threal to peace, breach of pesce or act of aggression'™. The Security
Council has followed this procedure over the past half a century
Although the sanctions policies of the United Nations remain under
criticisms® the powers of the United Nations to enforce sanctions and
the obligation of the member states to abide by such decisiens continue
to remain part and parcel of contemporary international law

|3 Whereas the infernational community has empowered the Umited
Nations only to adopt coercive economic measures on specific conditions
where there exists threat to peace or breach of peace, achions of states 1o
umlaterally exert coercive econonme measures against other, states has
no foundation in international law  Various resolutions adopted by the
United Nations organs affirm this point

14 The General Assembly has repeatedly denounced economic
coercion as a means of achieving political goals Among these the
resolution entitled “Economic Measures as a means of Political and
Economic Coercion against developing countries™ has strongly urged
the industrial nations to reject the use of their superior position as a
means of applyving economic pressure “with the purpose of inducing
changes i the economic, political, commercial and social policies of
other countries ™

I15.  Furthermore, General Assembly Resolutions 47/19 and SO0 10,
while expressing concern over “application by member states of laws
and regulations whose extra-territorial effects affect the soversignty

* See Artighe 39 af the Cliarter

" It s been argued that by imposing sanctions the Sccurity Council intends 1o
discapline the povermmem of 2 targes state. whercas the population of that stae suffer
v restalt of these measurcs. Funhermone, Coercive SCconomic measimes sometumes
leted 10 pew condlicts iind therefore prove to be counterproductive. Applying double
standsrd i inflicting enbargo s another point tid conceris many stades. The adverse
<l of wanciions on third partecs is another flaw which has been on the sgenda of
the Untied Nations for vears.

et Huins Kochler, the United Natons Sanctions Policy and Imernationsl Law, Jus
World Trust. 1995, pp /7

"G A Resolution 210 of December 1991
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L) Smuwh:hhw:m:hhwiummtnuhlm
ﬂﬁﬂﬂr steps to repeal or invalidate them as soon as possible
in accordance with their legal regimes.

U nilateral Sanctions Infringe U pon the Right to Bevelopment

&  As the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action of June
25 1003 has delinested, the Right 1o Development has become a
Suniversal and inalienable right and an integral part of fundamental human
- bts * The Declaration on right to development describes this principle
& “an inalienable right by virtue of which every Iu.rrrunpumlndlﬂ
eanles are entitied to particpate in, contribute to and enjoy economic,
il nlllui;.l.rlll.rrdpnhp't:‘ﬂ development in which sl human rights and
fundamental frecdoms can be fully realized ™!

: The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

cendemned the application of economic coercion, especially when it i8°
uused against developing countries That resolution also signified that

“such measures do not help 1o create the climate of peace needed for
development” A resolution entitied Rejection of Coercive Economic
s stipulates i pan

Sencral Assembiby Resobutyon 47719, dated 24 Neverber 1992

¥ eneral Assembly Resolution A/SVL. 10 dated Noverber 2. 1993

b paragiaph 2 General Assembly Resolution A/SWL 1 1) repeats ihi call for
 imalidation of wch laws

General Asscubly Resolution XLI of Deccinber 4, 1984
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ull developed countries shull refruin from applying trade restnction,
blocknde. embargoes and other economic sanctions incompatible
with the provisions of the Chanter of the United Nations. . against
developing countres i i form af political coercion which affects
thiesr economic, political und social development '*

c) Imposition of Sanctions Vielate the Principle of Non-
intervention

I8 The prnciple of non-intervention is backed by established and
substantial state practice, indicating the existence of upinio furis of states
The principle of non-intervention s embodied in Arnicle B of the
Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States 1933 '
Article 15 of the Charter of the Organization of Amenican States | 948"
Article § of the Charter of the League of Arab States 1943™, and Artcle
3 of the Charter of the Organization of African Unity 1963"

19.  Moreover, the principle has been presented as a corollary of the
principle of sovereign equality of states. A paricular mstance of this is
General Assembly Resolution 2625(XXV). the Declaration on the
Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-
operation among States,

200 The Principle has since been reflected in numerous declarations
adopted by mternational orgamzations and conferences, e g General
Assembly Resolution 2131 (XX) 1965, the Declaration on the
Inadmussibility of Intervention in the Domestic Affairs of States and the
Protection of thew Independence and Sovereignty,

** UNCTAD Resatution 152 (1V) dated July 2. 1983
WUNTS. 168 p 19
TLINTS, 119, p49
WUNTS mp 237

" Peasclee, = [nlermationsl Govermmental Organizations™. Ird revisad edition. 1974,
p 1168
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As regards mﬂmmmdhpin:ipltmm:rmm.
nr:h::{im-l Assembly and the pm-:n_:dmpuhhc
cmdmmpmﬁmknwm:w

of intervention and merference in both internal and external

. American states have provided a specific criterion
"'ﬂm nmkil'llm:nﬁl:lﬂ principle in Article 18 of the “OAS
il "'-nrﬂninm between state-members of OAS.

2 of States has the right to intervene, directly or
_.mur;?ﬁ reason whatever. in the _:'nuimﬂ or :u:flumnl
 allisins of enny wther stare. The foregoing pnnmp]e prohibits not
anly armed forces but also other forms of interference or
 witempted threat against the personality of the State of against its
1';&5&'!::1 econormc., and cultural elements™{emphasis added)

Participating States wall refrain from mierventian. direct or
indirect. individual or coflective, in the internal or external
affairs falling within the domestic jurisdiction of another

‘Participating State. regardless of their mutual relations ™
"he international Court of Justice considered the content of this

= -

n the Case Concerning Military and Para military Activities

and Against Nicaragua, and ruled in the following terms

krenice ou Security and Co-operation in Europe. Fimal Act. August |, 1973
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[]n the view of the generally accepted formulations, the principle
forbads all states or groups of states 10 mtervene directly or
indirectly in mternal or external affairs of other siates A
prohibited intervention must accordingly be one beanng on
matters in which each state is permitted by the principle of state
soveregnty, to decide freely One of these is the chowce of a
political economic. social and cultural system and the
formulation of foreign policy Intervention is wrongful when
uses methods of coercion in regard to such choices, which mus
remain fiee ones ™

25 As illustrated above, the non-imtervention principle prohibits
intervention and interference of states in the internal and external affairs
of other states. Conseguently, imposition of secondary sanctions, which
interrupts economic co-operation and trade relations of target states with
third parties, clearly violates the universally accepted principle of Non-
intervention in the internal and external affans of other states

¢ States Practice Opposes Imposition of Unilateral Sanctions

26,  The strong opposition demonstrated by vanious governments
around the world has proved that the International Commumity stands
firm to reject the extra-territorial application of domestic legislation

27 It has been the policy of the European Community and continues

to be the policy of the European Union to oppose the national legislation
with extra-territorial effects

28 The 1982 Amendments 1o the US Export Admimstration
Regulation * which, expanded the LIS control on the export and

21, mep orts. Case Concerning Milliary and Para-inilitiry Activities [n and Against
Michmgua, 1986, p. 108

H0n June 22, 1982, the Depuriment of Conumerce ot the direction of President Reagan
and puissiant bo Section 6 of the Export. Administrtion Act aimended Sections
T 12, 3798 of ihe Export Administration Regulations. These nisendments
arnountod 1o an expunsion of the existing LS controls on the export and re-expor of
goods and technical “dats reliting 1o oll wnd gas explorstion, exploitation.
tnnsmassion i refinement

]

[ counter o the two generally

[ such

: Ummmmqu B
9. by the United Srates calling the extra-termtonal apphcation
- :. sdicti 1'whﬂﬂmh"- In a letter addressed

However, as stated in the letter of 3 May. the European

{:unmmd;:mm its strong and unequivocal opposition 1o

the extra-teritorial applicationf U S jurisdiction which would

restrict EC trade with third countries as & matler aof law and
policy and takes the position that the LS. hnr_buhms m.
Inteniational law to claim the right 1o impose sanctions of any
foreign person or foreign-owned company who supplies lran
with oil development equipment. This applies pmﬁnu_!arly ta
sanctions against trade in products that have no connection with
proliferation-related technology

Soe Eyropean Comnission: Copmments on the US Regulation Concerning Tride
witly e USSR [LM, Vol. XX No.4, July 1982, p#93.

2 text of 1he letter is reprinked in, luside U.S. Trade™ December 15,1995
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3. Furthermore, in a letter dated January 25,1996, the European
Presidency reiterated their. “sirong and unequivocal opposition 1o the
extratemional apphcation of US Jurisdiction, ™™ The European Commission
warned the chairman of the Finance Comimittee of the United States Senate
that the European Commassion will be obhged to protect European
commercal nterests through all avalable multlateral forn **

3l Speaking on behalf of the European Linion before the 515t Session
of the General Assembly, the Permanent Representative of Ireland stated

the Eurapean Umon wishes 1o reiterate its rejection of attempls
1o apply nsuonal legislation on an extra-territonal basis  We
have always rejected attempis by the Umiled States to coerce
other countries into complying with the commercial measures it
has adopted umilaterally against Cuba.  For this reason, we
continue to oppose United States legislanon which provides for
the application of Unsted States law to compames and individuals
outside the junsdiction of the United States, including provisions
designed to discourage third country companies from trading
with, or mvesting i, Cuba. 'We cannot accept that the United
States may unilaterally determine or restrict the European Umon s
economic and commercial relations with any other Suate
Measures of this type violate the general principles of
mnternational law and the sovereignty of independent states

32 - The Non-Aligned Movement, in several declarations, including
the one adopted after the signature of D' Amato law, rejected extra-
territorial application of domestic law as illegal and unacceptable
The Ministerial meeting of the Group of 77 m New York in Ociober

* See letter dated Janmary 1996, addressed to Senator Robert Dole on behalf of the
Fuoropcm Presidenc

™ S lemor datod April 1% 1996 addressed by Enrepean Comminsion 1o the
Chairmein of the Finance Commitios of the US Scnate

* Explanation of Voic on behalfl of the Europesn Union, by Ambassador Jolin H F

Camipbell. the Permancet Reproseniative of Ireland 10 Use United Nations,
delinverad on November |2, 1996

¥ NOALOTIVF of 23 August 199
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206, and the Preparatory Meeting for the 24th OIC Min

e nference ** adopted similar positions. Finally the General Assembly,
Resolution A/51723, called for the immediate repeal of unilateral

grrtonal measures

. Hl
I-
-

Opinio Juris Rejects Unilateral Imposition of Sanctions

Hmrw:nmmhhﬁlmmmlmdihﬂnphtjufmmgﬂ
ane  Formstance. in the wake of the ~ Arab (il embargo ™. a number
¢ articles published in Amencan legal penodicals indicating that the
we of eCONOMIC coercion constitutes a violation of mternational law as
visioned by the Untied Nations Charter

D.W Bowett argued in 1972 that economic measures could be
gracierized as illegal where specific treaty commitments are breached
principle of international law, and i particular the Non-
tervention principle. 18 violated * He later attempted to establish
tenia to distinguish the permissible economic conduct of states from
spermissible economic coercive measures and concluded that the mative
purpase of the acting state should be a critical factor in determining
of an economic conduct. He wrote

Much of state economic activity is harmful to other states tor the
wery reason that state economies are competitive and that
; ing one’s own ecanomy may well be injurious to others.
This sugests that it will be necessary to characterize unlawful
‘economic measures by their intent rather than their effect. In®
“other words measures not illegal per se may become illegal
“only upon proof of an improper motive of purpose ™

PIL/DR 14

11 “Economic Coercion and Reprisals by States™. |3 Vo Journal of
{ g, | (Foll 1971)

st “Intermationsl Law apd Economic Coercion”™. 16 Vi, Jowmial of
. 248 (winker 1976)




is Professor Lillich has argued that “economic coercion, even of the
most blatant type. is permissible when underntaken pursuant to imermationally-
authonzed measures " He further noted that the real issue is the lwfllness of
the unilateral use of economic coercion by s state or group of states withou
color of international authorization.™ He concludes by finding a “general
principle that serious and sustained economic coercion should be accepied
as & form of permissible self-help only when it is also compatible with the
averall interests of the world community, as manifested in the princples of
the L' Charter or in decisions taken or documents promulgsted thereunder **

g) Final Observations

36, The serious opposition to U S, unilateral measures, particularly
those with an extra-territorial dimension, indicates that the world
community has discovered the gravity of this new tendency and 1<
implications which go far beyond the attempt by the Umited States 1o
implement its hostile policy against a few States

37 The said legislation apart from being at vanance with the vanous
rules and principles of imemational law, purports to disrupt the economic
co-operation and commercia! relations of the target states with other
states including infer alia with the member states of AALCC These
measures, undoubtedly, adversely affect the development process of
developing countries, hinder. even, South-South co-operation, and
impede the transfer of technology to the target states

I8 Therefore, it 15 the duty of free and independent states to continue
to uppose the illegal extraterriional apphcation of natonal legislation
of other states. Failure of the international community in encouragng
the recalcitramt states to abide by the law of nations would be a siep
backwards which. may lead to the retrieval of the old society 6 anarchy
of sovereignties ”

M fachard C Lillich. “Egonomn
Order”. 1976

The AALCC is requested to carry out further study

10 Therearea vanety of reasons for inclusion of this item on the agenda
e Firsthy, although there exast exceptions to the well established
fined. Secondly. practice of siales indicates that they oppose extra-
10 qﬂ:lmuﬁ-rﬂltﬁ:hmunhﬁd Thirdly, these measures
pmplunﬁﬂuuuihw Fourthly, these measures affect
economic co-operation between developed and developing
ounirit mnhn:l and interrupt co-operation among developing
1 “nlihmhur

mmm&ﬁmL@Emhum Commuttee is.

ed 10 carry out a comprehensive study concerning the legality of
unilatteral measures taking into consideration the positions and
ions o of vanious governments including the positions of its member:

1]




The Committee adopted the proposed item and the subject was taken
up for discussion ail this session.

{1} Thirty Sinth Session: Discossion

The Assmstant Secretary General Mr A Dastmalchi whils:
miroducing the item  ~Extra-tervitonal Application of National
Legislanon  Sanctions Imposed Against Third Parties™ stated that the item
had beenplaced on the provisional agenda of the thirty sixth session follow in,
a reference made by the Government of the Lslamic Republic of lran In
cxplanatony Note submitted to the Secretanat, the Islamic Republic o
Iran. had enumerated four basic propositions viz (1) the hmits of the
exception 1o the prnciple of extra-terntonal junsdiction are not well
established . (i) the practice of States m that they oppose the exira.
termtonal apphcation of National Legtislanon, (m) extra-termonal
measures nfringe vanous prmciples of imermabonal law, and () extra-
territonal measures. on the one hand, affect trade and economic
cooperation between dovdoped and developing countnes and undermunc
co-operation among developmg countries, on the other for the inclusion
of this item on the agenda of the AALCC The Explanatory Note hal
ster aha requested the AALCC 1o “carry oul & comprehensive stud:
concerning the legality of such unilateral measures 1aking into
consideration the positions and reactions of vanous governmen:s
including the positions of its member States ~

The Assistunt Secretary General further stated the rationale for
the request for n comprehensive study of the legality ofumilateral action:
wis established by demonstrating thal nationsl legislation with
extraterritoral effect violutes the principles of iniernational law
mcluding the impermissibility of unilateral imposition of sanctions. The
Explanatory Note pointed out that “unilateral sanctions infringe upon
the right to development” and thist the “imposition of sanctions violae
the principle of non-intervention” He {urther stuted thar although n
common understanding. junsdiction in matters of public law character
15 tevrilonal in nature, though some States are however known 1o give
extra-territonal etfect 1o their municipal legislation which has resulted
m confhict of jurnsdictions and resentment on the part of other States,

L countries exercise Jurisdiction over e nationals for offences
ed even while they were abroad

- He poimed out that conflicts had often arisen i the comext of
) jssues when States sought to apply their laws outside their
in & fashion which precipitated conflicts with other States In
s aned counter claims that had ansen with respect 10 the exercise

ra-territorial jurisdiction the tollowing several principles, including
e prnciples concernimg junsdiction; sovereignty, in particular economic
eretgnty and nor-interference had been invoked

~ He stated that the prefminary study prepared by the Secretanat,
*". referring 1o some recent instances of the extra-territoral
of national laws which raise several questions mcluding the.
ﬁw:wmwwﬂ:mﬁmﬂmmﬂm of
i '-... i by international law on the extra-territonal application
" mﬂmhwmhmmdham
pmmunity to such achons. [t recounts that such fora as the General

embly of the United Nanions. the Conference of the Heads of State or
ernment. the European economic commumity and the Group of 77
.'_";' ﬂmmﬁprmd concern about the promuluation and
plication of laws and regulations whose extra-terntonal effects affect
& sovercignty of other States and the legitimate interests of entities and
' ‘under their junsdiction. as well as the freedom of trade and

on He further stated that the preliminary study prepared by the
retaniat also drew attention to the opinion of the Inter-Amencan

- The application of unilateral measures is at vanance with.
erous intermational instruments, including the Declaration on the
ies of International Law conceming Friendly Relations and

e » on among States and the Chaner of Economic Rights and Duties
8. The legality of the use or resort to countermensures 1s hnked
:; _.ﬁmmﬁmﬂtuﬂmWMnduMd
hgare issue in the current work of the Intermational Law Commission
lmpum‘hﬂty The ILC had taken the view that counter
HSUres cannot he tnken prior 1o the exhaustion of all available dispute
Ement procedures. except in certain specific circumstances
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He further stated that the topic clearly covers a broad spectrum of
inter-state relutions i e politicolewal, economic and trade. The use of unilateral
actions, particularty those with extra-territonal effect can impede the efforts
of the developing countries in carmying out trade and macro econamic reforms
aimed at sustained economic growth. The use of such unilateral trade
measures poses a threat to the multilateral trading system. 1t was necessary
to delimit the scope of the inquiry into the issue of extra-termtonial applicabon
of natwonal legislation In determiming the parameters of the future work of
the Commities on this item considération may need 10 be given to the question
whether it should be a broad survey of the question of extra-territorial
applicarion of municipal legislation, and in the process examine the relationship
ard lirmats between public and private intemational law on the one hand and
the inter play between international law and municipal law on the other. In
cletenmining the scope of the future work on the subject the Committee may,
the Assistant Secretary General stated, recall that the request of the
Government of 1slamic Republic of Lran is to carry out a comprehensive
study concerning the legalitv of such unilateral measures (i.e. sanctions
imposed against third parties) “taking into consideration the positions
and reactions of various governments including the position of its
Member States. “In considering the future work of the Secretariat on
this wem Member States may wish to consider sharing their experiences.
with the Secretariat, on this matter

The Delegate of the Islamic Republic of Iran conveyed s
appreciation to the Secretariat for conducting a preliminary study on the
topic “Extra-territorial Apphcation of National Legislation Sanctions
imposed against Third Parties™ and thanked the Assistant Secretany
General for introducing the document. He said there were two pieces of
legislation enacted by the United States Congress, by virtue of which the
State intended to exercise jurisdiction beyond its territory by imposing
sanctions against third states that invest in, or enter into business with
Iran, Libya and Cuba These were the Cuban Liberty and Democratic
Solidarity Act (LIBERTAD) of 1996, also called by the familiar name
of the sponsors Helms Burton Act The second was the Iran-Libya
Sanctions Act, 1996 also called the Kennedy-D' Amato Act. Condemning
these two enactments he said, these sanctions went beyond the previous
sanctions imposed by the United States against other States and they
were not primarily intended to regulating US imterests.  He said these

violated customary and conventional international laws
mtlmrq:d. he referred 1o Artide 41 of the UN Charter, wherein

e can only be implemented, when the Security C ouncil has

the existence of a “threat to peace, breach of peace and act

IW He also pointed out that the Charter does not provide

m—-l sanction by one State, by way ol economic measures
on this issue he recalled General Assembly Resolution 47/
“ %0/10, which called upon States to refran from promulganng
thswhuhmvmﬂm Charter of the UN.  Secondly,
Acinwe of human rights. he pointed out that unilateral sanctions are
Jative of the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action of June
;muh:hpwmmﬂunghl to development  In this regard, he
o cited LNCTAD, which has time and again condemned use of
imic measures especially against developing countries.  Thirdly,
; sanctions are violative of the principle of non-intervention.
ging that this principle is a customary norm, he brought to notice the
raeua case and number of UN resolutions which are evidence of
siaius. He also spoke of the position of Governments.
these unilateral imposition of sanctions In this regard, he
lnﬁ‘m:t to the European Union (EU) opposition 1o 1982
to the US Export Administration Regulations, which
the LS control of the export and re-expont of goods and techmnical
20 USSR Anather instance, he felt was in 1996, when the EU
the D’ Amato Act, as these measures had no basis in
and are violative of the general principles of international law and
sovereignty of independent states. He also spoke of denuncianions
he NonAligned countries, Group of 77 and the Inter American
'_ Committee
lly. he observed that serious opposition 10 the US unilateral measures
those with antiterritorial dimension were indicative of the
m these violated principles of international law and disrupted
: relations amongst states. He warned that a failure by the
community to encourage recalcitrant states to abide by
law, would lead to an anarchy of sovereignties, Outlining
for inclusion of this item on the agenda of the AALCC, as
mqlhn:mry note, he stated that, as, limits of the exceptions
jurisdiction are not defined,state practice indicates

&9




Uit there is an opposition (o extrtermional apphication of national legisiation,
the measures are violative ol the principle of inlernational law and these
measures alfect trade and economic co-operation between developed and
developing countnes on the other hand = He also feh that owing to the
complexity ol the topic, an overall study on the other hand  He also fielt that
owang to the complexity of the topic, an overall study on the subject had not
been suggested and was Emited to the recommendations of the Secretana
in paragraph 62 of the prelinunary study. 1t was further sugested that one o
rwo sermmars mast be onganised dunng the inter-sessional penod  He further
pointed out that, bearmg in mind the fiact that the prefiminary study of this
topic was on the pre-selected hist for inclusion on the agenda ofthe [ILC. «
wonild be useful for Member State to choose the source, if the secretanat
takes up a further study

The Delegate of Cuba conveved his appreciation to the AALCC
Secretanat and the Assistant Secretary Genetal Mr Asghar Dastralch:
on behalf of his people. his government and himself He also thanked the
people of lran for the brotherly treatment he received  Making a reference
to the blockade by the US, by way of the Cuban Liberty and Democratic
Solidanty Law (LIBERTAD), also called the Helms-Burton Act. He
further added that the reasons for the adoption ol the Act were 1o provide
a political and economic change in Cuba_, to impose & umlateral solution
far removed from the procedures established by the International Right.
on behalf of the clmms stated by the citizens and entities of the Umited
States as A consequance

provide economic embargo (blockade) was assistance to a free and
independent Cuba, protection of the property rights of the United States’
ationals and exclusion of cerain foreigners from the United States
Relations Declaration stated that the “principle of non-intervention has
Satabliibed ths right of overy soversign madc o rule i3 aflkirs wi
foreign interference” Speaking on expropriation of Cuban property, he
siud the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States and the principle
of permanent sovereignty over natural/national resources had established

————— Y
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rds title 3 of the Act. he nmd_llw :h_:mﬂll_t o
-m-".urhu; is clear as enhlies COMPANICS and mdindnﬂh
gy o US jursdiction but are ‘raflickng  wil
> mﬁﬂﬂlﬂ by Cuban Government after | January 1959,
f ¢ responsible hefore LS Tribunals in claims put forth by
e mmmwmmﬁqnmtmm
“‘" Emt{hﬂﬂ“uﬂﬂunlmhndmm
R orarciy night over its propeny and the person staying on ils
o e flrther more added that tile 3 was violative of the sovcreign
S every stale to frame its own municipal legislations based upon
culiar c need In conclusion he added that the Cuban
would resist this act of aggression aimed at absolute control of

: cated the efforts of the Secretariat
b et of the Islamic Republic of Iran for having included this
2 cendy of the AALCC Supporting the topic e stated that the
sic content of the law can be traced 1o the needs and aspirations of
ety The suciety we live in. he felt was governed by a number of extra-
""ﬂ}{- v These laws. he fell infringed the sovereygnty of the people
rther ade ﬂﬂhmmmmﬁmﬂwmﬂ
e the political -ﬂmilummm s :i:; sne
sing support to the government of the Iskamic
eruted his delegation’s stand that the AALCC muuist. thoroughly study
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The Delegate of Ghana genuinely appreciated the good work
by the AALCC Secretarint and furthermore thanked Assistant
etary General Mr, Asghar Dastmalchi for a mmpruh:nnlnre
duction of the topic  He referred to the Hdrm-nunm_r.h:t nrh:mg
'Z"t with Cuba and the Kenpedy-D° Amato Act concerning trade wijth
. Iran and traq,  He observed that these were examples of the
territorial application of national law in the form of sanctions
t third partics. He explained that even though superficially one
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