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in that country on the anniversary of the sadly 
notorious Kristallnacht.  

23. The sponsors of the draft resolution considered it 
entirely unacceptable that those involved in the crimes 
of Nazism should be glorified or that they should have 
their culpability minimized, as had occurred in the case 
of some former members of the SS, declared by the 
Nuremberg Tribunal to be a criminal organization. 
Such revisionist manifestations of contemporary 
racism, discrimination, xenophobia and intolerance 
were cause for profound alarm. The sponsors had 
sought to fashion a text that would be balanced and 
acceptable to delegations. Open consultations had been 
held and a number of bilateral meetings convened, as a 
result of which many additions and amendments had 
been included. Conversely, there had been proposals 
and commentaries which were fundamentally 
unacceptable, including the notions that the issue of 
victory in the Second World War was in no way related 
to universal human rights standards and that the 
contemporary glorification of Nazism was merely an 
example of freedom of expression and association. 
Twenty or 30 years earlier, when a majority of the 
veterans of the Second World War had still been alive, 
no one would have dared to voice similar arguments at 
the United Nations. He wished to know why it had 
suddenly become acceptable. 

24. Adoption of the draft resolution with the broadest 
possible support of Member States would contribute 
enormously to efforts aimed at eliminating racism, 
racial discrimination, xenophobia and intolerance. Its 
adoption was a duty not only towards those who had 
founded the United Nations, but also towards the future 
generations they had sought to forever free from the 
horrors of war.  

25. Mr. Gustafik (Secretary of the Committee) said 
that the United Republic of Tanzania had joined the 
sponsors. 

26. Ms. Velichko (Belarus), speaking in explanation 
of vote before the voting, said that racism, racial 
discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance 
continued to be a problem in the modern world, and 
concerns about fascism and extremist movements were 
reflected in the Interim report of the Special 
Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial 
discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance 
(A/65/295). Lessons could be learned from the verdict 
of the Nuremburg Tribunal and Nazism and racial 

supremacy must be eradicated once and for all. It was 
unacceptable to consider the use of swastikas and other 
Nazi symbols as part of freedom of expression and 
opinion. Fascist ideology was the basis for aggression 
and hostility. The draft resolution had the practical 
value of helping to foster awareness among young 
people of the difference between right and wrong, and 
their ability to learn from history. Her delegation 
would thus vote in favour of the draft resolution. 

27. Ms. Grabianowska (Poland), speaking in 
explanation of vote before the voting on behalf of the 
European Union; the candidate countries Croatia, 
Iceland, Montenegro, the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia and Turkey; the stabilization and 
association process countries Albania, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Serbia; and, in addition, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Liechtenstein, Norway, the 
Republic of Moldova and Ukraine, said that the 
European Union remained convinced that the fight 
against all manifestations of racism and xenophobia, 
including neo-Nazism, must be a priority for all 
Member States. Given the international community’s 
responsibility towards victims of racism, past and 
present, it was imperative to avoid divisive concepts or 
rhetorical and selective approaches that would dilute 
the significance of the issues addressed in the draft 
resolution or divert resources from addressing them. 
The European Union therefore regretted the lack of a 
more comprehensive, inclusive dialogue with the wider 
membership of the United Nations on the proposals 
submitted by different delegations concerning the text 
of the draft resolution. The text before the Committee 
had continued to deteriorate, especially with regard to 
such essential issues for the European Union as 
freedom of expression, the role of civil society and the 
independence of the Special Rapporteur. 

28. A more objective and legally appropriate 
approach with a clear focus on the human rights 
perspective could provide added value to the global 
fight against racism. Measures to combat 
manifestations of racism, racial discrimination, 
xenophobia and related intolerance, while necessary, 
must be in line with the International Convention on 
the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination 
and must not undermine human rights and fundamental 
freedoms as defined by international human rights law. 
The text should avoid any language that could imply 
unfounded restrictions on freedom of expression. 
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29. The main sponsors should rectify the inaccurate 
citations from the judgement issued by the Nuremberg 
Tribunal, as the draft resolution in its current form 
implied a principle of common responsibility that the 
European Union could not accept. The issue of 
monuments and memorials, on which the draft 
resolution placed particular emphasis, was an internal 
matter for States and not relevant to the human rights 
agenda. The reference in operative paragraph 9 to the 
need for “increased political and legal vigilance” in 
order to prevent the spread of extremist movements left 
room for inappropriate interpretations, raising serious 
concerns regarding the independence of the judiciary 
or freedom of assembly and association. Similarly, 
education should cover a multitude of racist and 
totalitarian ideologies throughout history in order to 
ensure a comprehensive understanding of the 
complexities of racism. The draft resolution’s request 
to the Special Rapporteur to focus on aspects of those 
phenomena specified therein ran counter to the 
principle of respecting the independence of the 
mandate-holder. Lastly, the new language in operative 
paragraph 26 introduced a biased assumption on civil-
society activity to combat racism.  

30. For those reasons, the Member States of the 
European Union would not support the draft resolution. 

31. Mr. Sammis (United States of America) said that, 
while his delegation also expressed revulsion at 
attempts to glorify or otherwise promote Nazi ideology 
and condemned all forms of religious intolerance or 
hatred, it remained concerned that the draft resolution 
failed to distinguish between actions and statements 
that, while offensive, should be protected by freedom 
of expression and criminal actions motivated by bias, 
which should always be prohibited. The United States 
of America did not consider curtailing expression to be 
an appropriate or effective means of combating racism 
and related intolerance. Out of its conviction that 
individual freedoms of speech, expression and 
association should be robustly protected, even if the 
ideas expressed were full of hatred, his Government 
had submitted a reservation to article 4 of the 
International Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Racial Discrimination. The best antidote to 
intolerance was a combination of robust legal 
protections against discrimination and hate crimes, 
proactive government outreach to minority religious 
groups, and the vigorous defence of both freedom of 
religion and freedom of expression.  

32. At the request of the delegation of the United 
States of America, a recorded vote was taken on draft 
resolution A/C.3/66/L.60. 

In favour: 
 Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and 

Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 
Belarus, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia 
(Plurinational State of), Botswana, Brazil, Brunei 
Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, 
Cameroon, Cape Verde, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic 
of), Iraq, Israel, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, 
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Russian 
Federation, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Tajikistan, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Tuvalu, Uganda, 
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Tanzania, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela 
(Bolivarian Republic of), Viet Nam, Yemen, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe. 

Against:  
 Albania, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech 

Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Georgia, 
Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Monaco, 
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, 
Sweden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, United States of America. 

Abstaining:  
 Andorra, Australia, Austria, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Croatia, Cyprus, Fiji, Finland, 
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, 
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Montenegro, 
New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Papua New 


