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S
The recting ves celled to crder &t 3.20 p.m.

AGEKDA ITHi 12: REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC ANWD SOCIAL COUNCIL (continued)
(a/c.3/35/13, 14, A/C.3/35/L.54/Rev.1, L.T2, L.84, L.85, L.86, L.93, L.9%, L.95.
A/C.2/35/L.52/Rev.2, L.60, L.61, L.64, L.66, L.68, L.70, L.71, L.T4, L.76, L.77,
L.78, L.79, L.83)

1. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider draft resclution A/C.3/35/L.85
on measures to improve the situation and ensure the human rights and dignity of
all migrant workers. He reminded members that discu<sion of the Yorking Group's
report. (A/C.3/35/13) had been deferred until action had been taken on the draft
resolution. In reply to a question from Mrs. SEMICEI (Algeria), he said he
understood from the Chairman of the Working Group that the title of the report

vas to be changed to "Report of the Chairman of the Open-IEnded Working Group".

lle asked whether the Chairman of the Working Group on questions of the human rights
of individuals who are not citizens of the country in which they live, and of the
draft body of principles for the protection of all persons under any form of
detention or imprisonment would agree to a similar change in the Vorking Group's
report in document A/C.3/3u4/1L.

2. lir. NORDENFELT (Sweden), Chairman of that Working Group, sgreed to the
change. .

3. Hrs. SEMICHI (Algeria) introduced several amendments to draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.85, vhich the sponsors had agreed upon as a result of intensive
consultations. In paragraph 2, the words “of the Chairman” should be inserted
after “report” and the words "submitted by its Chairman" deleted. In a spirit
of compromise, in order to eliminatc the difficulties of certain delegations, in
particular those cof the European Cconomic Community, the sponsogys had also agreed
to add the following new paragraph 5, with the existing paragraph 5 being
renumbered 6. '

"Mso invites the Secrctary-General to communicate the above-mentioned
documents, for information, to the competent organs of the United Hations
system and to other interested organizations with a view to enadbling them
to participate in the work of the Working Group and to co-cperate in the
preparation of the draft conver<ion."

In paragraph 6 (formerly para. 5) the words “the ccmpetent organs of the
United Nations systen and other interested oiganizations™ should be inserted in
the first line alter “Governments".

4. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico), Chairman of the Yorking Group, snggested, as
a point of style, that in the new paragraph 5 the words "with a view to enabling"
+3ould be changed to "in order to enable'.

S. Hrs. SBIICHI (Algeria) accepted that swendment.
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6. Mrs. SANTANDER-DOWNING (Secretary of the Comnittee) announced that Cape Verde,
Suriname, leuritania, Higeria and& Rvanda had Joined the sponsors of the draft
resolution.

7. Mr. O'DONOVAN (Ireland) said that, as one of the representatives involved in
the consultations with the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85, he
appreciated the changes introduced by the representative of Algeria and welcomed
the sponsors' spirit of cn-operation, which would enable his delegation to vote
in favour of the draft resolution.

8. Mrs. WARZAZY (Morocco) suggested that at the end of the nevw paragraph 5 the
reference should be to “a*, not “the’ draft convention. She alsc suggested that
the French text should read “coopéier & 1'élaberation’, not “dans 1'€laboration”.

9. Mr. AMPAT (Congo} thanked the Algerian representative for amending the draft
resolution. 1In connexion with peragraph 2, however, he did not see how the
Committee could express satisfaction with a report that it had not discussed.
liembers would recall that the Chairman hed postpcned discussion of the report and
that many delegations had indicated that the report 3id not reflect the views of
all members of the Working Group.

10. Mrs. SEMICHI (Algeria) said that the comments of the representztive of the Congo
wvere pertinent. The Working Group had discussed the matter before the preceding
meeting of the Committee, and that was one of the reasons why the draft resolution
had not been introduced before the Working Group's repcrt. Now that the Chairmen of
the Working Group had introduced the report and there wvas no doubt that the report
existed and had been submitted to all members of the Committee, the Committee would
be avare of all the implicaticns when it took a decision on %the draft resolution. It
was easy.-to become involved in lengthy disputes over words, but every one knew who*
paragraph 2 xeant. What was important was for the Committee to coatinue with its vork.

1i. With respect to the comments of the Moroccan representative, she said that
the word "dans” in the French text was correct, since the Committee was now in the
process of preparing the draft convention. The word 'the" was also correct
because the draft couvention had already been referred to earlier in the draft
resolution. The wording of the new paragraph 5 was correct and unumbiguous.

12. Mrs. SABATIER {(Niger), referring to paragraph 4, said that the documents
should be submitted to all Governments for comment, not only the Governments

of delegaticns which had been able to participate in the work of the Working Group.
She proposed that the words "instructions from their respective Governments™ should
be replaced Ly “comments received from ilember States'.

13. Mr. JOHNSOR (United States) said thal the representatives of the Conpgo and

the Higer had raised important points which the Committee should take into account.
As he had already explained, his delegation found the report in document A/C.3/35/13
unsatisfactory for a number of reasons. It was not an accurate report of the
proceedings of the Working Group, nor of the vievs exnressed., It was nct objective,
and the wvorking papers, which included papers from his own delegation and that of
Italy, were not treated consistently. The statement in paragraph 12 that the
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Yorking Groun had decided that the report should be transmitted to Governments wes
inaccurate: it uLad been decided that it should be submitted to Governments,
specialized agencies and other international orgcnizations. Fe ajprreciated the
co-operative attitude oi the Algeriarn representative in including a reference to
specialized agencies and oiher interested organizations, but there was no request
for comments. The difficulties could have heen avoided if the Chairman of the
Vs.ning Group had consulted {elegations before submitting the report.

14. Accordingly, he proposed a number of amendmeats. Parsgraph 2 should be
deleted. Paragraph b should be redrafted to read: “Invites the Secretary-
General to communicate to Hember States the report of the Chairman of the VWorking
Grcup and the documents asnnexed to it and to reguest commernts on the report and
the anrexed documents prior to the forthcoming intersessionel meeting." In the
new paragraph S, the words "for information” should Ye replaced by “for the
purpose of receiving comments". The new parsgraph 6 (formerly para. 5) stould
be amcnded to read "... to communicate to fember States, the competent organs of
the United Nations system and the interested international ¢rganizations a report
cn the progress made by the Working Group at its forthcoming intersessional meeting,
in order to obtain comments snd to ensure effective preparation ...".

1Y. DIzovdirg the third preambular paragraph, he agreed that migrant workers
madz the contriir*ion indicated, but the bhenefits received by the countries of
orxgln should also be .:.~nsnized. He thererore proposed the addition of the
vords "as well as the economi. “enefits derived by the States of origin from
migrant vorkers" at the end of the povagraph. In the sixth preambular paragraph,
the word “fur”® in the first line should b. -eplaced by the words "to consider".

16. UMrs. SEAICHI (Algeria) reminded the representavive of the ﬁiger that the
Hbrn‘ng Group had hzen open to all Member States, as specified in General
Assembly resolution 34/172.

.

17. Her delegaticn was surprised that the representative of the United States

vas attempting to projose amendments at the eleveath hour. All the axendments
proposed by the United States delegation had already been considered by the
sponsors, ard her delegation therefore regretted the departure from the spirit of
conpromise with which the Committee had begun its vork. The spcnsors were unable
to accept any of the amendments r--mosed by the representative of the United States.

18. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) ' his delegation regretted that the good
faith vith vhich the Committee had t its work was now apparently lost. As
Chairman of the Working Croup, he had - ct.ted the phrase "with satisfaction” in
paragraph 2, since that had been the wis.\ of the Uorking Group. However, as the
representative of Mexico, he said that his delegation was not satisfied vith the
report because it wvas far too timid. MNevertheless, the Committee had to take
note of the report, since in paragraph 4 it invited the Secretary-General to
coamsunicate it to Governments.

19. The amendments proposed by the United States delegation gave the impression
that that delegation was in no hurry to prepare a draft coanvention protecting
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(Mr. Gonzalez de Leon, Mexico)

the rights of migrant workers but was, irstead, attempting to set back the work
of the Vorking Group. As the Chairman of the Working Group, he had to respect the
amendments submitted by the reprecsentative of the United States; however, in his
capacity as the representative of Mexico, he rejected them.

20. lMr. O'DONOVAN (Ireland), speakipg on a point of order, rroposei that the
meeting should be suspended for 15 minutes to enable delegations to hold
consultations on the draft resolutioa.

21. The CHAIRMAN, under rule 118 of the rules of prucedure, put the Irish proposal
to the vote,

22. The proposal was adopted by 37 votes to 33, with 27 sbstentionms.

The meeting was suspended at L4.15 p.m. and resumed at 4.30 p.m.

23. Mr. MATELJAX (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation had the impression that the
amendments proposed by tbe United States were intended to delay the work of the
Committee. It rejected the practice adopted Ly the United States and the
smendments proposed by it.

24, HMrs. CASTILLO (Dominican Republic) said that she wished to express hes
delegation's opposition to the United States amendments and suggested thax the
Committee should proceed to a vote on the draft resolution.

25. Ms. RICHTER {Argentina) said that she did not see how delegations ceuld
consider the United States proposals without a written text, especially sisce the
translation varied with each repetition.

26. Mr. MORENO-SALCEDO (Philippires) said tiat it was not quite fair to compare
the work of the Vorking Group on migrent workers with the other two wo.iing Croups.
wvhich had had drafts es a basis fcr their vork. The Working Group on migrant
workers had begun its work with no draft availsble, and the Chairman hed
diligently listened to all views before svbmitting a draft. Purthermore, he kad
annexed to his report the views expressed by the represeantatives of Italy and the
United States, so that diverse views had been faithfully reflected.

27. He did not see how the Cormittee could fail to take note of the rerort of

the Chairman in paragraph 2, since ir paragraph 4 it invited the Secretary-General
to submit that report to Goverumments. As far as his delegation was concerned, it
took note of the Chairman's report “with satisfaction". If delegations were
sincere in their claims ‘sbout seeking ways to ease the plight of migrant workers,
then they should proceed expeditiously with the drafting of the proposed convention,

28. ilrs. SBAICHT (Algeria) proposed that the debate should be closed and the
Ccmmittee should proceed to a vote on the draft resolution, as revised by the
sponsors.

29. The CHAIRMAN read out rule 117 of the rules of procedure and asked whether
there wers tvo members vho wished to speak egeinst the closure of the debate.
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30. Mrs. SABATIER (iirger) said that her delegation was opposed to the closure of
the Gebave because altnough she nad requested permission to speak prior to the
suspension of the meeting, she had not received it, vhile the representative of
Algeria, vho had requested permission after the suspension, had been given it, and
also because, the Cormittee had not been informed of the results of the
consultations held during the suspension of the meeting.

31. ir. O'DOIIOVAIl (Ireland) said that his delegation did not intend to speek
against closure but wished to apreal to the representative of Algeria not to press
her proposal, in order that the delegations of the United States and Ireland might
comment on the United States prcrosals.

32. The CHAIRMAN, under rule 117 of the rules of procedure, put the proposal for
the closure of the debate tc the vote.

33. The provosal was adopted by 86 votes to 16, with 18 abstentions.

34. The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee could proceed to a vote on the draft
resolution &s revised by the sponsors.

35. iirs. SEMICHI (Algeria) said that, after consultations, the sponsors of the
draft resolution had decided to reject the amendments proposed by the United
States.

36. itr. JONUNSON (United States) said thet his delegation would liks to simplify
matters for the Committee. Unlike the Philippines, the United States had been
present at all of the debates of the Working Group.

37. The CLAIRMAH, spesking on a point of order, said that the United States
appeared to be trying to recpen the debate. He asked whether or not the United
States would withdraw its proposed amerdments.

33. Mr. JOINSON (United States) said that, in a spirit of compromise, the

United States vwould withdrav its amendments to the third and sixth preambular
paragraphs. In paragraph 2, his delegation proposed replacing the word
"satisfaction® with the vord “appreciation”. In paragraph 4, it provosed inserting
the words “for comment” after the words "annexed to it". In the new yaragrsph 5,
it proposed replacing the word “information"” with the words "receiving comments" .
In paracraph 6, it would insert the words "for comment” before the words "in order
to ensure effective preparation”.

30. Mrs. SHOCKEI (Algeria), spesking on a point of order, said that a decision
had been taken tc close thc debate, and the Committee should therefore proceed to
a vote.

40. The CHAIRMAH said that he vas not reopening the debate but that the
representative of the United States vas explaining which amendments hed been
retained and vhich had been withdrawn.

IC.!
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L1. Mrs. SEMICHI (Algeria) said that, in her delegation's view, the United States
vas avare that the amending of amendwents gave it the opportunity to reopen the
debate; it should reflect upon the meaning of the closure vote.

42. Mrs. SABATIER (Niger) proposed that in paragraph 4 the words “ilkeir respective
should be omitted.

43. Mrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) said that paragraph L should be made consistent with
paragraph 2 by inserting the words “of the Chairman® after the word “report®.

44, Mr. MATELJAK (Yugoslavia), speaking on a point of order, asked whether his
delegation could offer an explanation of vote before the voting.

4S. The CHAIRMAN said that because it was late, he would prefer that explanations
should be given on Monday morning.

46. IMrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) said that it would be more logical to wait until after
the vote for an explanation.

L7. The CHAIRMAN suggested that a vote should be taken on the amendments to draft
resolution A/C.3/35/L.85.

48. Mr. O'DONOVAN (Ireland), speaking on a point of order, asked whether the
sponsors wculd accept the revised draft resolution and vhether it could be adopted
vithout a vote.

49. Mr. GAGLIARDI (Brazil), speaking on a point of crder, said that the phrase
“yith satisfaction' in paragraph 2 had already been deleted by Mexicc, one of the
sponsors.

50. The' CHAIRMAN said that such e deletion had not been confirmed by the other
sponscrs.

S1. Mrs. SEMICHI (Algeria; proposed that the Committee should vote on the first
United States amendment, which would replace the word ‘satisfaction" with the word
"appreciation".

52. The amendment. was rejected by 71 votes to 19, with 23 abstentions.

53. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee tc vote on the second United States
amendment to paregraph U4, which would add the phrase "for comment ™.

54, The amendment was rejected by 61 votes to 33, with 21 abstentions.

55. The CHATRMAN ijnvited the Committee to vote on Niger's amendment to paragraph b,
vhich would delete the words "tk:ir respective”.

56. The amendm:nt vas rejected by S7 votes to 13, with 39 abstentions.

57. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the third United States amendment,
vhich would replace the word “information" with the words “receiving comments” ia the
new paragraph 5.

$8. The amendment wus rejected by 64 votes to 30, with 19 abstentions.
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59. The CHAIRMAH invit2d the Committee to vote on the fourth United Statles

amendment to the new paragraph 6, vhich would insert the vords "for comment".

60. The amendmeri was rejected bx_GS votes to 30, with 19 abstentions,

6.. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85,

as revised by ‘“he sponsors.

62. At the request of the representative of the Netherlands, & recorded vote was

taker on draft resolution AIC.3/35[L.35.

In favour:

Against:
Abstaining:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benir, Bolivia, Botswana, Drazil,
Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian coviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Repudblic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Fl Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Guana,
Guatenala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau. Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Jamaica, Jordan, Laoc People's Democratic Repudblic,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arad Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi,
Malaysia, Maldives, iiali, Mauritania, Mexico, iMoagolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norvay, Onan, Pakistan,
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Rcmania, Rvenda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad and Tabago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repudblic,

Union of Sovie®t Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates,
United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Vcnezuela, Vie%. ilam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanmbia,
Zimbabve,

Hone.

Australia, Belgium, France, Germany, Federal Reputlic of, Greece
Jupan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of America.

63. Draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85, as revised, was adopted by 117 votes to none,

with 12 abstentions.

A/C.3/35/1..86 and A/C.3/35/L.73/Rev.1

£4. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86;

he understcod hat some delegaticans might wish also to refer to draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l (agenda item 82), vhich dealt vith vhat they considered to bde a

related topie.
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65. Mrs. SIMICHI (Algeria) said that resolution A/C.3/35/L.85, jJust adopted,
requested the Horking Group to continue its work. Difficulties were bound to
arise if another working group were established by draft resolutior A/C.3/ 35/L.86
and still another by draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.i. She did not

believe it would be possiMle to arrange cnough meetings for all those vorking
groups, and she therefore asked the sponsors of the two draft resolutions now
before the Committee to consider whether tneir purpose might obe served just as
vell by a single working group.

66. Mr. MATELJAK (Yugoslavia) endorsed the Algerian suggestion.

67. lMr. EDIS (United Kingdom) said thet as a sponsor of draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.B6, his delegation found it discoacerting to receive such a suggestion
at so late a stage. As far as he knew, neither ihe Algerian nor the Yugosiav
delegction had discussed the idea with the sponsors of either of the draft
resolutions. Although he had been obliged to abstain in the vote on draft
resolution A/C.3/35/L.85, his Government considered itself committed to making
every effort, at future meetings of the working group established by that
resolution, to help prepare the draft convention on migrant workers' rights.

In becoming a sponsor of draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86, his delegation had not
intended to hamper the work of the working group established under drsft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.85, and he assumed that that was the view of the other sponsors. He
saw no advantage in a single working group and would thus fird difficulty in
accepting the Algerian suggestion.

68. iir. BYXOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) egaid that he favoured the
Algerian suggestion because three working groups could only lead to confusion.

He hoped that the sponsors of draft resolutions A/C.3/ 35/L.86 and A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.1
couid agree to the solution suggested by Algeria. Failing that, he propcsed that
draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85 should ve amended by deleting paregraph 2. If that
vas done, the question of establishing one or more working groups could always be
considered arain at the thirty-sixth session.

69. lir. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) agreed that one working group could casily deal
with the tasks to be allotted by the two draft resolutions under discussion, since
much of the material to be considered already existed ir draft form. HKe therefore
appealel to the other sponsors of the two draft resolutions to agree on an
apencment vhereby only one working group would be established.

70. Mr. NORDENFELT (Sweden) observed that the statements of financial implications
prepered in respect of draft resolutions A/C.3/35/L.73/Rev.l and A/C. 3/35/L.86
(A/C.3/35/L.92 and A/C.3/35/L.95 respectively) were based on the assumption that

the working groups concerned would meet twice a week for 8ix weeks during the
thiriy-sixth session of the General Assembly. He therefore proposed that the
Committee should adopt another draft resolution vhereby the General Assemdbly would
take note of draft resolutions A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l and A/C.3/35/L.86 and

decide to establish at its thirty-sixth session a working group to weet, if possible,
tvice weekly for six weeks with a view to the further elaboration cf the dralt body
of principles and the draft declaration on the human rights of individuals not

citizens of the country in which thiey lived.

,.0.
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71. lr. EDIS (United Kingdom) pointed out thet Graft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86
specifically mentiored the fact that the working group preparing the draft
declafation had not had sufficient time to conclude its wori:, It wvas the normal
practice to continue such bodies at the followins session, and he therefore could
not concur with the Swedish proposal. However, stutements of financial
@Plications Wwere based on the Secretariat's somewhat arbitrary estimate of the
tlme.required to complete the work, and there was therefore ncthing to prevent the
Comittee from making its own statement - a recorded observation by the Cheirman,
for instance - of how the time devoted to the items should be allocated (for
example, that the Working Group on migrant workers should hold 20 meetings and
the working groups on the rights of non-citizens and on the draft body of
Principles 10 each).

72. Miss KEKEDO (Papua New Guinea) deplored the way in which the Committee
seemed alvays ready to adopt items favourable to a particular bloc, whereas the
wishes of smaller countries, such as her own, vhich was not aligned with the
North, South, Fast or West, were often overlooked. She had supported draft
resolution A/C.3/35/L.85 in a spirit of solidarity, but her delegation considercd
the protection of non-citizens to be mox~ important and had therefore Joined in
sponsoring draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86. 1If the Committee's work would be
assisted by the Suedish proposal, she could support it, but she appealed for a
greater degree of co-operaticn and an understanding of the needs of small nations,

73. Mr. VALKATE (Netherlands) said that his delegation, as a sponsor of both
draft resolutions, felt that the topics dealt with by the two texts deserved
equal attention. He noted that the Working Group cn migrant workerc was to hold
an intersessional meeting as well as meetings during the thirty-sixth session of
the General Assembly. The subjects to be dealt with by the other two working
groups were interrelated and would also atfect the position of migrant workers,
What was needed, therefore, was an equitable distribution of the work allotted to

the two working groups proposeld. .

T4, Miss NAGA (Egypt) said that the smaller delegations had a problem in that they
wishad to Join in sponsoring draft resclutions on matters of particular intere-.t
to them but cften found difficulty ir attending ¢(1 the meetings which might arise
therefrom. She therefore supported the Swedish proposal, since it was her
understending that the joint working group would distribute equitably the work on
the protection of non-citizens and on the drait body of principles.

15. Mrs, de GUELMAN (Uruguay) said that her delegation had become a sponsor of
draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85 in the belief that the international legal
proteztion of the human rights of non-citizens should be studied by a working
group convened specifically fcr that purpose. She therefore supported the United
Kingdom view thal draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86 should be left as it stood.

76. Mr, GOODER (Jemaica) caid that his delegation had Joined in sponsoring
draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.85 because the rights of Jamaican citizens who were

migrant vorkers needed protection; he also supported draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.86, the purpose of which was to give protection through the United
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Hations to individuals who were not citizens of the country in which they lived.
He endorsed the United Kingdom view that the current session's work on the subject
must be continued and that there should be seperate working groups on

ron-citizens and on the draft body of principles, with a clear statemert or how
the time spent on those topics was to be divided.

77. Mrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) said that she prefcrred keeping draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.86 in its present form. The difficulty concerning the working groups
might be met by amending paragraph 2 of draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l to
state that the working group established under draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86 should
also be responsible for ccncluding the ccnsideration of the draft body of principles.

78. Ms. RICKTER (Arger.iina) expressed surprise at the interest being shown by
delegations which had not been members of the working groups under discussion.
She agreed that the number of working group meetings likely tc result from
adoption of the two draft resolutions posed a problem. The Moroccan proposal
had the dicadvantage of prejudging the question whether consideration could be
concluded in 1981, and she therefore preferred the Swedish proposal.

79. Mr. KLEIN (Austria) said that the question how m-ny working groups should
deal with the two subjects under discussicn seemed largely a matter of semantics.
He could support either the Swedish or the United Kingdom proposal.

80. Mr. FAREED {Pakistan) proposed the closure of the debate on draft resolution
A/C.3735/L.86 in sccordance with rule 117 of the rules of procedure.

81. Mr., GONZALEZ e LEON (Mexico) opnosed the motion for closure because the
possibilities had by no means been exhausted. For example, the consideration of
the draft body of principles called fer by draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l
could be referred to the Legal Committee.

82. Mr. WALKATE (Netherlands) also opposed the closure or the ground that the
possibilities existed; for example, he could support the Mexican proposal.

83. The proposal for closure was adopted by 51 votes to 38, with 22 abstentions,

84, My, NORDENFELT (Sweden) said it appeared that not all the sponsors ol draft
resolutions A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l und A/C.3/35/L.86 agreed with this proposal, and
he accordingly withdrew ltt

85. The CHAIRMAN jnvited the Committee to vote on the USSR proposal that draft
resolution A/C.3/35/L.86 should be amended by deleting paragraph 2.

86. At the request of the representative of the United Kingdom, a recorded vote
was tsken on the USSR provesal,

I.ﬂ.
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In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Benin, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovekin, Democratic
Yemen, Ethiopia, German Demccratic Republic, Hungary, Lsao
People's Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Syrian
Areb Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repudblic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, 'Jnited Republic of Tanzania,
Viet Nam,

Agairnst: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Barbadcs, Belgium, Botswana,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Demccrsastic Kempuchea,
Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic c¢f, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands,

New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua Few
Guinea, Paraguay, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidsd and
Tobago, Twurkey, Uganda, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Irelund, United Republic of Cameroon, United States

of America, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Abstaining: Bangladesh, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Burtndi, Cape Verde,
Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Cyprus, Dominican
Republic, Gabon, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, India, Indonesia,
Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, llalaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Rwanda, S20 Tome and
Principe, Swaziland, Tunisia, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,
Zimbahve, :

87. The smendment proposed by the USSR was relected by 62 votes to 21, with
35 abstentions,

88. At the suggestion of Mr. O'DONOVAN (Ireland), the Chairman invited the
Committee to adopt draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86.

89. Draft resolutior A/C.3/35/1.86 was adcopted without a vote.

A/C.3/35/L.72

90. Hrs. RODRIGUEZ {Venezuele) said that draft resolution A/C.3/35/%.T2 should be
amended as follows: in paregraph 2 insert the words "annexed to this resolution"
before the fiual semicolon; in paragraph U, delete the word "faithfully" iv

line 4 of the English text, She hoped that the draft resolution would be

adopted by consensus.

91, Draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.72 was adopted without a vote.

/..'
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AGENDA ITEM 82: TORTURE AND OTHER CRUEL, INHI'MAN OR DEGRADING TREATMENT OR
PUNISHMENT

(d) DRAFT BODY OF PRINCIPLES FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL PERSONS UNDER ANY FORM
OF DETENTION OR IMPRISOMMENT (A/C.3/35/L.73/Rev.l)

92. The CHAIRMAN invited the Comittee to consider draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.73/Rev.l. He veminded the Committee that parts of the text had already
been discussed in connexion with the discussion of draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86;
for example, the representative of Morocco had proposed an amendment to paragraph 2.

93. Mrs. WARZAZI (lMorocco) said that the situation had changed; she %ad opposed
the Swedish proposal made in connexion with draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.86 “ut
supported the subscquent Mexican proposal that the item should be referred to the
Legal Committee.

94, The CHAIRMAN sa’d that that propcsal seemed to be one for the Genersal
Comnittee and beyond : ~~mpetence of the Third Committee,

95. Ms. RICHTER (Argentina) referred to General Asserbly resolution 684 (VII),
vhich recommended that when a Committee considered the legal aspects of a question
important, it should refer the question to the Sixth Committee for legal sdvice.
The Mexican proposal could surely be adcpted in the light of that resolution.

96. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) proposed that the Committee should adopt =
text in which it mentioned General Assembly resolution 684 (VII), tock note of the
constructive work undertaken by the working group (as in the existing para. 1)
and decided to refer to the Legal Committee the draft principles in question,
together with the report of the open-ended Working Group (./C.3/35/14), so that
the Legal Committee could continue the work on the draft body of principles.

97. Mr. VOLLERS (Federal Republic of Germsny) said he doubted that the Third
Committee could thus commit the General Committee at the next General Assembly
session. The Third Committee shculd vote on the draft resolution before it and
leave the decision on allocstion of work to the General Committee, although the
Rapporteur could, of course, include in his report a recommendation that the item
should be rcferred to the Sixih Committee.

98. Mr. WVALKATE (Netherlands) agreed with the proposal of the Federal Republic of
Germany, The Mexican proposal deserved serious consideration, but at the next
session rather than the pressant one.

9¢. Mr. MORENO-SALCELCO (Philippines) said that his delegation, as a sponsor of the
draft resolution, agreed with the proposal thet it should be voted on as it stood.

100. Mr., O'DONOVAN (Ireland) also sgreed with that proposal and pointed out that
General Assembly resolution 684 (VII) was merely a recommendation, so that the
decision on the disposition of the item remained with the Third Committec.

101. Mr. NORDENFELT (Sweden) proposed the closure of the debate on draft resolution
A/C.3/35/L.T3/Rev.l1,

,..&
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102. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) opposed the closure of the debate because bhe had
made a proposel which had yet tc te dealt with,

103. Mrs. SEMICHI (Algeris) supported the representative of llexico.

10k, The CHAJRIAN put the motion Tor closure to the vote.

105. The proposal for the closure of the debate cn draft resolution
A/C.3/35 3.73§Rev.1 wvas adopted by 62 votes to 29, vith 23 abstentions.

106. The CHATRMAN said that some representatives wished the Committee to proceed
to a vote on the Moroccan proposal, while others insisted that a vote must be
taken on draft resolution A/C.3/35/L.73/Rev.l.

107. After a procedural discussion in which Mr. VOLLERS (Federal Republic of
Germany), Mr, GAGLIARDI (Brazii), Ms. RICHTER (Argentina), Mrs. SEMICHI (Algeria)
and Mrs. WARZAZI (Moroccc) participated, the Chairmen suggested that the
discussion should be adjourned, on the understanding that the item would be taken
up without fail at the next meetinsg.

108. It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 7.10 v.n.




