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STATIMINT MADE LY MIL. A. BLESLDY 0N JUKE 12

IN THE WCRKING GRCUP CON DECLARATION OF THu HUITLAN DNVIRONWERT

Thank you Mr. Chairman:

I an taking the floor for the first time to make a general
statement and I do so with the hope that I might be permitted to speak
later on substance if we do agree on the general anproach suggested by
the distinsuished represcentative of Syria at the cpening of our discussion.
I sar this because I am spealing princinally for the purpese of atteapting
to surgest bow we at least think we might organize our appreach to tnis
problen, Understandekly, because of the mumaber of zmendments weo are
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receiving we are taking what I would call a "shet pun” approach to this

protlem, and I think we have to bz somewhat mere srstematic, In any eveat,

what my delegation will attempt to do is simply coutlins our views on how we might

conceivably approach our gencral debate and then perhaps reserve the right to
speak at a later stage on sone of the substantive issues on which my delegation
has not commented.

The approsch we susgest, and I believa it is correct te say that
this is the approach which the working grour is following, is that our
fundamental working docunent is of course the draft declaration which has
been worked out with some pain and labour by the preparatory committee. At
the same time, precisely because we have agreed to set up this working group,

we must give serious consideration to z second typeo of documentation namely the

formal amendments which have been proposed. In our view this procedure properly

reflects the vsual UX practice based on the princirle of sovereign equality of
states or, to usc the words of the distinguished rebresontative of China, the

kkind of democratic spirit behind this particular exercise. There is a third
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category of ideas or corcepts which have emerged from our discussien, sometimes
orally, in one case in both oral and written form, which fell short of

amendments but which we think also must be taken into account if we are

going to produce the systematic approach to our general debate with even the
faintest hope of success. 1 refer particularly here to the statement made b

the distinguished representative of China, which he subsequently distributed

in vritten form for us. I might say in passing, without geing into

substantive questions for the moment, that we find that approach helpful in
focusing our general debate and in pgiving us a basis for beginning the process

of exchanme of views which is essential if we are to make progress., A0S a
preliminary measure I propose at this time not to comment on sibstance but

to attempt to indicate the inter-relationship conceptually lbetween sone of the points
which have been reflected in the draft declaration of principles, some of the
points which have been raised in the amendments and scme of the points which

have been made orally, in particular those raised in the statement of the
distinguished representative of China, subsegquently distributed in written

form. I would explain at the outset that I am not going to attempt a tour
d’horizon on all the concepts that have been set forth not only because this is a
very difficult task but because I would like to reserve my right to do so later

in our general debate. Now, turning again to the matter of organization of

our general debate, the issue as we see it, is three fold., We have some issues
which are essentially differences of views on legal questions or on the way

‘in which legal issues &legal concepts are reflected in the draft declaration which
has Leen presented to us for discussion. In some cices we may well be cencerned
only with questions of clarification, If I may add a somewhat controversial comment,

this is how my delegation sees the difficulty which is being discussed hetween
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the distincuished delegations of Arpentina on the one hand and Drazil on

the ether,congerning Prineiple 2C. Ve in ne war ninimize the substantive
difficulties involved, bLut we do ourselves see at least two or three nessible
forms of languarce which amount essentially to a clarification of the principles
on which, in our view, we are already agrecd. 3So that is one kind of

problem facing us.

Cup second bagsic kind of issue in our own visw, at least, is
the kind of problem on which there is already evidence from our genera:
debate of agreement in principle, although guite clearly not on precise
formulations. We still remain hopeful that with respect to that class of
problen we may well be able to work out language vhich we may or may not have
to reflect in the draft declaration, but on which in any event we will be able to
achieve something close to a consensus.

There is still a third kind of probles to which we must address
ourselves, and these are certain bagic philesophical differences. in SOME Ccases
they may be ideplogical dif{erences. Now these prolleas are of a different order
from the others mentioned and in our own view ther may prove extremely difficult
to resolve, and they may face us with the cheoice of a declaration or ne
declaration unless we adapt some sensible procedure., Such a device would be
to leave it open to delegation or groups of delegation to join, as we ourselves
had suggested in plenary, in making interpretive statements.

Kow there is still another sort of protlem, which is difficult
to knmow to what extent it fits into any of these three classes I have outlined,
mainly because they are really new ideas which have not yet Leen debated

properly and in scome cases not at all. These questions and new ideas should
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perhaps be receiving our first attention in cur general delate, althourn,
of Course, the gre not.. -We tend to Le ceucentrating o the draft declaration,
and understandably so, because it is owr Lasic draft. DSut if we don’t discuss
same of the new ideas in a little greater substance and detail than we have
now, we will not know until the closing moments of our discussions how far
apart we are or how close we are to & declzration. FKow I don’t suggest the
working group as a whole accﬁpt my particular approach or opur particular
definiticon of the prollem, but wiether or not this occurs I do think certain
gonclusions arise which might preswmably be acceptable to all. To be specifie,
I would like te sugrest that we atteapt in the course of our gencral debate
to deliterately try to determine the nature and extent of areas of conton
apreement, cormon ground or arreement in principle, if you wish., For my own
nart, if it is necessary as a short cut I would even be prepared, at a rather
later starc of our proceedings to see something unusual introduced, but whica
has occurred Lefore, and that would be an infornal shiow of hands = ﬁfter of
course, we have had a sufficient general cxchangce of views to detemine whether
we are cenerally azreed on the concepts or principles, leaving aside precise
formulations., Otherwise, without such short cuts, we nay never get through
the process of drafting a declaration. Ultimately, we are geing to have to
move from the general to the particular, but owr experience to date has been
that we can spend a lonz time on the particular, and my difficulty is
that I don’t have a mind like a computer, and I simply cannot keep up with
all the amendments, and at the moment I see no end to the amendment and counter
amendment progess.

How if we can agreec on what is the obvious approach to our general

detate, and what all United Nations working groups such as this attempt to do,.

=

|

r -

e




naaely to narrow the differences by detemiining these areas of acreement in
rrinciple then in the process, we w'll avtonatically proceed Lo ihe nect
stage, i.e., to deteraine the ares of differences wiere we are not azreed.
Obviously at the conclusion of such & peneral delate we will have to decide
what next we are going to do. Dut at least this opproach could orpanize
our gencral debate on a more logical and systematic Lasis.

Now wihat I would like to attempt to do, is to suggzest the concertual
interrelationship which we see lLetween the various formulations put before us.
In so doing, I would like, at a later stege, to have the opportunity to express
our views in meore syecific form whether in general debate, or subseguently in a
principle-by=-principle analysis, Dut all I propose to suggest at the moment
is the essentially procedural epproach, somethine we really ouzht to have
done by now, and thet is to tale 2 comprehensive apiroach to the documentation
in makins owr gencrzl statements., I use that word documentation deliberately,
because I don’t wish to confose our considerations to our fundamental workirg
paper, nanely the draft declaration.

There are quite a mmber of delegations which have either made
proposals or made clear their views about the prestile: for example,
the Holy SFE, Finland, India, Nigeria, and, at one stare, Iran. T would
suggest that we mizht also want to include comments by other delegations
such as Argentina, Ghana, and, of course, Chile, Drazil, and possibly the U.S.A.
A certain mmber of delepations are dirccting their attention to the preamble,

L
and it uughtﬂto be becvond the wit of man to get some idea in our general debate of

the extent to which these ideas are consistent with the draft declaration,
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As an example, there orpears to be a desire, which seems to be fairly widely
shared, to build something into the preaable wiich shows the ebvious
relationship, the interrelaticaship, between poverty and the human envircnment.
When this point is said, as it was the cther day v the distinruished
representative from Takistan, those of us who have participated in the draftine
have resson to vonder why we have not had this concent reflected nore
enphatically than it is. It can be found, but it is something that realls
requires some better emphasis. Now I would like to turn f{rom the preamlle

to the pringiples. I would suggest that with princirle ¥No. 1 we obviocusly
have actual proposals, and they are by Chile, The Iioly See and Tanzania. Dut
I would suggest also that in the statement by the distinpuished representative
from China, point No. 3 touches on this question., I might menticon that

the point is ones rather dear to our own heart, We ourselves would have
preferred to see this declaration called the "right to life" declaration
because it is the human enviromment we are tallding about, the relationship
between the enviromnment and man, and it was for thisg reason that we stressed
the "Right to Life"” principle in the Human Rights Declaration. In any cvent
we find related concepts in these three pieces of paper, the proposals of
Tanzania, the proposals of Chile, and the statement by the distinguished
representative of China.

I would like also to say that we welccme the constructive approach taken
by the Chinese deleration in maling lmown their ideas in very specifie, wverv
congrete, terms witheut attempting to propose a wihwle series of different
anendrnents of their own., Obviously such action is still open to them, Lut they
have adopted a different position which some others of us may well emulate,

It is necessary, of course, in that so doing they are not "handicapped" and are

fully invelved in this urgent exercise and they receive substantive comments
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an the poirts that they hove raised. Ctherwise, we are cperating in 2 yvacuwan and
we are ignering one of the very important jiecces of peper, the statce.ents of
the Chinese position that iz before us.
Now if we turn to princiyle No. 2 we have a propesal from Drazil.
With respect to Principle Xo. 3 there is a probosal by flpgeria.
On Principle Wo. 4, there are proposals by Al-eriz, India, Palistan,
Cn Fringiple Xo. 5, there is an intgrrelationuihip, which is &1l I
am supsesting, with the 7th Chinese principle. Also there are prontosols made

by Iran aad Chile,

With respect o I'rincipie No. 6, the sccond Chinese princirle is inter-

related,

On Prineciple Ne. 7, there are nreposals by Alreria, Takistan, India
and the [oly Sece.

On Prineiple No. B, once azain there is an interrelationship with
the point made i+ the second rrinciple of Chinc.

On Principle ¥o. 9, there is a propesal by Algeria, but I supgest
there is an interrelationship cenceptually once again with the second principle
put forth Ly China.

OUn Principle Ko. 10, there is a proposal by Chile.

On Principle No. 11, there is a proposal by Iran.

On Principle No. 12, there is a proposal by Tanzania.

Cn Principle No. 13, I see a conceptual interrelationship with
Principle Wo. 3 of China

On Principle Ro. 14, there are proposzls by DPrazil and Iran.

There is then quite possibly a new principle here, rinciple No. 11

of China.
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On Principle Ko. 15, there is a proposal by Brazil and then a new
propesal by Chile,
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Cn Principle Ko. 10, there are preposais by Iran and the Ioly See.

Cn Principle Ne. 17, there are proposalc br Drazil, India, Sudan,

ilperiz and an interrelationshin with Principle le. 9 of China.
O Irinciple No. 18, there are prorosals by Irazil and the loly See.
We see an interrelationship here with principles &, 6 and 12 of China.
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On Principle So. 1%, there iz a proposal by Hrazil a
interrclationship with princirles 6 and & of Clhina,

On Principle 20, there is a proposal by Arceatina.

Cn I'rinciple 21, there are proposals by the U,S.A., Tanzania,

Peru and an interrclationship with the fifth Chinese woint and possibly the
fourth, a matter, of course, of interpretation.

Un Principle 22, there is a propesal bxr Drazil,

On Principle 23, there is a proposal bty DBrazil.

Then we have new principles 24 and 25 proposed by India. Ve also
have new points rairsed by various delegations concerning racial discrimination,
colonialisn and impericlism. Chipa, in particular, has made ccrments alout these
issues.

There are a nunber of other issues which have been raised by China
and which I assw:e the Chinese delegate wants at least to have considered one wor
or another, I won’t attempt to analyse them, conceptually because of pressure
of time, but would refer to the Chinese Principles 1, 4, 5, G, 8, 10 and 11.

Then, of cowrse, there is the principle of recycling, & new onc nut

forth by Pakistan.
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Now that is all I wanted to sar, and 21l I =0 suzgesting is that
when we nake cur statelents in gensral debate we try te recall that there ar
a ngycr of FE;;;E ol Pg different delegations about the various principices,
and not confine our comments to our respective positiecns on iselated points
This will erganize cur discussions. I dor't suggest thot we each mele an item by

iten coyment. 1 do susrest, however, that at a later stege in our delilerations,

we mav have to prececdé principle by princirle, but I delliberatelyr am not making
\ T I % b A {
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that proposel now. I alse suspest that we attoutt

o0 croenize cur cdiscussion

in seme way other than a comment on a particular amendnent, followed by a generel
statenent, tiien 2 corment on a particular principle without an amencdaent, then &
reneral statetent. I won't press this point eny further, but that was ry
surpestion, lir, Chaimian, I do not wish to suzgest tihct we close the general
debate and bezin an article by article discussion. On the contrary, 1 acree
completely with the distinzuished representative of China that this would be

premature. Thank you, Mr. Chaiman.
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