary to the
will of the entire Korean people, both in the South and in the North.

The United Nations has never stood against the desire of the rtecylesn
of the world whc were fcreel to te Civided f1d whe 2~k urilicaticrn
through peaceful and democratic means -~ who seek the unification of their
territory, their homeland, after it had been divided into two parts as a
result of extraordinary circumstances whose causes and reasons have long
since passed.

The report presented by the representative of the Secretary-General '
twe days ago included information according to which we understand that
the flag of the United Nations is being used in South Xcrezs as a cover
for the forces of one of the Member States and that, those forces receive
their orders from the capital of that Memker State., I do not think that
this needs any further comment. What we rejuest is thut that fleg should not
cover the forces of one country only, ard tlret it slrcrld rehtur. to its readquarter.
in respect for this international Organization and its Charter and rrinoipl-w.
We also request that the forces of that country should withdraw from Korea
and permit the Korean people to implement its desire and will to determine

its own internal affairs,
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In view of these remarks, the delegation of my country has decided to
sponsor the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.677, which is based ou the
principle of self-determination and the principle of rcr-irterverticn in
the internal affairs of others, and on the necessity to create the
circumstances and conditions needed fcr tle peaceful ard indeperdent unification
of the country as well as to preserve the reputation of the United Nations.

It is a draft resolution that would open the road clearly and easily to
implementing the will of the Gereral Assembly as reflected in its consensus
of tke last session. |

The delegation of my country hopes that this draft resolution will be
adopted.

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Spanish): I thank the represertetive

of the Syrian Arab Republic for his very friendly references to my country and

to me.

Mr. WALDRON-RAMSEY (Barbados): Mr. Chairman, it has “allen to your

regponsibility this year to preside over the debate on the question of Korea.

Permit me to place on record publicly the gratification of my delegation at
the very efficient and masterly manner with which you are discharging your
functions as Chairman of this Ccmmittee on Political and Security Affairs.

The representative of Literia, Mr. Lcsumu-Jornscr, out cf the
abundance of his vast experience and k wledge of these matters, made such a
brilliant and comprelensive statement yesterday that he would appear to have
completely anticipated my delegation, almost to the point cf precision,
But this dces not surprise the delegation of Barbados, as presently constituted.
For those of us who have sat at the proverbial feet of Mr. Losumu-Jchnscn
for the last 15 years at the many conferences he attended on the African
continent, or read his writings or attended the Afro-sisian Solidarity
Conferences or the Bandung Conferences, or at the United Nations itself in the
iast decade and a half, cannot, fail to recognize the platform of erudite
authority frem which he speaks. His authority in these matters is informed by

the vast experience and cultivated wisdom which he has garnered over the years
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of his vast scholarship and teachking. The Libterian position was ably put by
Mr, Dosummu-Jcingcn.  If therefore, the delegation of Barbados ventures to
intervene at this stage, it does so in order to lend weight and support to some
of, the constitutional and political arguments so eruditely advanced by

Mr. Dcsumu-Jokrson of Literia.

In +this debate on the question of Korea, it must be remembered that there
are two aspects both to the title of the item and to its substance: 1. the
withdrawal of all foreign troops stationed in South Korea under the flag of the
United Nations; 2. the urgent need to implement fully the consensus
of the twenty-eight session of the General Assembly on the Korean question,
and to maintain peace and security on the Korean peninsula. It is important,
that this Ccxmittee remember that there are two formal elements in this item.
For both the representative of North Korea,who has spoken in this debate, and some
of our colleagues in the Ccmmittee, have addressed themselves to only one
element of the issue -~ that is,‘the removal of United Nations troops from the
Republic of Korea.

In this debate, in the submission of Barbados, we must pay at least equal
weight to the consensus agreement of last year and to the maintenance of peace
and security on the Korean peninsula. Indeed we go further and argue that
greater weight should be paid to the maintenance of peace and security in
Korea, and the methcdeclogy of peaceful dialogue between the two Governments
on the Korean peninsula. We shall proceed to defend this postulation.
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There are two Governments in the Ilorecan reaninsula. There is the Goverament
of the Republic of Korea in South Korea. There is the Government of the
Democratic People's Republic of Korea in North Koréa. There are two separate
States, as Germany is divided today into two separate States, with two separate
Governments., Because of the history of their relations over the last 27 years,
an almost untriigeal. ¢ gulf of distrust has grown up between the two Governments
and the two peoples. We have tested the verity of this assertion not caly by
what we learn of the actions between the two nations in situ in the peninsula; but
also bty the orportuaity ve bave had¢ to crserve them ir microcosm hLere et the
United Nations. Since the two observer delegations are composed of Koreans -~
and we presumé that they are btrotlhzrs -- we have teen careful to observe
very keenly to see if they would, at any time in the louages or elsewhere at
Headquarters, make physical contact and talk to each other. We have been looking
ior a siga, a public demonstration, of genuine effort to bring about peaceful
unification. We must confess that we see none. It seems to me that if they
refuse to greet each other here because of the deep-seated mistrust between
them, surely i1t must be even more difficult for them to embrace each other at
home, in their separate natimal entities. My delegation must recognize, of
course, that there have been efforts to t>ige this chasm and so, rresvmably.
an effort has Teen made to build undergroved tunzels of Zove Jiom Norsh Korea +o
South Korea. But we must confess that we would prefer to see, in these days of
open love-rwaking and -itercticn, such Korean amorous embraces performed in public
view, on bridges over troubled waters.

My deisgation, the delegation of Barbados, submits that this Assembly must
principally concern itself with the development of the consensus agreement it
unanimously agreed upon last year. What has happened since it was passed?

Have the parties, North and South Korea, been meeting and pursuing the dialogue?
Have they expanded the possibilitles for many-sided exchanges and co-operation,
in an effort to r>ive the Korean question? Has any progress been made in the
Fed Cross talks in an effort to reunite Korean families? What really is the
state of play?



MD/ gm " A/C.1/FV.2038
37

(Mr. Waldron-Ramsey, Barbados)

My delegation respectfully submits that *his is the only area of clear
constitutional competence for the General Assembly. JQuite a few of our
colleagues have been addressing themselves only to the question of the removal
of all foreign troops from South Korea under the United Nations flag. I shall
return to this constitutional point later. But permit me to state here, even now,
that this General Assembly has no constitutional power whatsoever to remove any
troops from South Korea, from Argentina, frcm the United Kingdom, from the
Maldive Islands, from China, from Gambia or from the Middle East. The General
Assembly has no such competence., As far as United Nations troops are concerned,
the General Assembly may recommend to the Security Council that United Nations
troops should be removed from a particular place or places. But the General
Assembly cannot, and I repeat cannot, by a resolution remove troops from
anywhere, Just as the General Assembly cannot, by & resolution, admit or expel
a State from the United Nations. The Charter states very clearly the role vhich
must be played by the Security Council in these matters. And until and unless we
review and revise the Charter, there is no way we cen circumvent this
constitutional impediment, As Mr. Dosumu-Johnson of Liberia was careful to point
out yesterday, the Unlted Nations 1s founded on laws and works by clearly defined
and promulgated laws. And as the quotation made by Mr, Dosumu-Johnson has it,
", .. law floats in a sea of ethics™ (A/C.1/PV.2036, p. 56). Nor can the General
Assembly, by a resolution, tell a State that it must remove troops of another
State which are legally on the territory by virtue of a bilateral mutual defence
treaty. The General Assembly has its numbers, of course, but it also has its
limitations. We cannot by a resolution meke a black man white nor a white man
black because we decide to do so by our votes in this chamber. The founding
fathers at San Francisco were consclous of thelr responsibilities when they
defined the provinces of constitutional competence of the General Assembly and
and the Security Council.

But what of the consensus we reached last year in this self-same room,
on this self-.same Korean question? Was the dialogue continued by the two States,
North and South Korea? Were the many-sided exchanges and co-operation for peacefu
settlement extended? This is the proper jurisdictional line of ilnquiry, as we
understand it, for this Committee, the main Committee of the General Assembly.

As we understand it,a South-North co-ordinating committee was established as
the formal channel of dialogue under the aegis of the South-North Joint Communiqué
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of 4 July 1972. By August 1975, the Co-ordinating Committee had met three times
in Seoul and in Pyongyang on an a’.ternabtive bvasis., As for the South-North Red
Cross Conference, seven full-fledged meetings were held between August 1972

and August 1973,

The international community breathed a sigh of relief when it heard that
these talks were taking place. For we felt then, as we do now, that some
progress could have teen made, at leagt in the huwanitarian dcmain, in tracing
dispersed families, in srranging for reverse visits and the eventual reunion of
families. This, with careful aurture, could lead eventually to the peaceful
reunification and rehabllitatica cf the entire Korean people. It would be
reasonable to expect that, in time, greater nrny-sided ccalacts in the cunltnral,
economic, social and even the sports fields would have been arranged between the
two sides; ‘that they would have postponed for a more felicitous season the

more complicated political and millitary questions.
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My delegation was somewhat disappointed and distressed to learn from the
Foreign Minister of the Republic of Korea, Mr. Pong-Jo Kim, when he addressed
our Committee last Friday and recounted the history of the dialogue which the
Assembly encouraged in its consensus last year, that rather than follow this
easy, practical way, as a first step, the North Koreans demanded that they
settle military and political questions before all other issues. Ve found this
very disappointing indeed. The Foreign Minister, Mr. Kim, went on to say in
his statement:

"They demand that we abrogate our national security laws. They even

demand the withdrawal of the United Nations forces from the Republic

of Korea, as a precondition for continuation of the dialogue". (2031st

meeting, p. 11)

If one may say so, this would not seem to be the attitude of a Government
that has a genuine desire to reunite families and bring about the peaceful
reunification of a people which is at present divided &nd living in two dis*inat
sovereign States, It would seem to us that before a State proceeds to
dismantle the fabric of its national security it should look carefully to see
what it is getting in return and what ls golng to be put in the place of its
existing national security guarantee. The Foreign Minister of the Republic of
Korea went on to tell us in dismay that after only one year the North Koreans
unilaterally suspended the dialogue on 28 August 19735. No meetings of the
Co-ordinating Committee have been held since. Since November 1973, Red Cross
socleties of both sides have held a number of meetings at the working level in
the hope of reopening full-dress talks. Unfortunately, the dialogue has not
been resumed because, apparently, the North Koreans no longer want it.

It seems to me that in these circumstances the Asseumbly can only urge
a peaceful method for resolving disputes between Ctates. 4nd what is a more
pacific method than talking together? My delegation strcngly calls upon toth
North and South Korea to sit down and reason together, to continue the dialogue
for peace.

Some have argued in this debate that before the unification of Korea can be
brought about all foreign troops must be removed from South Korea; but my
delegation conslders that we must mainly be concerned in this debate about the

malntenance of peace and security on the Korean peninsula., Indeed, we submit
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that peace and security in Korea is even more important at this stage than the
unification of the Korean people, for there is little point in having a unified
people which is daily at each other's throats and is rent asunder by constant
fratricidal war and torment. We must advocate the establishment and maintenance
of peace and security in the area filrst. We must maintain the fabric of the
Armistice Agreement. We must guard jealously the methodology which has kept

the Armistice Agreement in existence for all these years. This is not to say
that we should not invite the Security Council, the ccmpetent body, to review
and reappralse the Armistice Agreement itself, as well as the methodology which
keeps it allve, from time to time. But we could not with any degree of seriousness
recommend to the Security Council that it dismantle the United Nations Command
in Korea before it is sure that the Armistice Agreement will survive, or before
creating a viable alternative to the United Natlons Command.

Then what about the argument that the unification of the Korean people
cannot take place because the United Nations forces are in South Korea? Are
we to understand that,if we were to remove the United Nations forces, or any
other forces, tomorrow from the Republic of Aorea, the two peoples would
immediately rush to euwbrace and love each other? Or is it that the
United Nations Command in the South is linked in & hand-barrier, holding back
the South Koreans who are straining at the bit to rush over the Bridge of No
Return to greet thelr brothers in the North? Are we to understand that the
United Natlons soldiers are suppressing the South Koreans? Or is it that the
United Nations Command is keeping the friendly, peace-loving North Kureats
from bringing olive branches and ginseng tea to their lost brothers in the South?

It seems to me that we must examine the role of the United Nations Command
before we make judgements about it. We must see if 1t is fulfilling the mandate
it legitimately was marshalled to perform.

In the submission of the delegation of Barbados, the onus of proof lies on
those who assert that the United Nations Command and its troops must be
liquidated before the Korean people can be united. It is for them to show that
the United Nations forces stand in the way of reunification, and how they do so.
In the submission of my delegetion, it has not been demonstrated in this debate
that, first, 1f we remove the United Nations forces from South Korea, unification

will come about immediately, or at all; nor, secondly, that the two Governments
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on the Korean peninsula trust each other so much that they would abandon the
attributes of separate national sovereignties for one unified nation; nor,
thirdly, has it been established that the Armistice Agreement would survive if
the United Nations Command were liquidated.
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I have argued earlier that only the Security Council can create a United
Nations ~rwmand and fnorcn and that only the Security Council can disband a
United Nations ~onmand and force. That, in my respectful submission, is the
unambiguous law of the Charter. The Srcurity Council, by its resolution
of T July 1950 created 3 unified commend to assist the Remdﬂli: of
Korea. Paragraph 4 of that resolution reacs:

"Requests the United States to designate the commander of such

forces." (Zecurity Council resolution 84 (1950))
Paragraph 5 of the resolution

"Juthorizes the unified command at its discretion to use the United

Nations flag in the course of operations against Noxth Korean forces

concurrently with the flags of the various nations participating." (Ibid.)
In its final paragraph, paragraph 6, the Security Council

"Requests the United States to provide the Security Council with
reports as appropriate on the course of action taken under the unified
command ." (Ibid.)

With hindsfpht. in December 1974, we may have all kinds of reservations
about the morality of that resolution which was passed in 1950; but that is
vhat the Security Council did in 1950, and that is the existing and extant
law on the matter, until the Security Council itzeif and alcne, in its
wisdom or otherwise, amends, varies or abrogates that law. That is the
law on the matter. The General Assembly cannot amend or vary or abrogate
a decision of the Security Council. It has no such legal competence. The
delegation of Barbados submits that, as a collectivity of sovereign Stateé,
the only way we could smoothly operate in this system of parliamentary
diplomacy is by a body oif law determining and defining our methed of couduct.
The Charter of the United Nations provides that body of law. We are all
prisoners of the Charter. Ve are each diminished by the strictures of its
provisions.

That is why I say it is bad law, and an even worse argument, to say that
because two permanent members of the Security Council -- two States friendly to
us -~ were not present in the fecurity Council on T July‘l950 the resolution
passed by the Council on that date was illegal. That is & bad argument. It



EH/mvr A/C.l/ﬁV.EOSB
‘ [

(Mr. Waldron-Ramsey, Barbados)

is as untenable as it is tendentious. We know why the Soviet Union was not
in the Security Council on 7 July 1950. This is now almost ancient history,
and I certainly have no intention of even slightly irritating my respected
and distinguished friend, Ambassador Malik, by recounting any part of that
incident. The People's Republic of China did not then occupy the seat of
China in the Security Council. That was in 1950 -- which chronologically

is one year after 1949. I suspect that an appreciation of ‘he historical serse
of these matters will put my meaning in%o correct constitutional perspective.
There was & quorum in the Security Council at the time of the vote on that
resolution. All the normal procedures were followed. The constitutional
forms were observed. It cannot therefore be maintained or argued that
Security Council resolution 84 (1950) was illegal.

I have demonstrated that the various elements in the unified command =--
and there are elements, in the plural -- were placed under a designated
commander of the United States by the Security Council resolution of
T July 1950. The United States supplied the maJjority of the forces, but not
all the forces. Today the United States has its own forces in the Republic
of Korea, and indeed has had since 195k, pursuant to a mutual defence treaty
of that self-same year with the Fepublic of FKorea. The General Assembly cannot,
in my submission, remove those forces by & resolution. We may suggest to
the Republic of Korea and the United States that they behave in a certain
manner with respect to those forces. But both the Republic of Korea and
the United States are sovereign States. We may suggest to them
that they rearrange their positions in a manner that others might find less
irritating, but they alone must decide how they want to deal with treaties
they have Jjointly and freely entered into. In any case, the doctrine of
pacta servanda sunt is certainly applicable in international law with respect

to this particular matter.

I do not know if we can say that thelr mutual defence treaty is a threat
to the peace and security of the two States on the Korean peninsula. There
are foreign troops stationed in other States, but we do not hear that any such
circumstance is a threat to international peace and security.
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Again, of course, we may ask the Security ©Council to ligquidate the
United Nations Tcrmarnd, Suppose for the sake of argument that the Security
Council did liquidate the United Nations Command in South Korea. cut
suppose, too, that the mutual defence treaty between the United Ste+es and
the Republic of Korea ccntinted in active force and United States t.oops
remained in the Republic of Korea. There would still be foreign troops in
the Republic of Korea, though not under the United Nations flag. Well,
what then?
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It seems to me that we must recommend a return to the dialogue and the
peaceful avenues to ever-videning contacts between the two peoples. Our
concentration on the removal of the United Nations forces will lead us down
a fruitless path, I suspect. The United Nations forces cannot be said to be
obstructing reace on the Korean reninsulag; tut 1t can certainly
be said that the United Nations Command prevents the outbreak of a major war
‘between the two States, North and South. The Armistice Agreement has been
holding, in our view, principally because of the presence of the United
Nations Command set up by the Security Council in July 1950. Before ve
dismantle the United Nations Cormand -- and ke Security Council
can, if it wants to -- we must be sure that we have something equally dependable
to put in its place.

That is why the delegation of Barbados cannot support the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.1/L.677.

It its third preambular paragraph, that draft resolution notes that the
desire of the States Members of the United Nations expressed in last year's
consensus for the continuation of dialogue and the expansion of contacts has
failed to be realized. But it does not say why the dialogue was discontinued --
it is silent on that question -- ntr by whom. Why are tne Red Cross talks not
proceeding?

In its fourth preambular paragraph, it recognizes that the continued
presence of foreign troops in South Korea and the interference of outside
forces in the inteynal affairs of Kcres ccnstitute a serious obstacle to
promoting dialgue between North and South Korea relating to peaceful
reunification.

The sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.677 have not
demonstrated how troops in the Republic of Korea have prevernted or can prevent
rildtary or civilian envoys from discussing., The self-samc twocrs Leve ash .ver the
vears, pr-vented the two sides from talking in the meetings of the Armistice
Commission at Panmunjon. They did not prevent the Red Cross Society in South
Korea from initiating talks be%meen the South and the North .n August 1971.
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Representatives will recall that, as a result of that valiant initiative which
started in the South, a special emissary was sent in May 1972 from the South to
Pyongyang, the capital of the North, to negotiate the opening of the famous
dialcgue.

As a result of all that peaceful activity -- with the United Nations troops
8till in Korea -- the historic South-North Joiat Communiqué was issued on
L July 1972, in both capitals, enunciating the principles of peaceful
unification. Both sides agreed to that Joint Communiqué. The United Nations
troops were in Korea then, as they are now. Those who oppose the presence of
the United Nations troops in South Korea must, in the view of my delegation,
show beyond a reasonable doubt how their presence prevents peaceful dialogue
between the two Governments. It is not enough to say "remove the foreign troops;
they are preventing talks and hindering a durable peace". One must show that
the troops cause this obstruction.

The main operative operative in the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.677
considers it necessary to withdraw all foreign troops stationed in South Korea
under the flag of the United Nations. As I have said earlier, it is for the
Security Council, not the General Assembly, to consider it necessary to withdraw
troops. The General Assembly may consider it necessary, but then it must so
recommend its consideration to the attention of the Security Council for
possible action. The Security Council has power to withdraw United Nations
troops from the Republic of Korea, or from Barbados, or from Zheana, or from
any other place. But the Security Council can withdraw troops under the
United Nations flag only. Obviously, the Security Council has nc power, no
competence, to deal with troops under any other flag. Needless to say,
the Republic of Korea is a sovereign, independent State and is free to
exercise its sovereignty as it sees fit.

The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l, on the other hand,
desires that the goal of peaceful reunification of Korea be brought about by
the "freely expressed" will of the Korean people. It pays e tribute to the
promise and hope engendered by the Jolnt Conmuniqué of 4 July 1972. But it
recognizes that tension still exists in Korea and that the Armistice Agreement
of 27 July 1953 remains indispensable to the maintenance of peace and security

in the ares.
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That draft resolution further recognizes the continuing responsibility
of the United Nations for the maintenance of peace and security on the Korean
peninsula. It would properly urge both North and South Korea to return to
the table of dialogue in order to tring about the peaceful reunificaticn of Korea.
The Security Council is asked in that draft resolution ‘to keep those aspects
of the question concerning it under review, bearing in mind the necessity
to maintain the Armistice Agreement and peace and security on the Korean
peninsula. It would invite the Security Council further to review the
future of the United Nations Command

The draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l is &
realistic, failr and reasonable text. It seeks to respect the proper
constitutional rectitude in dealing with the United Nations Command. It
properly addresses itself to the real business of the General Assembly on
the question of Korea, that is, concern with the peaceful dialogue which
is the corner-stone of the consensus of the last session of the General
Assembly. Peace on the Korean peninsula erd getting the two Governments

talking again should be our main preoccupation in this house.
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The pecples of Korea will not be reunited by any magical dispensation: remove
the troops, then presto, reunification. No, Sir, the two Governments of North and
South Korea must provide the framework for the rejoining of their peoples. That is
why my delegation exhorts, members of this Committee to vote for the resolution
contained in document A/C.l/L.676 and to restore the dispensation of dialogue in
the affairs of the Korean people. By our vote for the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/L.676, we would also be placing a legal responsibility on the
Security Council, where it properly belongs, to review its mandete in Korea to
see how the peaceful process might be speeded up.

Having voted and passed resolution A/C.I/L.676, the business of this;Committee
would be finished on the matter, in the submission of the delegation of Berbados.
For there would be no need to pronbunce ourselves on any other proposal touching

and concerning the question of Koreea at this session of the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Spanish): I thank the representative of

Barbados for the kind remarks he addressed to me.

Mr. RAMPHUL (Mauritius): At the outset I wish to say that last year
we took a step in the right direction by adopting a consensus aimed at encouraging
the Republic of Korea and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea to settle their

differences and achieve reconciliation and peaceful reunification through dialogue.

We regret that the dialogue which we have all hoped for, following the
adoption of the Joint Cemmuniqué of I July 1972, has been suspended and that there
is renewed tension between the two countries.

It is of great concern to Mauritius that the United Nations should, at this
session, see to 1t that the action we shall take at the end of this debate
contributes to reducing the prevailing tension and endourages the two parties to
resume their dialogue.

We have been fortunaete to have had for a second year the benefit of the views
of the delegations of South and North Korea during our deliberations. . We have noted
that both countries still favour the reunification of their fatherland.

However, the approaches they have advocated seem irreconcilable.
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The Pemocratic People's Republic of Korea feels that we could contribute to
accelerating the independent and peaceful reunification of Korea by adopting:

"eoo & just decision for the withdrawal of all the foreign troops stationed

in South Korea under the banner of the 'United Nations forces'" (2029th

meeting, p. 43).

In this connexion, my delegation would like to recall, without sounding too
legalistic, and unlike the previous speaker, that the United Nations Command was
established in accordance with a resolution of the Security Council. Since
everybody seems to agree on the dissolution of that Command, it would seem
advisable to give the Security Council a chance to review the situatlon. There
is no denying that the Armistice Agreement was a valid cnd useful instruiment and
that the United Nations Command was created to enforce it, We appreciate the
feeling of the Republic of Korea that the dissolution of the United Nations
Command, in the absence of a successor arrangement, will result in the removal
of a vital party to the Armistice Agreement and could lead to a serious
disruption of the Armistice, and that this would have a grave impact on peace
erd gecurity in the area.

In his statement, the representative of the Republic of Korea referred to a
nuaber of alleged provocations from the North. In so far as those allegations
correspond to real acts agalnst the security of the South, it is understandable
that the South Koreans should feel that it is essential for thew to continue to
have the United Nations Command and United States trccps to protect them. It is
also in thls context that we view the proposal of the delegation of the
Republic of Korea for a non-aggression agreement and its appeal to the
Derocratic People's Republic of Korea to joln the South in pledging a
renunciation of the use of force as a means of settling their national
difference. This proposal, we feel, should not be rejected by North Korea,
particularly since 1t believes that what contributes tle actual danger in
Kofea today is the threat of northward aggression from the South and not the
threat of southward aggression from the North.

My delegation believes that the idea of a non-aggression pact is worth
exploring because it might facilitate the solution of the question of the
withdrawal of foreign troops from the South.
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It follows, from what I have just said, that my delegation has been
impressed by the line of argument that North Korea should not insist on the
withdrawal of the United Nations Tcrzeco as a precondition for resuming the
dialogue between the North and the South. There are some Tacts yhich are
the result of the territorial division of Korea and vhich we are bound to take
into account 1f we want to help 'te solve the Kcrewsr prcrlem. There are
ideological political and economic differences = .ich sve the underlying causes
of the mutual distrust and tension between the two countries. These
differences would have to be dealt with if the tension is to be reduced and
trust restored.

My delegation believes that it is ultimately up to the Korean people, toth
in the North and in the South, to solve thelr own problems. If need be, they
should be allowed to pronounce themselves on all issues, particularly the
guestion of the withdrawal of foreign troops. We believe that the United
Nations should encourage the resumption of the dialogue between the leaders of
both countries, in the hope that this dialcgue will result in frateruel - <nels
between the people of the North and the people of the South.

Those are the views which wlll guide the Mauritiue delegation in its vote
on the draft resolutions tefore us.

In this connexion, I should like to add that my delegation is favourably
impressed by the compromise proposals advanced yesterday by the delegation of
Tunisia. I understand that those proposals are the subject of current informal
censiltaticns, I hope that, perheps after some gentle persunasion, careful
exploration and deep penetration by my beloved elder brother, Ambasgsador
Baroody -- I see that he has left his seat; he may be at it already -- and
after some pleasant relaxation over the veekend, we might be in a position to
consider them on Monday, should they be deposited in the form of a draft, after the
necessary cosmetic and surgical operations.

In conclusion, mey I inform the Committee that Mauritius enjoys equally
friendly and diplomatic relations with both Governments existing on the same

artificially divided territory of Korea.
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Mr. TRAORE (Ivory Coast) (interpretation from French): The delegation
of the Ivory Coast wishes to avail itself of this opportunity at the present

stage of our debate on Kores to define its position on this problem.

The question of Korea has always teen a subject of concern for the
United Nations, which has been debating it now for more than 20 years. It is
true that, although no solution has thus far been found to resolve this grievous
problem, that fact should in no way te imputed to the shortccmings or ineffectiveness
of our Organization; rather it is to be attributed to the power politics of the
great Powers, vhich, c~crning the interests of the Korean people, have
directed their efforts above all to encouraging the division of that people
in the sole concern of safeguarding their strategic interests.

Thus it is not surprising that, sesslon after session, the Assembly, divided
by the manceuvres of those same great Tcwers, has not succeeded in adopting
ary positive resolution that would promote the peaceful settlement of this
zroblem in the interests of the Korean people.

However, I do not believe it necessary to go back to the origins of
the conflict nor to dwell on the reasons that have thus far prevented the
achievement of such a settlement. In fact, our past debates, governed as
they were by partisan positions, have sufficiently demonstrated the ineffectiveness
of such a position that has contributed only to exacerbating the debates without
thereby resolving the problem; the parties concerned and their allies hold to
their respective positions, showing no spirit of concession or of compromise.
My delegation could only deplore this attitude, which 1s not likely to bring
about any meeting of minds between the two parties.

It was for these reasons that we welcomed with great hope and optimism
the issuance of the Joint Communiqu€ dated 4 July 1972, which
had a great influence in the debates during the last cession, thus making possible
the adoption of a consensus based on three fundamental principles which the
leaders of North Korea and South Korea themselves considered as a prerequisite
for the reunification of their country, nemely:
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(a) the reurification of tle couvrtry slculd te aclieved indersrdently,

without reliance upon outside force or its interference;

(b) +tie renrificaticn of the courtry shculd be aclhieved Ty peaceful

means, without recourse to the use of arms against the other side;

(¢) great natioral unity s culd e prarcted.”

Furthermore, in that same consensus, the parties were urged to continue
their dialogue and increase the number of their exchanges. Finally, the
United Nations, taking account of the gocdwill manifested by the Koreans
themselves and in order to assist tlis further progress towards peace, decided on
the immediate dissolution of the United Nations Ccmmission for the Unificaticn
and Rehabilitation of Korea.

My country, consistent with its policy of dialogue and peaceful setitlement
of disputes, could only rejoice at the adoption of that decision, and hoped
that the parties concerned would this year te &ble to report to us that they
had achieved progress within the framework of the reunification of their country
in accordance with the three principles contained in the consensus of' last year.

Unfortunately, however, tne statements we have had cccasion to hear in
the course of the present session, far from setting forth positive measures
of co-operation and unity between the two parties, serve only to perpetuate
the division. My delegation can only regret this state of affairs, which 1is
contrary to the spirit of tcth . - Jnint Jermrurigud «f 1672 ond the ccnsencus cf
1973 adopted by the Assembly.

In view of this situation, my delegation, in its desire tc prcmote a
peaceful settlement of the Korean problem, ventures to make an urgent sppeal
"'to the two parties to show a spirit of concession and tolerance so that ihey
may reach a peaceful settlement in the well.-understccd interest cf the
Kcrearn people.

" Accordingly, our Ccmmittee should rather assist the two parties to resume
their fraternal dialogue in accordance with the spirit of the Joint Communigué
of 1972, and not ..rrdan the division by initiatives that can result only in a

perpetuation of the so often denounced status quo.
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In view of these considerations, my delegation would have wished to see
tefore our Committee a single draft resolution aimed at rremcting a veswrhicn
of the dialogue sc as to lead to peace and the peaceful reunification of
Korea,

In that spirit, the srearcers f the two draflt rescivi’ins In
decurents 4/C.1/L.676/Tev.1 ard 3/C.2/0.0T7 resrectively sheul”™ shov a spirit of
cerprerice su oas to fuellitete cra task and furrti<r the «Jcpticn cf a sirgle text
ir the form of a consensus.

In this connexion, it appears that a majority .of our Committee is in
favour of a United Nations disengagement to be brought about by dissolution
of the United Ngtions Ccmmand in Korea. My delegation would have no objection
to the adoption of such a measure, on condition that adequate provision yas
made for preserving the Armistice Jgreement and for maintaining peace and
security in the region.

We are very much gratified that the co-gponsors of the draft resolution
in document A/C.1/L.676 accepted the inclusion of the French amendment in
their text, an amendment seeking to achieve that same objective. Ve hope
that they will also, take into consideration the amendment of Saudi Arabis
in document A/C.1/L.705, which substantially improves the text in that it
insists on the preservation of peace and security in the region and calls
for continuance of the negotiations tetween the two Korean Governments.

Further, the spcrzcrs of the jra®t in Jecument A/C.1/L.677, in & deszire
to encourage the adoption of a comsensus and the resumption of the dialogue
tetween the two parties concerned, should demonstrate a spirit of concession
by accepting the Saudi Arabian amendment and not insisting on the withdrawal
of foreign trocps frem South Korea. In fact, that requirement is all the more
unwarranted as it constitutes flagrcnt intsrference in the internal affairs
of & sovereign State, in this case the Republic of Korea, ~rrirary to the rrovisions

of srticle 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter.
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The conclusion of international agreementd has always been one of
the essential prerogatives of States and they by no means intend to abandon
such a prerogative., Even those who today insist on the withdrawal of
the troops no doubt have foreign troops stationed on their cwn territory,
under bilateral or regional agreements. My delegation does not believe
that they wculd agree to our Assembly's taking a decision inviting them
to put an end to such agreements., In the meantime the problem of the
withdrawal of foreign troops can be negotiated by the Koreans themselves
within the framework of & general settlement and in terms of the progress
achieved along the rcad to peace and reunification of their country.

Taking all these considerations into account, and in the absence of
a single text, my delegation will vote in favour of the amendments of
Saudi Arabia and the text of document A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l as amended and
we shall vote against the draft resoluticn in dtcument A/C.1/L.677.

Mr, MOLAP® (Lesotho): Mr, Chairman, this being the first time

my delegation has spoken in this Committee, I wish to take this opportunity
to congratulate ycu and the other officers of the Committee on your election
and to express the satisfaction of my delegation at the excellent manner
in which ycu are conducting the business of this Committee. Allow me to
assure you of *the fullest co-operation of my delegation at all times.

Once more the General Assembly is seized of the question of Korea,
This is a question which is now almost as old as the United Naticns itself.
Since 1948 ihe General Assembly has been adopting resolutions the object of
which has been to bring peace and stability to the Korean peninsula. Last
year the General Assembly adopted a consensus under the item "question of
Korea", My delegation was gratified at that outccme, as it had been a
party to the efforts to arrive at that ccmpromise solution. It remains
our belief that the identical positions expressed in that consensus might
prove realistic and that new elements can be found to facilitate the

peaceful negotiations regarding the reunification of Korea.
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It is the understanding of fy delegation that both Koreas are still
parties to the famous joint Korean Communiqué of 4 July 1972. The General
Assembly during the two previous sessicns decided to shelve the debate
on this question in order to give reasonable time for talks between the
representatives of the two rival parties, My delegation cees no reason
why we shculd not adopt the same apprcach this year. There would be no harm
in once mcre reaffirming and strengthening the objectives thus far agreed
upcen between the two sides as we did last year.

This year we have had the benefit of hearing statements in this Committee
1y representatives of the two Korean G.vernments, These statements have
tr- .o us up to date concerning the actual state of affairs in the peninsula.

oo their remarks we have come to learn that this question is both delicate
and explosive,

We now have two draft resolutions before our Ccmmittee. North Korea
supports one, and South Korea the other. There are similarities and
dissimilarities between these draft resolutions. Therefore we have been
placed in a position where we can identify the areas of agreement and those
of disagreement, In our view, the identification of a problem is the
beginning of its solution,

As the parties to this conflict rave scme views in ccmmon, we believe,
therefore, that the best ccurse of action to take in accordance with the
over-all gcal of a peaceful settlement would be to identify all these points
and to have an agreed decision giving the fullest possible account of them,
My delegation is of the opinion that our Ccumittee must address itself
primarily to those points where there is agreement and, by so doing, leave
it to time to resolve the disagreements -- or we might entrust the
Secretary-Gereral of cur Organization with the responsibility of serving
‘ as a bridge between these two rival parties.,

Last year it was resolved that the ™Mited Nations Ccrmission for the
Unification and FEe«habilitation of Korea be dissolved. All parties agreed and
complied accordi 4ly. Part of the same decision called for a dialogue
designed to v ve the way for the reunification of Korea, Both sides needed
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time to prepare for these delicate and intricate negotiations. The
General Assembly cannot by its own resolution afford to be a party to
any new manoeuvre seeking to make such talks as have been envisaged
impossible., Therefore we must reject the draft resolution in document
A/C.l/L.677 and vote for the amended version of the draft resolution in
document A/C.1/L,676. The draft resolution in A/C.1/L.677 lays down

an unacceptable precondition calculated to undermine the very idea of
dialogue, which can only take place in an atmosphere free frcm the threat
cf war and aggression.

Both these draft resolutions before us have something to say abcout the
desirability of dissoclving the United Nations Command. It is the considered
opinion of my delegation that the General Assembly shculd not take a decision
on the fate of the United Nations Ccmmand before taking into full account the
interests ¢f all the parties concerned. We maintain that in order for

he negotistions to take place in a peaceful atmosphere the Armistice Agreement
ust be respected by all the parties. ‘

In counselling caution and mederation, my delegation wishes to note that

sme significant progress has already been made towards scme form of
ual. agreement, For example, both parties agree on the desirability of
1ducting their affairs free frcm external interference., Both parties agree
the gcal of achieving independently the reunification of Korea, Both
rties are cczmitted to the maintenance of peece and security in the area
-d both parti es agree on the need for a competent organ to deal with the
i" ture of the United Naticns Ccmmand, Therefore it is the duty of us Members
¢. the United Nations to assist the Korean Governments, within the framework

c: the Charter, to realize their goals,

The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Spanish): I thank the

representative of Lesotho for his kind remarks to me and to the other officers

of the Committee., I call on the representative of the Republic of Korea.
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Mr, PARK TONG JIN (Republic of Korea): My delegation has followed

the debate on agenda item 104 with keen interest and concern, We have

heard varicus arguments and z2vggestions, Scme seem constructive, for
which we are grateful, while others are unrealistic and therefore preposterous,
At times we have even been villified and accused withkout justification.

The basic issue before us is twofold: first, the question of continuation
of the dialogue betveen the South and the North and, secondly, the question

of maintaining peace and security in Korea.
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The dialogue is the only available channel of contact, communication
and negotiation. Without the dialogue, proposals or suggestions, however
well-intended, could not be dealt with by the Korean people themselves.

As our Foreign Minister pointed out in his address on 29 November, the
future of our national reconciliation depends upon the outcome of this
dialogue.

Who then broke off this dialogue? It is North Korea. As this
Committee is well aware, on 28 August 1973, the North Korean authorities
unilaterally announced its suspension of the dialogue with the South. I
would like to make this fact crystal 21=2ar to the members of the Committee.
Namely, North Korea ~-- and North Korea alone -- is responsible for the
continued suspension of the dialogue which this Committee itself
unanimously recommended last year. On our side, we have since 15 November
last year repeatedly proposed to the North Korean side to resume the
dialogue without conditions.

Very recently, we have proposed to set up a Mail and Information
Exchange Center at Panmunjom for the benefit of dispersed families. Once
again, the North Koreans rejected our humanitarian proposal.

We would like to ask them: What is the use of discussing complex
problems such as mutual reduction of armed forces, and so forth, when they
refuse to solve even the simplest and most elementary problem between us?
#sctions speak louder than words,

My delegation calls for prompt resumption of the dialogue without any
pre-conditions through the South-North Co-ordinating Committee. The final
resolution to be adopted here will be incomplete if it does not refexr to the
dialogue in a direct and constructive manner.

My delegation wishes to reiterate that the Korean Armistice must be
scrupulously observed, and its enforcement by the United Nations Command
must continue until a suitable successor arrangement is made. This is the
minimum requirement for peace and security in Korea under the prevailing
conditions. ¢

The North Koreans and their supporters allege that the presence of the
United Nations Command and the United States troops in Korea censtitutes an
interference in the internal affairs of my country. Then, have they produced
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any evidence to that effect? So far, none at all. This allegation is a
serious insult to the Korean people.

Allow me to ask before this Committee: who is interfering in whose
affairs? It is those couptries that make such allegations. Are they not
interfering in the sovereign right of the Republic of Korea to provide for
its own defence and security? Who is to question such sovereign right
of my country? 'The Government of the Republic of Korea wishes to declare
solemnly that it will not tolerate any form of interference from any source
in the exercise of its own sovereign right.

The allegation that the involvement of the United Nations in Korea was
not in conformity with the Charter of the United Nations is equally
unjustifiable. Is it not one of the most important mandates of this world
Organization to act in time of crisis +to maintain international peace
and security? Is it not the just aspiration of all the States, pexticularly
the small States, to make the Unit=2d Nations effective in resisting forces:
of aggression?

My delegation meintains that the questions relating to the United
Nations Command, including its possible dissolution, should be referred to
the Security Council for consideration. This position is fully in accord
with the present Charter of the United Nations and pays due respect to the
constitutional authority of the Security Council on the maintenance of
international peace and security.

The current United Nations peace-keeping operations in a few critical
areas of the world as well as the recent debate in the Special Political
Committee on this question demonstrate that the special responsibility and
authority of the Security Council should be fully safeguarded and even streugthened
in the future.

Since last year, my country has expressed its readiness to approach the
subject of the Tnit:z:cd Nations Command in a flexible manner aend continues to
emirasize the necessity of making an alternative arrangement first. In this
regard, we have already indicated our readiness to negotiate. This is &
significant factor which I hope will not escape the attention of this
Committee. Is not our attitude reasonable and our approach realistic?
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In this turbulent world, goodwill alone cannot provide a firm guarantee
that peace will be maintained. And it is much too premature for us to trust
North Korea's so-called "peace-loving policy", so long as the same North Korea
openly advocates the overthrow of the legitimate Government of the Republic of
Korea. guch flagrant violations of the Armistice Agreement as counstructing
a large-scale southward underground tunnel in the southern sector of the
demilitarized zone, which we have recently discovered, represents one example
of North Korea's policy of duplicity. It is recalled that the North Korean
representative at this Committee repedatedly, but unsuccessfully, denied their
irrevocable guilt in proveking the Korean war in 1950.

In view of the lateness of the hour, I do not wish to elaborate any
further on our position on the question of mainteining peace and security
in Korea. 1In order to set the proper perspective in international politics
where the interaction of various factors is especially complex, it is always
necessary to assess events in their entirety and mot in an isolated manner.
Neither an academic approach nor the shouting of tired slogans can lead us
to the real solution of a problem such as the one with which this Committee
is concerned.
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My delegation therefore profoundly deplores uses of such intemperate and
abusive words as "puppets", "clique", etc., by the North Koreans and their
supporters in this august forum., Slanderous words do not change the truth.

By uvsing such demeaning words, they only demean themselves and prove their
irgincexity. ILet us be sincere in discussing such a serious question as the
unification of Korea.

My delegation is ecr—inrc.d that it is high time that the Korean question
be dealt with on its own rerits and free from any irrelevsat pollitical
motivations., One must not be misled or confused by fabrication and distortion
of facts on Korea and the innocent Korean people.

Qur position on the two fundamental lssues which I have pointed out at
the outset, has been fully expressed in our memorandum and also la the statement
made by our Foreign Minister on 29 November. Based on what we have already
explained before this Committee, my delegation strongly recommends to the
members of this Committee to vote in favour of the draft resolution in document
A/C.l/L.676/Rev.l, co-sponsored by 28 countries. These 28 countries represent
the peace-loving world. This resolution will meke a true contribution to the
resumption of ‘the South-North dialogue and to the maintenance of peace and
securify in the Korean peninsula. It is a simple, clear and reasonable
resolution. For this reason, this draft resolution deserves the overwhelming
support of all peace-loving countries in this august body.

Mr, CIARK (Nigeria): Yesterday the representative of Tunisia appealed

to the good sense of the representatives who cared for the peace and unity of
the Koreen people not to press their point of view. He challenged us to

unite our strength to assist in the maintenance of peace and securlty in

Korea and, in this connexion, to fulfil the role of the United Nations as a

force for compromise and a force of moderstion. He also wanted us to demonstrate

thet the United Nations takes serlously a problem such as that of Korea and
tries to find a solution which will express not the opinion of a group, not
the opinion of & faction, but the opinion of the Uniled Nations. Thereupon

the Ambassador of Tunisle, in a splrit of compromilse and conciliation, read out
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the text of a éreft, now publisked ir document A/C.1/FV.7036, aimed at
advancing the purpose of the consensus on the peaceful reunification of Korea
which we adopted last year.

My delegation has been moved to heed the Tunisian appeal and will not fail
to view the Tunisian draft resolution in a sympathetic lighte If I am now
speaking at this very late stage of our debate, it is only to affirm the view
that, in our opinion, the Tuaisian proposal does not seek to undermine the
position of either the draft resolution in document 4/0.2/7.="#/Rev.l or the
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.677. According to our understanding,
both resolutions will still stand, but they would not be voted upon at this
sesslona '

For too long, the purposes of the United Nations, upon which we all agree,
have been thwarted through the exploitation of legelisms. If an action is
worth taking, we should exert our energies to do so. In the case before us
it is clear that the United Nations Command in South Korea needs to be
dissolved and that, at the same time, the peace-keeping provisions of the
Armistice Agreement should not be jettisoned.
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How then do we proceed from this conclusion? It seems to my delegation
that the Tunisian draft resolution attempts to find a way acceptable to the
majority -- if not all of us. We therefore commend it for general acceptance.

However, in order to meet both sides half way, and to advance further the
cause championed by Tunisia, I should like to propose a minor modificetion,
which I have already discussed with the Tunisian delegation and some others,
Without prejudice to the positions that they have taken, I am encouraged to
propose it because it does not seek in any way to contest the positions of these
two earlier draft resolutions now before us, ror éoes it nall into question any
sovereign or legal rights which the North or the South Korean Governments
énjoy at the moment, nor does it prejudice the construction elvher side puts
on the legality of the United Nabions Command in South Korea.

Moreover, my proposal does not infringe upon the competence of the
Security Council to determine the status of the Commarnd or what should be
covered by the Armistice Agreement.

It only seeks to convey the sense of our debate. It is only an opinion
which, I feel convinced, 1v 1s the duty of this Commlttee to express. It is en
attempt to defuse the combustible elements of the situation.

With your permission, Sir, I now propose a new operative paragraph 1
to the Tunisian draft resolution, which appears in document A/C.l/PV;2036.

The new paragraph would read as follovs:

"1. Agrees that the United Nations Command in South Korea, involving
the presence of foreign troops thereat under the flag of the United Nations
be dissolved forthwith;".

The four operative paragrephs of the Tunisian draft resolullcr. would then
follecw. In other words, there would ncw be five operative paragraphs, with
the originel four operative paragraphs renumbered accordingly.

I am aware thet the Tunisian draft resolution has not yet been formally
introduced. It is on the same understanding, and because we await the outcome
of the consultations on it with pleasurable anticipation, that I put forward
the slight emendment that I have Jjust read out.
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Mr. DRISS (Tunisia) (interpretation from French): I should like to
thank the representative of Nigerlas for hls comments on the informal Tunisian
proposal. We put forward our draft resolution in a spirit of concilliation. We
appealed to all delegations to participate in 1il!s effort of conciliation. This
morning we belleved that the atmosphere was propitious. The statement that we
have just heard from the representative of the Republic of Korea should not
discourage us. I belleve that the two parties are now seeking to compare thelr
views and to evaluate theilr respective frlendships, which is perfectly natural.
Of course, when it comes to the vote, everyone will follow the instructions of
his Government.

However, we have three days before us -- that 1s to say, the weekend and
Mondaey morning -- and 1t seems to me that throughout that period we should
continue to exert every posslble effort so that we can come to Monday afternoon's
meeting with a new draft consensus. Otherwilse, the vote will be taken; but we
should not allow ourselves for that reason to be dlscouraged; having seen the
result of the vote, we should still try to reconcile the two positions in the
General Assembly. I think we have a duty to Korea and a duty to the United
Natione, and that duty 1ls to see to 1t that this debate does not result in a
division and in a confrontatlion that we can well do wlthout.

I am sure that I shall express the feelinge of all delegations when I say
that all of us here would rather not vote on the draft resolutions but that we
would rather reach a consensus. It ls therefore up to all of us and to the two’
Koreas to assist in this process,

That wes the meaning of the appeal that I made yesterday. It is the meaning
of the appeal which I make again.

I vwould point out that the Tunislen delegation has not formally introduced a
draft resolution and that, since this is such a complicated, serilous and
difficult problem, it is not for us so much a matter of voting but one of common
efforts to reach a comron objectlive, which 1s peace, the peace that 1s threatened.
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Mr. ALARCON (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation had not
intended to speak again at this stage, but the statements just made by the last

speakers have led me to do so.

First of all, we wish to express our appreciation to the Ambassador of
Tunisia, who, although he did not introduce a formal proposal to the Committee, has
at all times been prepared to offer explanations to other delegations and to
clarify what the Tunisian delegation is suggesting as a course of action
for the Committee. '

However, we have concluded the debate on this item and we are close to the
time when we shall have to vote. As you have indicated to us a few moments ago,
Mr. Chairman, on Monday delegations will be called upon to explain their votes
and then to vote. Nevertheless, there has been no clarification of some
fundamental questions raised repeatedly throughout the debate as to what we are to
vote on and how we are going to vote. Other delegations which have sponsored a
draft resolution -- I refe>, in this case, to that contained in document
A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l -- have not taken the trouble to explain to us exactly what they
are inviting us to do.

I should like to draw the Committee's attention to the fact mentioned by my
delegation and others, that while they are submitting a text to us calling on the
Securicy Council to examine, inter alia, the possibility of dissolving the United
Nations Command, the Secretariat of our Organization has informed us that 1t is not
in a position to explain Jjust what the United Nations Command is.

Several delegations, including my own, have raised some very important and
serious questions in connexion with this Command. We have asked specifically what
relationship there is between that Command and the United States Eighth Army; we
have asked specifically, on the basis of official United States sources, what the
United States Second L.vision is doing in the Demilitarized Zone. And the persons
who could have clarified those questions before the Committee have not taken the
trouble to do so, in spite of the fact that, as I indicated this morning,
apparently some of these questions were answered through the press.

My delegation wishes to place on record that it considers that the Gommittee
will not be in & position to vote seriously on the draft resolution in document'
A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l on next Monday unless it is informed in advance what exactly the
United Nations Command is, which we are asked to dissolve through the Security
Council without first knowing exactly what are its links with the other military

bodies that I have just mentioned.

-
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If as we all have said, we consider this to be an important and a serious
question which affects peace and security and the destiny of a people,
the least we can expect is that next Monday we know what the sponsors
intend to say in the draft resolution they have submitted to us in

document A/C.1/L.676.

Mr. WALDRON-FAMSEY (Barbados): Like the delegation of Cuba,

the delegation of Barbados, having delivered itself of its main statement on

the subject, did not propose or intend to return to this debate this evening,
but we must confess that our colleague and friend, Ambassador Clark of
Nigeria, in attempting to tamper with the very informal suggestions of the
Ambassador of Tunisia has submitted what he, Ambassadar Clark, considers to
be a small amendment., Certainly, with all due respect to my distinguished
and frienly colleague, the amendment he suggested cculd not, by any stretch
of the imagination, be considered to be a small amendment,

When oune reads the amendment submitted by Ambassador Clark of Nigeria
in connexion with the text as submitted in the relevant provisional verbatim
record of our meeting, one sees clearly that were we to accept Nigeria's
amendment in conjunction with the text submitted by Tunisia we would have an
extremely one;sided text, It is not really a bridge between the two
contending positions at all, Let us examine it.

Ambassador Clark would have us agree that the United Nations Command in
Korea should be disbanded. The Ambassador of Tunisia's operative paragraph 1
saying:

"Requests the Security Council to examine the question of Korea in

order to dissolve the United Nations Command ..." (2036th meeting, p. 67)
would then follow as the second operative paragraph, still dealing with the
dissolution of the Command, The Ambassador of Tunisia in his operative
paragraph 2 now re-numbered 3 would have us invite

"the parties directly concerned to take appropriate measures to promote

the withdrawal of the foreign troops ..."

Three paragraphs dealing with the liquidation of the troops in South Korea.
That is clearly & one-sided position. The new operative paragraph 4 would say:

"Urges North end South Korea to pursue their dialogue in order to
accelerate the peaceful reunification of Korea in the spirit of the Joint

Communiqué of 4 July 1972",
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I do not want to return to this debate, but representatives will recall
in my long statement this afternocon that I argued that the General Assembly
has competence only to deal with the question of enjoining the parties
concerned to return to a peaceful dialogue. If we are going to recommend that.
the Security Ccuncil should review the status of the unified Command, that is a
different question altogether, but let us use the correct language that attempts to
be neutral in intent and postulates & rositior that comes retween the two
contending positions. Do not let us pretend that we are submitting a neutral
position in the interests of the United Nations, when in fact we are takimg
a position that is heavily weighted on one side., That is the considered
view of ny delegation.

I do not know that we should be interested in protecting the United
Nations. The important elements in this question are not the United
Nations »ut the Korean pecple and the two States in Korea. 'ThOSe
are the people we have to be solicitous for, not the United Faticns. It

is for the Security Council, pursuant to thé clear, unambiguous, unequivocal
provisions of the Chartex, to deal with the question of peace and security.

Only the Security Council can send out troops to pacify a situation where
there is an infracticn of international peace and security. Therefore, only
the Security Council can withdraw those trccps. That is the law of the
Charter. If, therefore, we want to invite the Security Council to address
itself to this review, then let us do so, but do not let us, in the language
we use, request the Security Council to "dissolve'" the Commard and then say that
this is a neutral position.

I agree with thke Ambassador of Cuba only to disagree with him in that
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/5.676/Rev.l is very clear. We can
vote on the draft resolution as it is. So can we vote on the draft resolution
in document A/C.1/L.677, as it is. Both draft resolutions are very clear.
What is not clear is the suggested text which puts itself forward as interposing
itself in neutrallty between the two contending positions., In fact, it does

no such thing.
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The CHAIRMAN (interpfetatiop from Spanish): I should now like to
point out to the Committee that the text proposed by the representative of

Tunisia, as was quite clearly stated by the Permanenﬁ Representative,
Ambassador Driss, is aot a formal draft resolution but is simply a document,
the purpose of which is to try to bring criteria together in order to arrive
at one single décument rather than the two we now have. Consequently, I do
not think it is in order to continue a debate on a draft that is not formal
and the exchange of views that has been held, even though positive, I suggest
Yed be tetter carried out in the ccrriders so thail throuvgh the effrrts of all

delegations we corld arrive at a common text, as has been suggerted.

Mr. DRIS (Qurisia) (interpretation from French): I only want to
give my support to the interpretation you, Mr. Chairman, have Jjust given.
I have g rerdy explained that tke proposal we made is a totally informal
proposal to serve only as a starting point in order to arrive at a consensus.
We believed in our proposal and we continue to believe in it and I deeply
regret the remarks made by the representative of Barbados. I believe he
is crediting my delegation with intentions which it does not have., I am
truly sorry. What is more, the Tunisian delegation can, quite simply,
withdraw its proposal. It is not the Tunisian delegation that will lose
by that. Our intention is quite clear. We expla‘ned it thoroughly and we are

simply at the service of the United Nations.

Mr. ALARCON (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): I want to
commnent on what has been said by our colleague and iriend the Ambassador from
Barbados. I did not say that the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.676/Rev.l
'was clear. I would rether say the contrary. The draft resoluticn in document
AJC.1/L.677 on *the other hend dces seem a clear draft; but on the draft resolution
in document A/C.1/L.676 I precisely said that it could not seriously be put
to a vote if its sponeors did not give us an explaration of what they

understand by the United Nations Command and what link it has with the United
States. Also, we would like to have explained to us how, more theru 20 years
efter, in this zome Conference R~cm I of thic same building of tke Genersl

Assembly, we approved resclutices cciceru’rg troops ja Seuth Korea without
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ever having thought of the Security Couacil, we now find delegations which
feel that we cannot speak of troops here.

' The CHATIRMAN (interpretation from Spanish): With the statement we
have just heard, we have concluded the general debate on agenda item 104,

"The question of Korea", I would like to announce now that the delegation of
Dahomey has Jjoined the sponsors of the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/L.677.

The reeting rose at 6,30 P.mm.






