Chapter 9 Primary Sources

On the night of October 31 to November 1, 1954, the Algerian National Liberation Front issued a
statement on the insurgency facing the French occupation:

ALGERIAN PEOPLE, MILITANTS OF THE NATIONAL CAUSE,

To you who are called to judge us (the first in general, the second in particular), our concern in
distributing this proclamation is to enlighten you on the underlying reasons which have prompted
us to act by exposing our program to you, the meaning of our action, the validity of our views,
the goal of which remains national independence in the North African framework. Our desire,
too, is to spare you the confusion that imperialism and its administrative agents and other

crooked politicians could entertain.

We consider above all that after decades of struggle, the national movement has reached its phase
of realization. Indeed, the goal of a revolutionary movement being to create all the conditions for
liberating action, we believe that, in its internal aspects, the people are united behind the slogan
of independence and action and, in the external aspects, the climate of detente is favorable for the
resolution of the minor problems, of which ours, with especially the diplomatic support of our
Arab-Muslim brothers. The events in Morocco and Tunisia are significant on this subject and
deeply mark the process of the liberation struggle in North Africa. (Note in this area that we have
long been the precursors of unity in action, unfortunately never achieved between the three

countries).



Today, both parties are resolutely committed to this path, and we, relegated to the rear, we suffer
the fate of those who are overwhelmed. This is how our national movement, struck down by
years of immobility and routine, badly oriented, deprived of the essential support of popular
opinion, overtaken by events, gradually disintegrates to the great satisfaction of colonialism

which believes it has won the greatest victory in its struggle against the Algerian vanguard.

THE SITUATION IS SERIOUS !

Charles de Gaulle, French Premier:

Speech at Constantine, Algeria, October 3, 1958

Last Sunday, three and a half million men and women of Algeria, without distinction of
community, in complete equality, gave France and myself their vote of confidence. They did this
quite simply without any constraint and in spite of the threats that certain fanatics brought to bear
against them, their families and their property. This is a fact, as clear as the bright light of clay.
And this fact is fundamental not only because it mutually and forever pledges, one to the other,
Algeria and France, but also because it ties in with what happened that same day in Metropolitan
France, in the Overseas Departments, in the Territories of the Community. The least that can be
said of this great demonstration is that the French people proved to themselves and to the entire
world their determination for renovation, and that, at the same time, a hundred million men
decided to build their future together in Liberty, Equality and Fraternity. With regard to Algeria,
what is the future to which France is calling her? Women and men of Algeria, | have come here
to tell you what it is. What must be achieved is the basic transformation of this country, so brave,

so alive, but also so full of difficulties and suffering. This means that it is necessary for the living



conditions of each man and woman to improve from day to day. This means that, for the benefit
of the inhabitants, the resources of the earth and the ability of the elites must be brought to light
and developed. This means that children must be taught. This means that all Algeria must have
her share in what modern civilization can and must bring to men in terms of well-being and
dignity. But the loftiest plans call for practical measures. Here are the measures that my
Government intends to take in the near future covering the next five years by virtue of the full
powers that the new Constitution has just conferred upon it. During these five years, of the young
people in Metropolitan France - yes, I say in Metropolitan France-that enter the service of the
State, in the Administration, in the Army, in education and in the public services, at least a tenth
of these young people must be recruited from the Arab, the Kabyle and Mozabite communities,
and that without prejudice to an increased proportion of Algerians serving in Algeria. In the
course of these five years, salaries and wages in Algeria will be raised to a level comparable to
what they are in Metropolitan France. Before the end of these five years, 250,000 hectares
[617,500 acres] of new land will be allotted to Moslem farmers. Before the end of these five
years, the first phase of the plan for the agricultural and industrial development of Algeria will be
brought to its conclusion. This phase includes, in particular, the delivery and the distribution of
the oil and gas of the Sahara, the setting up, on this soil, of great metallurgical and chemical
complexes, the construction of housing for a million people, the corresponding development of
health services, of roads, ports, means of communication-in short, the regular employment of
400,000 new workers.Gradually in the course of these five years, two-thirds of the girls and boys
will be enrolled in school and, during the three years after that, complete school enrollment of all
Algerian youth will be achieved. During these five years, the human contact that has been made

especially by the French Army-by its career officers, its reserve officers, its fighting men, its



young conscripts-will be continued and developed and, in Metropolitan France, the same must be
true, in Paris and n our provinces. What will be the political Consequences of this evolution
which calls for very extensive and prolonged efforts? I believe it is quite useless to freeze in
advance, in words, that which, in any event, is going to take shape, little by little, as it is
undertaken. But, in any case, two things arc certain as of now: the first concerns the present. In
two months, Algeria will elect her representatives under the same conditions as will Metropolitan
France. But at least two thirds of her representatives will have to be Moslem citizens. The other
refers to the future. The future of Algeria will in any event - because that is the nature of things-
be built on a double foundation: her personality and her close solidarity with Metropolitan
France. In any case, it is absolutely essential that this fruitful transformation be accomplished.
This is necessary for the good of the men of Algeria, for the good of the women, for the good of
the children who live here; but it is also necessary for the honor of mankind. It is necessary for
the peace of the world. For no one has any interest in the stagnation of a people, except the kind
of people, who, to serve their ambitions, gamble on the spirit of revolt and the poverty of others.
This transformation, this immense political, economic, social and cultural task-who could effect
this transformation, if not France? Now it happens that France has the will and the means to do
so. It also happens that the vote of the Algerians has just proved that they desire this
transformation and that it should be carried out with France. Therefore, turning toward those who
are prolonging a fratricidal conflict, who are organizing lamentable attacks in Metropolitan
France, or who are spreading through the chancelleries, through underground dens, by means of
the radios and the newspapers of certain foreign capitals-vilifications of France, to those I say:
Why kill? We must enable people to live. Why destroy? Our duty is to build. Why hate? We must

cooperate. Stop this absurd fighting and you will at once see a new blossoming of hope over all



the land of Algeria. You will see the prisons emptying; you will see the opening up of a future
big enough for everybody, and for you yourselves in particular. And then, speaking to those
States which are throwing oil on the fire here while their unhappy peoples writhe under
dictatorships, I say: Could you do what France is in a position to do here, what only France is
capable of doing? Could you people do it? No. Then let France carry on, unless you deliberately
decide to envenom the conflict in order to distract attention from your own difficulties. But in the
present state of the world, where can these bitter incitements lead if not to a universal cataclysm?
Only two paths lie open to the human race today: war or brotherhood. In Algeria as everywhere,
France, for her part, has chosen brotherhood. Long live the Republic! Long live Algeria and long

live France!

Source: Premier de Gaulle's speech was made available in translation through the courtesy of the
Information Service of the French Embassy in New York.

Kwame Nkrumah:

I Speak of Freedom, 1961

For centuries, Europeans dominated the African continent. The white man arrogated to himself
the right to rule and to be obeyed by the non-white; his mission, he claimed, was to "civilise"
Africa. Under this cloak, the Europeans robbed the continent of vast riches and inflicted
unimaginable suffering on the African people. All this makes a sad story, but now we must be
prepared to bury the past with its unpleasant memories and look to the future. All we ask of the
former colonial powers is their goodwill and co-operation to remedy past mistakes and injustices
and to grant independence to the colonies in Africa....It is clear that we must find an African

solution to our problems, and that this can only be found in African unity. Divided we are weak;



united, Africa could become one of the greatest forces for good in the world. Although most
Africans are poor, our continent is potentially extremely rich. Our mineral resources, which are
being exploited with foreign capital only to enrich foreign investors, range from gold and
diamonds to uranium and petroleum. Our forests contain some of the finest woods to be grown
anywhere. Our cash crops include cocoa, coffee, rubber, tobacco and cotton. As for power, which
is an important factor in any economic development, Africa contains over 40% of the potential
water power of the world, as compared with about 10% in Europe and 13% in North America.
Yet so far, less than 1% has been developed. This is one of the reasons why we have in Africa the
paradox of poverty in the midst of plenty, and scarcity in the midst of abundance. Never before
have a people had within their grasp so great an opportunity for developing a continent endowed
with so much wealth. Individually, the independent states of Africa, some of them potentially
rich, others poor, can do little for their people. Together, by mutual help, they can achieve much.
But the economic development of the continent must be planned and pursued as a whole. A loose
confederation designed only for economic co-operation would not provide the necessary unity of
purpose. Only a strong political union can bring about full and effective development of our
natural resources for the benefit of our people. The political situation in Africa today is
heartening and at the same time disturbing. It is heartening to see so many new flags hoisted in
place of the old; it is disturbing to see so many countries of varying sizes and at different levels
of development, weak and, in some cases, almost helpless. If this terrible state of fragmentation
is allowed to continue it may well be disastrous for us all. There are at present some 28 states in
Africa, excluding the Union of South Africa, and those countries not yet free. No less than one of
these states have a population of less than three million. Can we seriously believe that the

colonial powers meant these countries to be independent, viable states? The example of South



America, which has as much wealth, if not more than North America, and yet remains weak and
dependent on outside interests, is one which every African would do well to study. Critics of
African unity often refer to the wide differences in culture, language and ideas in various parts of
Africa. This is true, but the essential fact remains that we are all Africans, and have a common
interest in the independence of Africa. The difficulties presented by questions of language,
culture and different political systems are not insuperable. If the need for political union is
agreed by us all, then the will to create it is born; and where there's a will there's a way. The
present leaders of Africa have already shown a remarkable willingness to consult and seek advice
among themselves. Africans have, indeed, begun to think continentally. They realise that they
have much in common, both in their past history, in their present problems and in their future
hopes. To suggest that the time is not yet ripe for considering a political union of Africa is to
evade the facts and ignore realities in Africa today. The greatest contribution that Africa can
make to the peace of the world is to avoid all the dangers inherent in disunity, by creating a
political union which will also by its success, stand as an example to a divided world. A Union of
African states will project more effectively the African personality. It will command respect from
a world that has regard only for size and influence. The scant attention paid to African opposition
to the French atomic tests in the Sahara, and the ignominious spectacle of the U.N.in the Congo
quibbling about constitutional niceties while the Republic was tottering into anarchy, are
evidence of the callous disregard of African Independence by the Great Powers. We have to
prove that greatness is not to be measured in stockpiles of atom bombs. I believe strongly and
sincerely that with the deep-rooted wisdom and dignity, the innate respect for human lives, the
intense humanity that is our heritage, the African race, united under one federal government, will

emerge not as just another world bloc to flaunt its wealth and strength, but as a Great Power



whose greatness is indestructible because it is built not on fear, envy and suspicion, nor won at
the expense of others, but founded on hope, trust, friendship and directed to the good of all
mankind. The emergence of such a mighty stabilizing force in this strife-worn world should be
regarded not as the shadowy dream of a visionary, but as a practical proposition, which the
peoples of Africa can, and should, translate into reality. There is a tide in the affairs of every
people when the moment strikes for political action. Such was the moment in the history of the
United States of America when the Founding Fathers saw beyond the petty wranglings of the
separate states and created a Union. This is our chance. We must act now. Tomorrow may be too

late and the opportunity will have passed, and with it the hope of free Africa's survival.

From Kwame Nkrumabh, I Speak of Freedom: A Statement of African Ideology (London: William

Heinemann Ltd., 1961), pp. xi-xiv.

A. L. Geyer:
The Case for Apartheid, 1953

The following speech was given before the Rotary Club of London on August 19, 1953. A

supporter of apartheid explains why it is the best policy for all races in South Africa.

As one of the aftermaths of the last war, many people seem to suffer from a neurotic guilt
complex with regard to colonies. This has led to a strident denunciation of the Black African's
wrongs, real or imaginary, under the white man's rule in Africa. It is a denunciation, so shrill and
emotional, that the vast debt owed by Black Africa to those same white men is lost sight of (and,

incidentally, the Black African is encouraged to forget that debt). Con fining myself to that area



of” which I know at least a very little, Africa south of the Equator, I shall say this without fear of
reasonable contradiction: ever) millimetre of progress in all that vast area is due entirely to the
White Man. You are familiar with the cry that came floating over the ocean from the West-a cry
that "colonialism" is outmoded and pernicious, a cry that is being vociferously echoed by a

certain gentleman in the East. (This refers to Jawaharlal Nehru, Prime Minister of India.)

May I point out that African colonies are of comparatively recent date Before that time Black
Africa did have independence for a thousand years and more-and what did she make of it? One
problem, I admit, she did solve most effectively. There was no overpopulation. Interminable

savage inter-tribal wars, witchcraft, disease, famine, and even cannibalism saw to that.

Let me turn to my subject, to that part of Africa south of the Sahara which, historically, is not
part of Black Africa at all - my own country. Its position is unique in Africa as its racial problem

is unique in the world.

South Africa is no more the original home of its black Africans, the Bantu than it is of its white
Africans. Both races went there as colonists and, what is more, as practically contemporary
colonists. In some parts the Bantu arrived first, in other parts the Europeans were the first

comers.

South Africa contains the only independent white nation in all Africa ~. South African nation
which has no other homeland to which it could retreat; a nation which has created a highly

developed modern state, and t which occupies a position of inestimable importance

South Africa is the only independent country in the world in which white - people are
outnumbered by black people. Including all coloured races or peoples the proportion in Brazil is

20 to 1. In South Africa itis 1 to 4.



This brings me to the question of the future. To me there seems to be two possible lines of
development: Apartheid or Partnership. Partnership means Cooperation of the individual citizens
within a single community, irrespective of race.... (It) demands that there shall be no
discrimination whatsoever in trade and industry, in the professions and the Public Service.
Therefore, whether a man is black or a white African, must according to this policy be as
irrelevant as whether in London a man is a Scotsman or an Englishman. I take it: that Partnership
must also aim at the eventual disappearance of all social segregation based on race. This policy
of Partnership admittedly does not envisage immediate adult suffrage. Obviously, however, the
loading of the franchise in order to exclude the great majority of the Bantu could be no more than
a temporary expedient.... (In effect) "there must one day be black domination, in the sense that
power must pass to the immense African majority. Need I say more to show that this policy of
Partnership could, in South Africa, only mean the eventual disappearance of the white South
African nation? And will you be greatly surprised if I tell you that this white nation is not
prepared to commit national suicide, not even by slow poisoning? The only alternative is a policy
of apartheid, the policy of separate development. The germ of this policy is inherent in almost all
of our history, implanted there by the force of circumstances.... Apartheid is a policy of self
preservation. We make no apology for possessing that very natural urge. But it is more than that.
It is an attempt at self-preservation in a manner that will enable the Bantu to develop fully as a

separate people.

We believe that, for a long time to come, political power will have to remain with the whites,

also in the interest of our still very immature Bantu. But we believe also, in the words of a



statement by the Dutch Reformed Church in 1950, a Church that favours apartheid, that "no
people in the world worth their salt, would be content indefinitely with no say or only indirect
say in the affairs of the State or in the country's socio-economic organisation in which decisions

are taken about their interests and their future."

The immediate aim is, therefore, to keep the races outside the Bantu areas apart as far as
possible, to continue the process of improving the conditions and standards of living of the
Bantu, and to give them greater responsibility for their own local affairs. At the same time the
long-range aim is to develop the Bantu areas both agriculturally and industrially, with the object
of making these areas in every sense the national home of the Bantu - areas in which their
interests are paramount, in which to an ever greater degree all professional and other positions
are to be occupied by them, and in which they are to receive progressively more and more

autonomy.

From Union of South Africa Government: Information Pamphlet (New York, 1953), reprinted in
Ruth E. Gordon and Clive Talbot, eds., From Dias to Vorster: Source Material on South African
History 1488-1975 (Goodwood, S.A.: Nasou, n.d.), pp. 409 410. This text is part of the Internet
Modern History Sourcebook.

Desmond Tutu:

The Question of South Africa, 1984

Bishop Desmond Tutu (1931-) was the first Black Archbishop of Capetown, the head of the
Anglican Church in South Africa. Tutu used this position to speak out against Apartheid. In 1984
he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. Shortly afterwards he gave following speech, attacking
South Africa's racial policies, to the United Nations Security Council. Tutu is here pessimistic
about the future. As events turned out, change came peacefully..



I speak out of a full heart, for I am about to speak about a land that I love deeply and
passionately; a beautiful land of rolling hills and gurgling streams, of clear starlit skies, of
singing birds, and gamboling lambs; a land God has richly endowed with the good things of the
earth, a land rich in mineral deposits of nearly every kind; a land of vast open spaces, enough to
accommodate all its inhabitants comfortably; a land capable of feeding itself and other lands on
the beleaguered continent of Africa, a veritable breadbasket; a land that could contribute
wonderfully to the material and spiritual development and prosperity of all Africa and indeed of
the whole world. It is endowed with enough to satisfy the material and spiritual needs of all its
peoples. And so we would expect that such a land, veritably flowing with milk and honey, should
be a land where peace and harmony and contentment reigned supreme. Alas, the opposite is the
case. For my beloved country is wracked by division, by alienation, by animosity, by separation,
by injustice, by avoidable pain and suffering. It is a deeply fragmented society, ridden by fear
and anxiety, covered by a pall of despondency and a sense of desperation, split up into hostile,
warring factions. It is a highly volatile land, and its inhabitants sit on a powder keg with a very
short fuse indeed, ready to blow us all up into kingdom come. There is endemic unrest, like a
festering sore that will not heal until not just the symptoms are treated but the root causes are
removed. South African society is deeply polarized. Nothing illustrates this more sharply than
the events of the past week. While the black community was in the seventh heaven of delight
because of the decision of that committee in Oslo, and while the world was congratulating the
recipient of the Nobel Peace prize, the white government and most white South Africans, very
sadly, were seeking to devalue that prize. An event that should have been the occasion of
uninhibited joy and thanksgiving revealed a sadly divided society. Before I came to this country

in early September to go on sabbatical, I visited one of the trouble spots near Johannesburg. |



went with members of* the Executive Committee of the South African Council of Churches,
which had met in emergency session after I had urged Mr. P. W. Botha to meet with church
leaders to deal with a rapidly deteriorating situation. As a result of our peace initiative, we did
get to meet with two cabinet ministers, demonstrating thereby our concern to carry out our call to
be ministers of reconciliation and ambassadors of Christ. In this black township, we met an old
lady who told us that she was looking after her grandchildren and the children of neighbors while
they were at work. On the day about which she was speaking, the police had been chasing black
schoolchildren in that street, but the children had eluded the police, who then drove down the
street past the old lady's house. Her wards were playing in front of the house, in the yard. She
was sitting in the kitchen at the back, when her daughter burst in, calling agitatedly for her. She
rushed out into the living room. A grandson had fallen just inside the door, dead. The police had
shot him in the back. He was six years old. Recently a baby, a few weeks old, became the first
white casualty of the current uprisings. Every death is one too many. Those whom the black
community has identified as collaborators with a system that oppresses them and denies them the
most elementary human rights have met cruel death, which we deplore as much as any others.
They have rejected these people operating within the system, whom they have seen as lackies
and stooges, despite their titles of town councilors, and so on, under an apparently new
dispensation extending the right of local government to the blacks. Over 100,000 black students
are out of school, boycotting what they and the black community perceive as an inferior
education designed deliberately for inferiority. An already highly volatile situation has been
ignited several times and, as a result, over 80 persons have died. There has been industrial unrest,
with the first official strike by black miners taking place, not without its toll of fatalities among

the blacks. Some may be inclined to ask: But why should all this unrest be taking place just when



the South African government appears to have embarked on the road of reform, exemplified
externally by the signing of the Nkomati accord and internally by the implementation of a new
constitution which appears to depart radically from the one it replaces, for it makes room for
three chambers: one for whites, one for Coloureds, and one for Indians; a constitution described
by many as a significant step forward? I wish to state here, as I have stated on other occasions,
that Mr. P. W. Botha must be commended for his courage in declaring that the future of South
Africa could no longer be determined by whites only. That was a very brave thing to do. The
tragedy of South Africa is that something with such a Considerable potential for resolving the
burgeoning crisis of our land should have been vitiated by the exclusion of 73 percent of the
population, the Overwhelming majority in the land. By no stretch of the imagination could that
kind of constitution be considered to be democratic. The composition of the committees, in the
ratio of four whites to two Coloureds to one Indian, demonstrates eloquently what most people
had suspected all along-that it was intended to perpetuate the rule of a minority. The fact that the
first qualification for membership in the chambers is racial says that this constitution was
designed to entrench racism and ethnicity. The most obnoxious features of apartheid would
remain untouched and unchanged. The Group Areas Act, the Population Registration Act,
separate educational systems for the different race groups; all this and more would remain quite
unchanged. This constitution was seen by the mainline English-speaking churches and the
official white opposition as disastrously inadequate, and they called for its rejection in the
whites-only referendum last November. The call was not heeded. The blacks overwhelmingly
rejected what they regarded as a sham, an instrument in the politics of exclusion. Various groups
campaigned for a boycott of the Coloured and Indian elections-campaigned, I might add, against

very great odds, by and large peacefully. As we know, the authorities responded with their usual



iron-fist tactics, detaining most of the leaders of the United Democratic Front (UDF) and other
organizations that had organized the boycott-and we have some of them now holed up in the
British Consulate in Durban, causing a diplomatic contretemps. The current unrest was in very
large measure triggered off by the reaction of the authorities to anti-election demonstrations in
August. The farcical overall turnout of only about 20 percent says more eloquently than anything
else that the Indians and Coloureds have refused to be co-opted as the junior partners of
apartheid-the phrase used by Allan Boesak, the founding father of the UDF and president of the
World Alliance of Reformed Churches. But there is little freedom in this land of plenty. There is
little freedom to disagree with the determinations of the authorities. There is large-scale
unemployment because of the drought and the recession that has hit most of the world's
economy. And it is at such a time that the authorities have increased the prices of various
foodstuffs and also of rents in black townships-measures designed to hit hardest those least able
to afford the additional costs. It is not surprising that all this has exacerbated an already tense and
volatile situation. So the unrest is continuing, in a kind of war of attrition, with the casualties not
being large enough at any one time to shock the world sufficiently for it to want to take action
against the system that is the root cause of all this agony. We have warned consistently that
unrest will be endemic in South Africa until its root cause is removed. And the root cause is
apartheid-a vicious, immoral and totally evil, and unchristian system. People will refer to the
Nkomati accord, and we will say that we are glad for the cessation of hostilities anywhere in the
world. But we will ask: Why is détente by the South African government only for export? Why is
state aggression reserved for the black civilian population? The news today is that the army has
cordoned off Sebokeng, a black township, near Sharpeville, and 400 or so persons have been

arrested, including the immediate ex-moderator of the Presbyterian Church of Southern Africa



and Father Geoff Moselane, an Anglican priest. As blacks we often run the gauntlet of
roadblocks on roads leading into our townships, and these have been manned by the army in
what are actually described as routine police operations When you use the army in this fashion,
who is the enemy? The authorities have not stopped stripping blacks of their South African
citizenship Here I am, 53 years old, a bishop in the church, some would say reasonably
responsible; I travel on a document that says of my nationality that it is "undeterminable at
present." The South African government is turning us into aliens in the land of our birth. It
continues unabated with its vicious policy of forced population removals. It is threatening to
remove the people of Kwa Ngema. It treats carelessly the women in the KTC squatter camp near
Cape Town whose flimsy plastic coverings are destroyed every day by the authorities; and the
heinous crime of those women is that they want to be with their husbands, with the fathers of
their children. White South Africans are not demons; they are ordinary human beings, scared
human beings, many of them; who would not be, if they were outnumbered five to one? Through
this lofty body I wish to appeal to my white fellow South Africans to share in building a new
society, for blacks are not intent on driving whites into the sea but on claiming only their rightful
place in the sun in the land of their birth. We deplore all forms of violence, the violence of an
oppressive and unjust society and the violence of those seeking to overthrow that society, for we
believe that violence is not the answer to the crisis of our land. We dream of a new society that
will be truly non-racial, truly democratic, in which people count because they are created in the
image of God. We are committed to work for justice, for peace, and for reconciliation. We ask
you, please help us; urge the South African authorities to go to the conference table with the . . .
representatives of all sections of our community. I appeal to this body to act. I appeal in the name

of the ordinary, the little people of South Africa. I appeal in the name of the squatters in



crossroads and in the KTC camp. I appeal on behalf of the father who has to live in a single-sex
hostel as a migrant worker, separated from his family for 11 months of the year. I appeal on
behalf of the students who have rejected this travesty of education made available only for
blacks. I appeal on behalf of those who are banned arbitrarily, who are banished, who are
detained without trial, those imprisoned because they have had a vision of this new South Africa.
I appeal on behalf of those who have been exiled from their homes. I say we will be free, and we
ask you: Help us, that this freedom comes for all of us in South Africa, black and white, but that

it comes with the least possible violence, that it comes peacefully, that it comes soon.

From Bishop Desmond Tutu, "The Question of South Africa," Africa Report, 30 (January -
February 1985), pp. 50-52. Originally a statement to the United Nations Security Council,
October 23, 1984. This text is part of the Internet Modern History Sourcebook.



