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 any rights whatsoever-even the elementary right to exist. We
 do not believe that enhancing the international status of such an
 organization serves the cause of Arab-Israeli reconciliation.
 The United States, Mr. President, supports the legitimate
 rights of the Palestinian people, and regards the Camp David
 accords as the only realistic means of advancing those rights in
 the West Bank and Gaza. It is our considered view, however,
 that the endorsement of the Report of the Committee on
 Palestinian Rights by this body, and the adoption of recommen
 dations which are diametrically opposed to the essence of Camp
 David, will in no way advance Palestinian rights.
 Such actions will serve only to undermine the good name and

 moral authority of the United Nations. The United Nations is
 more than a weapon in one side's political armory. It must not
 align itself with forces working against a final settlement be
 tween Israel and its Arab neighbors by repudiating the sole ex
 isting framework provided in the Camp David accords for a just
 resolution of the Palestinian problem in all its aspects. Rather
 than continue to repeat the errors of the past, it is vital that the
 United Nations not be exploited for partisan purposes and that
 it strive to preserve the principles of balance and equity on
 which it was founded. For this reason and the others I have
 cited, the United States strongly opposes any efforts to derogate
 from the centrality of the Camp David accords, and from
 Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338.

 Afghanistan: Implications for Peace
 and Security*

 The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, launched on Christmas
 Eve nearly two years ago, was a momentous event that altered
 the climate and, indeed, the course of world politics. The inva

 Statement delivered by Ambassador Jeane J, Kirkpatrick, U.S. Permanent
 Representative to the United Nations, November 18, 198L
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 sion was a grave violation of the United Nations Charter, which
 enjoins all Members to "refrain in their international relations
 from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or
 political independence of any state." As such, the Soviet inva
 sion of Afghanistan shook the very foundations of world order.
 The far-reaching consequences of this event should by now be

 apparent to all of us. It had a shattering effect upon the pros
 pects for the continued stability of South Asia and the Persian
 Gulf, deepening anxieties throughout this vital region and rais
 ing the specter of a wider conflict. It also severely aggravated
 tensions between East and West. More than any single event in
 recent years, the Soviet invasion impelled a widespread reassess
 ment of the world situation based upon a new and more sober
 appreciation of the danger that the policies of the Soviet Union
 now pose to global stability and world peace. The invasion thus
 marked a watershed in the postwar era, bringing to a definitive
 conclusion a period of optimism concerning the evolution of
 Soviet policy and intentions.
 Nowhere, of course, have the consequences been more im

 mediately or harshly felt than in Afghanistan itself. No sector of
 Afghan society has been spared the consequences of the Soviet
 occupation and the ruthless effort to impose upon the Afghan
 people a Communist totalitarian system-an effort that began in
 1978 with the initial Communist coup overthrowing the Daoud
 government. Almost three million people, about one-fifth of the
 entire Afghan population, have been forced to flee their country
 and now constitute the largest single refugee group in the world.
 Tens of thousands of people have been killed. Afghanistan's
 educated class has been decimated. Whole villages have been
 destroyed, their inhabitants killed or forced to flee. Mosques
 have been desecrated and religious leaders jailed or murdered.
 Schools have been turned into centers of political indoctrina
 tion. The country's economic and social infrastructure of roads,
 power and communication networks, hospitals, and educational
 institutions has been badly damaged and in many instances com
 pletely destroyed.

 It is rarely noted that Afghanistan made significant economic
 and social progress during the decade of democratic freedoms
 and representative government brought about by the 1964 con
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 stitution. All this-and more-has now been undone.
 There have been many attempts in the past to conquer

 Afghanistan. But nothing in the country's long history-with
 the possible exception of the devastating attacks more than 750
 years ago by Genghis Kahn-resembles the destruction wreaked
 in Afghanistan since 1978.
 The Soviet Union and the Kabul regime have tried to conceal
 this destruction by sealing the country off from journalists and
 other foreign observers, and from humanitarian organizations
 such as the International Red Cross. Nevertheless, the truth
 about the situation there and about the terrible human suffering
 is becoming known to the world.
 How far the Soviets are willing to go in their war against

 Afghanistan is indicated by the kind of weapons they have used
 there, including little boobytrap mines which the Soviets scatter
 by the thousands along the paths used by refugees and other
 civilians. These mines are frequently disguised as ordinary
 household items or toys. Children, naturally the least wary, are
 the ones most likely to pick them up. If they do, they risk being
 killed or having their limbs blown off.
 On April 10 of this year, the Soviet Union signed an interna
 tional convention prohibiting the use of such weapons. At the
 time, its Permanent Representative to the United Nations called
 the convention "an illustrative example of the possibility of
 reaching agreements on measures aimed at curbing the arms
 race." The real "illustrative example," however, is contained in
 the Soviets' continued use in Afghanistan of the kind of antiper
 sonnel weapons prohibited in the treaty. It is an example that il
 lustrates both the character of the Soviet Union's involvement in

 Afghanistan and its attitude-in this instance, at least-toward
 a treaty obligation. In this connection, there are many reports
 from refugees and other victims of the Soviet invasion that
 lethal and incapacitating chemical weapons are being used in
 Afghanistan, in violation of both the Geneva Protocol of 1925
 and the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972.
 It is not possible to justify the Soviet actions in Afghanistan

 according to any meaningful interpretation of international law.
 The sole exception to the proscription against the use of force in
 international relations is provided for in Article 51 of the
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 Charter, which affirms "the inherent right of individual or col
 lective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member
 of the United Nations." But not even the Soviet Union itself

 has suggested that it has been the victim of an armed attack.
 Moreover, it is hard to imagine how Afghanistan might con

 ceivably have posed a threat to the Soviet Union. For decades
 the Soviet Union had proclaimed to the whole world, repeated
 ly, that its relations with Afghanistan were a model of peaceful
 co-existence, a prime example of neighborly relations between a
 small country and a big country, each with different systems of
 government and social structures, but living together in peace
 without interference. Since 1921 the two countries had signed
 numerous treaties, affirming and reaffirming Moscow's respect
 for Afghanistan's independence and territorial integrity and
 promising noninterference in Afghan affairs. It should not be
 forgotten, furthermore, that Afghanistan was a member of the
 Non-Aligned Movement and was not involved in any relation
 ships that Moscow might look upon with concern.
 How, then, could it have posed a threat? The argument is ad

 vanced that the Soviet Union felt threatened by the turmoil in
 side Afghanistan. But aside from student riots formented by
 Babrak Karmal and his followers in 1965 and a brief period of
 unrest following the bloodless Daoud coup in 1973, there was
 no turmoil at all in Afghanistan before April 27, 1978-before,
 that is to say, the Communists violently seized power in Kabul
 and, with the help of growing numbers of Soviet "advisers,"
 began forcibly to impose upon the people of Afghanistan a
 foreign ideology and a totalitarian system.

 It is also suggested by apologists for the invasion that the
 Soviet Union feared that a tide of Islamic fundamentalism might
 sweep from Afghanistan into its Central Asian provinces. But
 even if this were true, it would hardly justify the Soviet inva
 sion. In fact, the Afghans are a devout people, but they have
 not tried to impose their beliefs on others and historically they
 have allowed minority faiths to live peacefully within their
 midst. This attitude of tolerance is characteristic of the Afghans
 except when their faith itself is attacked, as it now is by Com
 munism. They are not tolerant, nor should they be, of an attack
 upon their freedom, independence, and identity, of which their
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 religion is an important part. But there should be no doubt
 whatsoever that the threat in this instance is to-not from-the
 people of Afghanistan.
 The Soviet Union also claims, of course, that its forces were
 invited in by the Kabul regime, which invoked its right to self
 defense under Article 51. But so far, neither the Soviet Union
 nor the Kabul regime has produced a shred of evidence to prove
 that such an invitation was ever issued. It is hard to imagine
 what kind of evidence they could produce since, as we know,
 the invasion preceded the installation of Babrak Karmal, who
 wasn't even in Afghanistan at the time his predecessor was over
 thrown and killed by invading Soviet troops. Of late, Babrak
 Karmal has taken the line that the invitation was issued by the
 Afghan Communist Party. This, of course, is actually an admis
 sion that the invitation was not issued by any government.
 The Kabul regime, moreover, has no legitimacy whatsoever in
 the eyes of the Afghan people. It exists only by virtue of Soviet
 actions and is, in fact, merely an appendage of Moscow. Soviet
 personnel direct virtually all aspects of its administration, in
 cluding the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Defense, Interior, In
 formation and Culture, Justice, and Economic Planning. Since
 1979, Soviet personnel have also commanded the Afghan army
 down to the brigade level and sometimes down to the company
 level. The Soviets even control Afghanistan's natural resources,
 in particular natural gas, which are extracted in a one-sided
 barter arrangement in exchange for goods used to sustain the
 Kabul regime.

 Suspicions have been raised that the Kabul regime may also
 have acceded, in a treaty signed earlier this year, to the annexa
 tion by the Soviet Union of at least a part of the Wakhan cor
 ridor, the narrow strip of land that joins Afghanistan with
 China. A de facto annexation has already taken place since the
 area-from which the indigenous Kirghiz tribes have been forced
 to flee-is now under the control of the Soviet army.

 Given the Kabul regime's utter subservience to Moscow, it is
 hardly surprising that it should have no base of support among
 the Afghan people. It is propped up by 85,000 Soviet troops.
 Yet the freedom fighters-poorly armed and trained, and vir
 tually defenseless against some of the most sophisticated
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 weapons in the Soviet arsenal-have been able to deny the
 Soviets control of perhaps 90 percent of the countryside and
 have made them contest many of the most important cities. In a
 desperate attempt to stem the disintegration of the Afghan
 army, the Regime has offered many times normal pay to former
 enlisted men. Yet still they do not turn up, while draft-age men
 continue to slip out of the cities to join the resistance and whole
 units of the army desert en masse. The regime has repeatedly of
 fered an amnesty to refugees who would return to Afghanistan
 from exile. Yet every week the refugee centers in Pakistan and
 Iran swell by the thousands.

 What is clear today was clear in 1979. Then, as now, the
 Kabul regime was not threatened by an outside power, justifying
 defense under Article 51, but was in fact threatened by a
 popular uprising, a spontaneous popular uprising, of the na
 tion-of the people in whom nationhood inheres and solely in
 heres in the absence of a legitimate government. It was an upris
 ing against a regime that had slaughtered its own people,
 destroyed their homes, sent almost half a million people fleeing
 into exile, and delivered the country to an alien force-an upris
 ing that continues to this very day against the present regime
 and its Soviet masters.

 It is this uprising, and this uprising alone, that is justified to
 invoke the right of self-defense, for it is defending the in
 dependence and very existence of the Afghan nation against a
 foreign and brutal domination.

 Small wonder, then, that the Soviet Union is doing whatever
 it can to obscure the truth about Afghanistan. There is no other
 way to understand the charge-repeated by the Soviet Foreign
 Minister before this body in September-that the real source of
 the conflict in Afghanistan is foreign interference by the United
 States and China. This charge is ludicrous but also revealing,
 for it shows the lengths the Soviet Union is forced to go to con
 ceal the real nature of its policy.

 There are only two realities in Afghanistan today: the Soviet
 occupation and the Afghan nation, and neither is compatible
 with the other. The Soviet Union can conquer Afghanistan only
 by eliminating the Afghan nation. This the world must not per
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 mit to happen, for if Afghanistan is vanquished, no independent
 nation will be safe.
 The draft resolution now before us, like its predecessors,
 seeks an end to the occupation of Afghanistan. It calls for:

 * Immediate withdrawal of all foreign troops;
 * Restoration of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and

 non-alignment of Afghanistan;
 * Restoration of the right of the Afghan people to choose

 their own form of government and economic and social system,
 free from outside intervention, coercion or restraint; and
 * Return of the refugees to their homeland.

 My government is firmly committed to these terms.
 The struggle of the Afghan nation for survival is consistent

 with the basic and most cherished purposes of the United Na
 tions, which are to protect national independence and to main
 tain world peace.
 It is only fitting, therefore, that the United Nations should af

 firm the basic and most cherished purpose of the Afghan na
 tion, which is to regain its ancient homeland so that it may once
 again be independent and live at peace.

 Kampuchea: Communist Aggression in
 Asia*

 Mr. President, our purpose in meeting here today is both
 clear and urgent:

 * to uphold the right of the Kampuchean people, as of all
 people, to self-determination;
 * to restore Kampuchea's sovereign identity and national
 independence;
 * to bring stability, peace, and development to Southeast

 "Statement delivered by Ambassador Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, U.S. Permanent
 Representative to the United Nations, October 19, 1981.
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