United Nanons
GENERAL
ASSEMBLY

FORTY-FIRST SESSION
Official Necords®

THIRD COMMITTF..
61st meeting
held on

Friday, 28 November 1986

at 3 p.m.
New York

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE 6lat MEFTING

Chairman: Mr. HAMER (Netherlands)

CONTENTS

AGENDA ITEM 10ls ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES AND WAYS AND MEANS WITHIN THE UNITED
NATIONS SYSTFM »OR IMPRO\ [NG THE EFFECTIVFE ENJOYMENT OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND

FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS: REPORTS OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL (continued)

AGENDA ITFM 12: REPORT OF THE FCOONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL (continued)

COMPLFTION OF THE COMMITYHEE'S WORK

*This record is oubject 10 correcdien. Correstiaus theuld Yo sost urder the sigratucs of o masd or of e dole-
otlon soneermed wishin ene wovk of the dute of publisasion t the Chinf of the Offisiel Resorda I ing Sestion,
room DC2-750. 1 United Natioss Plass, and laverperutd in o sopy of the reserd.

Corrections will be leswed sfier the end of the svesion, in & superate fossivle for cash Come dews.

86-57786 03128 (F)

Distr. GENERAL
A/C.3/41/SR.61
5 December 1986

ORIGINAL: ENGLLISH

Jees



A/C.3/41/8SR.61
English
Peqe 2

The meeting was called to order at 3.40 p.m.

AGENDA ITEM 101: ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES AND WAYS AND MEANS WITHIN THE UNITED
NATIONS SYSTEM FOR IMPROVING THE EFFECTIVE ENJOYMENT OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND
FUNDAMENTAL, FREEDOMS: REPORTS OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL (continued) (A/C.3/41/L.4
and Corr.1, L.S, L.34, L.42/Rev.l, L.58/Rev.l, L.59/Rev.l, L.60/Rev.l, L.62/Rev.1,
L.61/Rev.1, L.64/Rev.l)

AGENDA ITEM 12: REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL (continued)
(A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.1, L.49, L.57/Rev.1l, L.76, L.77, L.78, L.83, L.84, L.86, L.87,
L.91, L.92, L.93, L.94, L.95, L.96, L.97/Rev.l, L.98/Rev.1, L.99 and L.100/Rev.1)

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.42/Rev.1

1. The CHAIRMAN said that, under rule 116 of the rules of procedure, the motion
made by the United States at the 60th meeting not to take action on the amendments
in document A/C.3/41/L.59/Fev.]l would be put to the vote.

2. A recorded vote was taken on the United States motion.

In favour: Australia, Austria, Belaium, Canada, Chad, Chile, Costa Rica,
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El1 Salvador, France.
Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras.
Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxemboura, Moroccs,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Portugal, Samoa,
Singapore, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America.

Against: Afghanistan, Alageria, Angola, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Byelorussian Soviet S« .ialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Bthiopia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Hungary, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Mongolia, Nicaraqua, Poland, Romania, Svrian Arab
Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Viet Nam.

Abstaining: Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Boiiwvlia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic. China,
Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cyprus, Djibouti, Eqypt, Finland,
Gabon, Gambia, Guinma, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenys, Kuwait, Lesotho, Liberia,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mexico, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria,
Oman, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Qatar, Rwanda,
Saudi Arabia, Senecal, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Thail»nd, Togo, Trinidad and Tobaqo, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Bmirates, United Republic of Ta.zania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

3. The United States motion was adopted by 34 votes to 23, with 65 abstentions.
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4. Mr. ROSENSTOCK {(United States of America) moved that no action should be taken
on the amendments in document A/C.3/41/L.60/Rev.1.

5. Mr. MITREV (Bulgaria) said that he oppcsed the United Sta*ess mction because of
the merits of the amendments in document A/C.3/41/L.60/Rev.l.

6. Mr. GORAJEWSKI (Poland) supported the representative of Bulgaria.

7. Mr. SCHWANDT (Federal Republic of Germany) supported the United States motion.

8. A recorded vote was taken on the United States motion.

In favour: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chad, Chile, Costa Rica,
Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourq, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Paraquav, Philippines, Portuqal, Singapore,
Spain., Turkev, United Kingdox ~f Great Britain and Northern
Irelana, United States of Ame. ica.

Aqainst: Afghanistan, Algeria, Anaola, Bulgaria, Burkina [aso,
Byelorussian Soviet Socislist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, Gambia, German Democratic nepublic,
Ghana, Hunaqary, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Monqgolia, iJicaraaua,
Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Syrian Arab Republic, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics,
Viet Nam.

Abstaining: Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Botawana, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Central Africen Republic, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cyprus, Djibouti, Ecuador, Eaypt,
Finland, Gabon, Guinea, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jawaica,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesothc, Liberia, Malawi.
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mexico, Marocco, Nepal, Niger, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint
Vincent and the Grenalinew, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinare, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad
and Tobaqo, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,
Zimbabwe.

9. Th¢ United States motion was adopted by 22 votes to 27, with 68 als’entions.

10. Mit. YAKOVLEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) moved that, since there
were several amendments proposed to draft resclution A/C.3/41/L.42/kev.1l,
consideration of the mutier should be deferred until the forty-second session of
the General Assembly.

11. Mr. KABORE (Burkina Faso) supported the Soviet motion.
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12. Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America) said that the Soviet deleaations
could not expect to flood the Committee with prorcsed amendments and then reauest
that they should be deferred. The Conmittee should be given an opportunity to take
a dacision on the proposals and he hoped that the procedural ploy attempted by the
Soviet Union would not be accepted.

13. Mr. BASALEH (Democratic Yemen) supported the Soviet motion.
14. Mr. TROUVEROY (Belgium) said that his delegitfion opposed the Soviet motion.

15. A recorded vote was taken on the wotion Ly the Soviet Union.

In favoursi Atghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bulgaria, Burkina Paso, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Repub.ic, China, Colombia, Conao,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakic., Democratic Yemen, K1 Salvador,
Bthiopia, Gabon, German Democrstic Republic, Ghana, Guyana,
Haiti, Hungary, India, Indonesis, Iran {(Islawic Republic of),
Iraq, Lao People’'s Democrati: Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Mauritania, Mongolia, Nicaraaue, Nigeria, Poland, Romania,
Sri Lanka, Suriname, Syrian Aralb tlepublic, Uganda, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Banramas, Bangladesh, Belaium,
Brazil, Canada, Chad, Chile, Conts Rica, C8te 4'Ivoire, Denmark,
Diibouti, Dowinican Republic, Bcuador, Rgypt, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Icelard,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxemboura, Morccco, Retherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraquay, Philippines,
Portugal, Sailnt Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sierra Leone,
8ingapore, Spain, Turkey, United Arab EBmirates, United Kinadom of
Great Britain and Northern Irelend, United States of America,
Uruauay.

Abstainina: Bahrain, Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Cameroon, Central
African Republic, Comoros, Bquatorial Guinea, Fiji, Finland,
Gambia, Guinea, Jamaica, Jordan, ¥enva, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mexico, Nepal, niger,
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arsbia, Senegai,
Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Venezuela, Yenan, Zaire, Zambia.

6. Tr» motion by the soviet Union was rejected by 47 votes to 44, with
44 abstentions.

17. Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of Amarica) movad that no action should be taken
on the amendments in document A/C.3/41/L.62/Rev.1l.
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18. A recorded vote was taken on the United States motion.

In favour:

Against:

Ebstaining:

Australia, Austria, Belagium, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Tceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mauritania,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Portugqal, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Singapore, Spain, Turkey,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of America.

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Hungary, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriva, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland, Romania, Syrian Arab
Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Viet Nam.

Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Congo, COte d'Ivoire, Cyprus, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Eqypt, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Pinland, Gabon, Gambia,
Guinea, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenyva,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Malawi, Malavsia, Maldives, Mali,
Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

19. The United States wotion was adopted by 34 votes to 23, with 75 abstentions.

20; Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America) moved that no action should be taken

on the amendments in document 3/C.3/41/L.63/Rev.l.

¥

21. A recorded vote was taken on the United States motion.

In favour:

Against:

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark,
Diibouti, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands,

New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Portugal, Singapore, Spain,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of Awmerica.

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bulaaria, Burkina Faso,

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, China, Colombia, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Gambia,

/...
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Abstaining:

German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Hungary, [ran (tslamic
Republic of), Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libvan Arab
Jemahiriya, Mauritania, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland, Romania,
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialiat Republic, Union
of Soviet Soclialist Republics, viet Nam.

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brune
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad,
Comoros, Congo, C8te d'lvoire, Cyprus, Faypt, Equatorial Guinea,
Fiji, Finland, Gahon, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia,
Iraa, Jawmaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, [Lesotho, Malawdi,
Malavsia, Maldives, Mall, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraaquay, Peru, Qatar,
Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Saudi Arabia, Seneqgal,
Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uaanda,
United Arab Emirat. 3, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugqoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

22. The United States motion was adopted by 31 votes to 30, with 72 abstentions.

23. Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America) moved that no action should be taken

on the amendments

in document A/C.3/41/L.64/Rev.1.

24. A recorded vote was taken on the United States mwotion.

In favour:

Against:

Abstaining:

Australia, Austria, Belqium, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Greece, Guatem~la, Honduras, Iceland, Treland,
Israel, Ttaly, Japan, Luxembourqg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Paraquay, Philipoines, Portugal, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Samoa, Singavore, Spain, Tu:key, United Kinagdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America.

Afghanistan, Alaeria, Angola, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
By~lorusgsian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Hungary, Tran (Islamic Republic oft}), Lao People's Democratic
Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Poland,
Romania, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, viet Nam.

Argentina, Bahrain, Banaladesh, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunel
Darussalam, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad,
China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, C8te d'Ivoire, Cyprus, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Eqypt, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia,
Guines, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Iraa. Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Niacer, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
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Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Qata:, D'wanda, Saudl Arabia,
Seneqal, Sierra lLeone, Somalia, Sri lLanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uaganda, United Arob Emirates, United Republic of Tanzanla,
Uruquay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

<5. The United States notion was adopted by 33 votes to 24, with 76 abstentions.

26. Mr. OGURTSOV (Byelorussian Soviet Sociaslist Republic) said that the tactics
employed by the United States delegation were negative and clearlv showed tbat {t
had not taken the views of other delegations into consideration. While some
amendments had been accepted, those of his deleagation and others had been

rejected. His delegation could not, therefore, accept dratt resolution
A/C.3/41/L.42/Rev.]1 as it atood and, accordingly, would not participate in the vote.

27. Mrs. KUMI (Ghana) said that each country or scciety had the right to decide on
the social system it would adopt. Accordingly, the invitation made to the regional
commissions in paraqraph 4 was unnecessary. Paragraph 5, too, was uncalled for:

if the United Nations was to foster co-operation between countries with different
social systems, that paragraph would cause dissension.

28. Mr. LINDHOLM (Sweden) proposed that the third line in paraaraph 5(b) shcould
begin with the words "In ensuring the full and free participation ...*".

29. Mr. ROSENSTOCK (United States of America) accepted the “wedish proposal.

30. Ms. YOUNG (United Kingdom) said that earlier it had been agreed that the
fourth line of the fourth preambular paragraph would beain with the words "benefit

and upon international law ...".

31. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.42/Rev.], as orally
revised.

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunci Darussalam, Canada,
Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, Costa Rica,

C8te d'Ivoire, Cvprus, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Eaypt, El Salvador, Equatorial
Guinea, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Honduras, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, I1talv, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourdg, Malaysia, Mali, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealanda, Niger, Nigeria, Norwavy, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Rwanda, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Ser jal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Swax.land, Sweden, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzaunia,
United States of Amerlca, Uruquay, Venezuela, Zaire.
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Agqainst: None.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Alg:ria, Angola, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Republic, China, Conjo, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, Demo.ratic Yemen, German Democratic Republic,
Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Irag, Kuwait, Lao People's Democretic Republic, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Malawi, Mauritania, Mongolia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Papuea
New Guinea, Poland, Qaiar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sri Lanka,

Sur iname, Syrian Arab Republic, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union ot Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab BEmirates, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yuqoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

32. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.42/Rev.1l, as oral.y revised, was adopted by
88 votes to none, with 46 abstentions.

Draft resolutiun ,C.3/41/L.93

33. Mr. GHAREKHM’N (India) said that his delegation was concerred that needle;s
cortroversy minht arise if draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.93 wer. put to the vote. He
therefore moved that no action should be taken oa the draft resolution, under

rule 116 of the rules of procedure. le urqed the adoption of his motion by
consensus, and veserved the right to take the floor again with regard to draft
resolutions A/C.3/41/L.97/Rev.1l and L.98/Rev.1l to raise a similar procedural
quertion.

34. s _VRAALSEN (lorway) and Miss BYRNE (United States of America), speaking in
favour of India‘'s motion, said that their delegations understood that a similar
procedural motion would be made for draft resolutions A/C.3/41/L.97/Rev.1 and
L.98/Rev.!. They hoped that such motions, when made, would be adopted by consensus.

35. Mr. CABALLEROS (Cuba) said that, since the draft resolution had introduced an
issue which had nothina to do with human rights, in the framework of a
querter-century of hostility against Cuba, his delagation would@ -.ot insist that a
vote should be taken.

36. The CHAIRMAN said that, if he heard no objection, he would take it that the
Committee wish 4 to adopt India‘'s motion without a vote.

37. [t was so decided.

38. Mr. GHAREKHAN (India), supported by Mr. VRMLSEN (Norway), moved that no
action should be taken on draft resolutions »/C.3/41/L.97/Rev.l and L.98/Rev.1l,
under rule 116 of the ru'»s of procedure.

39. The CHAIRMAN said trt, if he heard no objection, he would take it that the
Comaittee wished to adc,.c India‘'s wotion without a vote.

40. 1t was so decided.
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41. Mrs. ALVAREZ (France) said it was her delegation's understanding that there
was no relationship betwwsrn the two draft resolutions in question, ani that the
motions ndopted reflected the agreement of the sponsors »f the two draft

resolutions not to put them to a vote.

42. The CHAIRMAN said thal Prance's understanding was correct.

Documents A/C.3/41/L.4, 1.5 and L.34

/s

43. Ms. ILIC (Yugoslavim), referring to the draft declaration on the right to
development (A/C.2%/«<1/L.1), said that consultations on the proposed amendments in
document A/C.3/41/L.34 hud reached a succe~sful conclusion. It had been agreed
that, in the seventh presmbular paragraph, the followina words should be added
after the words "to execcise®™: "gsubject to the relevant provisions of both
International Covenants on Human Rights®". The same phrase should also be added to
article 1, paragraph 2, after the words ®which includes”. The amendments in
document A/C.1/41/L.34 would therefore be withdrawn. Moreover, India would be
added to the list of sponaors, and Nigeria muld be deleted.

44. "ith reqard to Pakistan's proposed amendment (A/C.3/41/L.5), she feared that
its adoption woulu cause negative reactions from one group of countries and would
affect the delicate balance achieved in the draft declaration. She appealed to
Pakistan not to insist that a vote should be taken on its amendment.

45. Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan) said that, although the draft declaration omitted certain
concepts concerning development which had been stressed by the Group of 77 and the
non-aligned countries, in particular the concept of equitv in international
economic relations, his delegation would be prepared to go alona with it as u basis
for future work if it could obtain the consensus of the Comwittee.

46. The CHAIRMAN said that a recorded vote had been requested.

47. Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan) said that, in that case, he would call for a separate
vote on Pakistan's amendment in document A/C.3/41/L.5, but as a draft decision,
with the following changea: the words "The General ‘Asgsembly declares thai” would
be inserted at the beginning, deleting the words "Article 4". Paraaraph 1 would
read the same, with the addition of the end of the words "“in accordance with the
Declaration and the Programme of Action on the Establishment of a New Internationa)
Economic Order, the International Development Strategy for the Third United Nations
Development Decade and the Charter of Economic Riahts and Duties of States.® The
second paragraph would remain the same.

48. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Cowmittee should take up Pakistan's proposal.

rd
49. Ms. ILIC (Yugoslavia) said that it would be normal to consider the adoption of
document A/C.3/41/L.4 before considering document A/C.3/41/L.5.

50. Mr. LINDHOIM (Sweden) suggested that the opinion of the Legal Counsel should
be souaht as to whether a drart amendment could be transformed into a draft
decision.
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S51. Mr. THORSTEINSSON (Iceland) said that if the amendment in documwent
A/C.3/41/L.5 were separated from the draft declaration, it would come within the
competence uf the Second Committee and would theretore be out of order.

52. Mrs. ALVAREZ (France) said that her delegation also had difficultv with the
idea of transformina the draft amendmeat into a proposal.

53. Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan) said that his delegation had been merely trying to offer
a way out of the impasse. 1If Iceland and France had difficulties w.th the
proposal, thev were free to vote against it. Moreover, he felt that it would not
be ot help to the Committee to entertain leqgal opinions on the matter.

54. Mr. JESUS (Cape Verde) sald that it was not in accordance with United Nations
Practice to have a document which began with the wurds "The General Assembly
declares”, and consisted of only paragraphs.

55. The CHATRMAN said that the Committee would take up dratt resolution
A/C.3/41/L.4 first and postpone further comments on document »/C.3/41/L.5 until
later in the meeting.

56. Mr. MOHAMMED (Iraa), speaking in explanation of vote before the vote on the
draft declaration (A/C.3/41/L.4), said Irag considered that the right of peoples to
exercise full sovereignty over their natural wealth was inalienable and absolute,
and not dependent on anv other principle of international law or international
conventions. Although it would vote in favour of the draft declaration, Iraa had
reservations on the Yuqoslav amendments, which might be construed as prejudicial to
that right.

57. A recurded vote was taken on the draft declaration in documents A/C.3/41/L.4
and Corr.l.

In favour: Afahanistan, Algeria, Anaola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belaium, Benin, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia. Comoros, Congo, C6te d°'lvoire, Cuba, C prus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Dominircan Republic, Ecuador, Eavpt, K1 Salvador, Eauatorial
Guinea, Fthiopia, Fiji France, Gabon, Gambia, German Demncratic
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Indi., Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
rRepublic of), Traq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Jordan, Ker./a,
Kuwait, Iao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourq, Madaagascar, Malawi,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaolia,
Morocco, Mozambiaque, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaraqua,
Niger, Niaeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,

P. raquav, reru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
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Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia,
Sene al, Sierra Leone, Sinaapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Tuao,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uaanda, Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruquay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yuqoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

United States of America.
Denmark, Finland, Germuny, Federal Republic of, Iceland, I1srael,

Japan, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern lreland.

58. The draft declaration in documents A/C.3/41/L.4 and Corr.l, as orally revised,

was adopted by 133 votes to 1, with 9 abstentions.

59. A recorded vote was taken on draft decision A/C.3/41,/L.5.

In favour:

Against:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria,
Burkina Faso. Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Careroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Conao, C8te d'lIvoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, i:ambia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti,
Honduras, Hungary, India, Indoneslia, Iran (Islamic Republic of},
Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madaqascar, Malavsia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepa . New Zealand, Nicaraqua,
Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkev, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzani., Uruquay, Venezuels,

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Italy,

Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlaads, Portugal, United Kinadom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America.
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Akstaining: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Denmark, Finland, Greece,
Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Malawi, Norway, Spain, Sweden.

60. Draft decision A/C.3/41/L.5, as orally revised, was adopted by 118 votes
to 11, with 14 abstentions.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.77

61. Ms. KAMAL (3ecretary of the Committee) announced that Ucanda had become a
sponsor of the draft resolution.

62, Mr. ATTEWELL (Canada) read out three revisions on behalf of the sponsors. In
the Annex, paragraph 2 (c), a reference to Nairobi should be inserted after the
reference to Geneva and Vienna. 1In paragraph 3, the phrase "initiate within
existing resources®™ should be replaced bv the phrase "consider including in his
budget proposals for the biennium 1988-1989". 1In paragraph 7, the phrase "hold a
special commemorative meeting” should be replaced by the phrase “"devote one plenary
meeting during its forty-third session”.

63. The last two revisions had been sugagested by the Fifth Committee to avoid any
financial implications for either the currer or the coming biennium.

64. Ms. KAMAL (Secretary of the Committee) anndunced that Denmark, Ecuador, the
Philippines and Samoa had now become sponsors of the draft resolution.

65. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.77, as orally revised, was adopted without a vote.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.79

66. The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee thet draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.79 had
financial implications, which were stated in document A/C.3/41/L.84. A recorded
vote on the draft resolution had been requested.

67. Ms. KAMAL (Secretary of the Committee) corrected a drafting error in document
A/C.3/41/L.84, and announced that Mauritania and the Philippines had become
sponsors of the draft resolution.

68. Mr. MONTAFO (Mexico) said that he deeply regretted that a vote had for the
first time been requested on the draft resolution regarding migrant workers,
traditionally adopted by consensus. While he was aware of reservations reaarding
its financial implications, he recalled that only a few days earlier, the Committee
had postponed a decision on rationalization of work that would have involved saving
a much greater sum of monev.

69. Mrs. ALVAREZ (France)., speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, said
that France would vote in favour of the draft resolution but reserved its right to
reconsider its position in the Fifth Committee when the financial implicationg Jere
taken up.
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70. Mr. TROUVEROY (Belgium) said that his delegation’s concern over the financial
implications would cause it to abstain on the draft resolution and also to reserve
the position it would take in the Fifth Committee.

71. Mrs. WARZAZI (Morocco) sald that the oncerns now being voiced over the
financisl implications of the important draft resolution on migrant workers were
all the more amazina in that the same delegations had only the previous week
opposed a draft resolution that would have saved $400,000.

72. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.79.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon, Cape
Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,
Comoros, Conqgo, Costa Rica, C8te d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democ:atic Yemen, Denmark,
Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egvopt. El Salvador,
Eaquatorial Guines, Ethiopia, Piji, Pinland, France, Gabon,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissan, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hunaary, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Irzq, Ireland, Israel,
1taly, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Lao People's Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jsmahiriya,
Luxembour:;, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malt.,
Mauritania, Mexico, Monaolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaraqua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,

Phil ippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Seneqal, Sierra
Lec e, Sinaapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,
Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad
and Tobago, T.nisia, Turkev, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruquay, Venezuela, Viet
Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zumbia, Zimbabw~.

Against: United States of America.

Abstaining: Belgium, Canada, Germany, Federal Republic of, United Kinadom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

73. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.79 was adopted by 138 votes to 1, with
4 abstentions.

Draft decision A/C.3/41/L.83

74. The CHAIRMAN observed that the draft decision had no = rogramme-budget
oplications.

/e
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75. Mrs. NDUKU BOOTO (Zaire) read out a minor dratting correction and announced
that Samoa had Lecome a sponsor.

76. Draft decision A/C.3/41/L.83, as orally corrected, was .Jopted without a vote.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.92

77. Mrs. RODRIGUEZ PEREZ (Cuba) sald that the sponsors had revised draft

resolution A/C.3/41/L.92. The following new paraaraph should be inserted as the
fifth preambular paragraph:

"Aware that freedom of expression, religion and association, and the
ensurina of the equalitv of rights and opportunities for all citizens on an
equal footing in respect of employment, health, education, culture, rest and

social security, in particular, also contribute to the improvement of social
life,"”.

78. Paragraph 1 should be redrafted to read:

“Acki.owledges that the progress achieved is still inadequate and that
areater proqgress is necessary in the world social situation despite the
efforts made, and that efforts toward« this end should be continued;®

79. Paraaraph 2 should be redrafted to read:

"Confirms the need to ensure the well-being of all persons and the
enjoyment of all the other basic human rights, particularly freedom of
expression, worship and association, and the ensuring of the equality of
rights and opportunities on an equal footing for all tle people in respect of
enmployment, health, education, culture, rest and social security;".

80. 1In paragraph 4, the worda "and free use of time” should be added after the
words "recreational activities"; and paragraph 5 should be deleted altogether.

81. 1In response to a sugaestion by Mr. VALDEZ (Peru), she said the sponsors aagreed
that the word "citizens” should be replaced throughout by the broader term "the
people”.

82, Miss BYRNE (United States of America) announced that the United States was
joining the sponsors of the draft resolution.

83. Mrs. RODRIGUEZ PEREZ (Cuba) said that it was a pleasure to aqree with the
United States on a social question. All the amendments she had -jus’ read out had
been submitted by the United States, and since they contained eleme...s that were in
the Cul an Constitution as well, Cuba had readily accepted them.

84. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.92, as orally revised, was adopted without a vote.
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Draft resolution A/C.3/41,/L.94

85. The CHAIRMAN announced that Mongolia had become a sponsor. He had heen
informed that the draft resolution had no budqgetary implicationu.

86. Draft resolntion A/C.3/41/L.94 was adopted withcut a vote.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.95

87. The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resolution had no budgetrry implications,.

88. Ms. KAMAL (Secretary of the Committee) said that in paraaraph 2, the word
"satisfaction®™ should be replaced by the word "interest”.

89. She announced that France had become a sponsor of the draft resolution.

90. Miss YOUNG (United Kingdom) said that her delegation was also a sponsor of the
draft resolution.

91. Mr. DOWEK (Israel), speakina in explanation of vote before the vote, said that
his delegation had intended to request a separate vote on the sixth preambular
paragraph and would have voted against the inclusion of that paragraph in the draft
resolution. However, it would not do so, because of the importance of the subject
and out of respect for the sponsors, whose good will and integrity were
unaquestionable. Moreover, in introducing the draft resolution, the Belgian
representative had clearly specified that the preparation and implementation of
regional arraagements was the primary responsibility of the States concerned. His
delegation therefore believed that the sponsors did not nec :warilv identify
themselves with the documents mentioned in the sixth preambular paraaraph and that
no value judgement was meant with respect to the regional (nstruments in question.
It was therefore prepared to join in the consensus.

92. Draftt resolution A/C.3/41/L.95, ae orally corrected, was adopted without a
vote. .

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.100/Rev.1

93. The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resoclution had no budgetary implications,

94. Mr. LEBAKINE (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), introducing the draft
resolution, said that as a result of consultations with interested delegations, the
gsponsors had reached an agreement to meet the difficulties which some had had wit™
reqard to the text, in particular paragraph 4. The following changes had therefore
been made. Tn paragraph 1, the word "develop” should be replaced by the words
"base their activities to protect and promote human rights, including the
development of". 1In the second line of paragraph 1, the words "of human rights
based”™ should be deleted. Furthermore, at the end of the paragraph the followina
text should be added after the word "instruments”: "and to refrain from activities
which are incongsiatent with this international legal framework".

/oo
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(Mr. Lebakine, Ukrainian SSR)

95. 1In paraqraph 3, the word "peoplea™ should be deleted.

96. Paragraph 4 should be deleted and the followina paragraphs renumbered
accordingly.

97. n the opinion of the sponsors, the revised resoclution should not give rise to
any difficulty for deleqations.

98. Mr. QUINN (Australia) expressed appreciation to the sponsors for waking
changes to accommodate the concerns of his delegation and others. The discussions
had been based on the understanding that draft resolution A/C.3,’*1/L.91 would not
be acted on during the current- year. His delegation could therefore accept the
text on that understanding.

99, Mr. LEBAKINE (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that he understood the
concern of the Australian deleqation. The Committee would in due course come to
the draft in question and would then resolve the issue us agreed.

100. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.100/Rev.l, a3 orally
revised.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalsm, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, China, Colombia,
Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, C8te d'Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,
Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Eqypt, El Saivador,
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Iraa, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, I,ibyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxemboury, Madagascar, Malawi,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaraqua,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraquay, Peru, Philippines, Polard, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samca, Saudl Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thalland, Toao, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repuhlic, Union of Sovie: Socialist
Republics, United Arab Fwmirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United Rerublic of Tanzania, Uruauay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

/oo
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Againet: None .

Abstaining: United States of Awerica.

101. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.100/Rev.l, as orally revised, was adopted by 141
votes to none, with 1 abstention.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.57/Rev.2

102, Mr. LUPINACCI (Uruaquay), introducina the revised draft resolution, said that
the sponsors had held consultutions with other delegations in order to arrive at a
text that met their concerns. They had therefore made the following revisions.

103. In the second preambular paragraph, they had deleted the reference to the
various General Assembly resolutions, except for resolution 40/140.

104. In the third preambular paraqraph, they had taken note of previous resolutions
of the Commission on Human Rights and referred in particular to its latest
resolution.

105. With regard to operative paraqgraph 2, they had added a clause at the end which
did not alter the substance of the existing text.

106. The sponsors hoped that the revised draft resolution could be adopted without
a vote,

107. Mr. LINDHOLM (Sweden) said that, by agreement with the sponsors of the draft
regsolution, the proposers of the amendments in document A/C.3/41/L.96 were
withdrawing their text. Thev hoped that it would be possible to adopt draft
regolution A/C.3/41/L.57/Rev.2 without a vote.

108. Mr. MONTARO (Mexico) thanked those delegations which had submitted amendments
for their recognition of the efforts beina made by the Government of Guatemala to
ensure the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms in that country.

109. At the request of the representative of rhe USSR, a recorded vote was taken on
draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.57/Rev.2.

In ftavour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, 3otswana,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Caweroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,
Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica,

C8te 4'ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican
Republic, El1 Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Piji.
Finland, France, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Rissau, Guy~na, Haiti, Honduras, "ingary, Iceland, iIndia,
Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamajica, Japan, Kenya,
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Kuwait, Lao People‘'s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourqg, Madagascar, Malawi,
Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaraqua, Niger, Nigeria,
Norway, Pakistan, Psnama, Papua New Guinea, Paraquay, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portuqal, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and
the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Spain, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Repubii:c of Tanzania, United States of Awerica, Uruquay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbsabwe.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Brunei Darussalaw, Burma, Burundi, Ecuador, Eqypt, Gabon, Jordan,
Malaives, Nepal, Oman, Romania, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Yemen, Zaire.

110. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.57/Rev.2 was adopted by 122 votes to none, with
18 abstentions.

Draft resolutions A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.]1 and L.49

111. The CHAIRMAN said that draft resolution A/C.3/41/1.]8/Rev.l had no budqgetary
implications, and that Denmark, Greece, the Netherlands and Norway had become
sponsors.

112. Mr. VALDEZ (Peru), speaking on behalf of the spor .ors of draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.1, said that, following consultations with some delegations, they
had agreed to make the following changes.

113. In paragraph 4, the words "for the duration of the armed conflict® should be
deleted.

114. In paragraph 13, the following text should be added after the words "Human
Rights®: "and requests the competent bodies of the United Nations system to
provide any advice and assistance which the Government of El Salvador may require
to achieve the highest levels in the promotion and protection of human rights and
fundamental freedoms”,.

115. In paragraphs 7 and 8, the words "irsuraent forces" should be replaced by the
words "opposing force".

116. The sponsors hoped that with those revisions the delegation of Costa Rica

would withdraw draft resolution A/C.35/41/L.49, so that the Committee could give as
much support as possible to the Government of E1l Salvador.

/oo
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117. Mrs. CASTRO de BARISH (Costa Rica) sald that her deleqation was pleased with

the happy conclusion of the negotiations. Since the sponsors of draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.18,/Rev.1 had accepted some of her delegation's amendments, it had
decided to withdraw draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.49, although it had to sacrifice
some iwportant points, such as the reference in the 12th preambular paraqgraph of
itas text to the forcible recruitment of young persons.

118. At the request of the representative of the USSR, a reccorded vote was taken on

draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.1, as orally revised.

In favour:

Against:

Abstaining:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Aagola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burkina Faso, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cameroon,
Canada, Cape Verde, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czecnuslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
Eaypt, Egquatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gambia, German
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
Tceland, India, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lesotho,
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragu~, Norway, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,
Portuqal, Qat.r. Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Spain,
Svdan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tunisia,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Ewirates, United Kinadom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania,
United States of America, Uruquay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

None .

Bahamas, Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam, Burma, Burundi, Central
African Republic, Chad, China, Comoros, CSte d'Ivoire, BEcuador,
Gabon, Indonesia, Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Malaysia, Maldives,
Nepal, Niger, Niaeria, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, Poland, Romania,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Somalia, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobaqgo,
Turkey, Yemen, Zaire.

119. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.1, as orally revised, was adopted by 98

votes to none, with 37 abstentlons.*

* See para. 120 bhelow.
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120. Mrs. ALVAREZ (France) said that her delegation had voted in favour but had not
gseen its vote recnrded. 1t therefore wished to have its vote recorded and the
results of the vote corrected accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.76

121. The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resolutior had no budgetary implications.

122. Mr. YAKOVLEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that to make clear his
Government's position with regard to the question of Afghanistan nhe wished to refer
to the statement made by Mr. Gorbachev, General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communiat Party of the Soviet Union, on 20 November 1986. Mr. Gorbachev had
said that the USSR did nct intend to have any basc : or to search for raw materials
in Afghanistan and that it had responded to the Afghan Government's call for help
some time earlier. It had sent troops to Afghanistan on a temporary basis at the
request of that Government and did not intend to stay there for ever. The Soviet
Government favoured a political settlement: it considered that the action beina
taken under United Nations auspices constituted genuine progress and could lead to
a political settiement if Pakistan an:! the United States favoured such a solution.
fle had qone on to say that, whenever there were signs of progress towards a

set rlement, those two countries immediately took measures to thwart them.
Nevertherless, the Soviet Government thought that the day was not far off when a
political settlement would be reached, which would mean simul taneously the
withdrawal of Soviet troops.

123. The Soviet delegation considered that the draft resolution submitted by some
Western de‘egations was unbalanced and would impede a political settlement. It
therefore called on regsponsible 3leleqations o vote aqainst the draft resHlution,

iZ4. Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan), replying to the USSR representative, said hat the
Soviet troops had not responded to any call from tne Government of Afghanistan for
assistance, because that Government had been removed by Soviet troops and replaced
by another.

125. s to who favoured political settlement, he said that the report of the
Special Rapport ur on the question of human rights in Afghanistan was particularly
televant becaus. it revealed that duiing the past year the military campaign of
repregsion by foreign troops had intenaified and that the bomuving of villaaes had
egcalated. Furthermore, violations of his country's borders had increased in
number. All that did not signify 2 desire for a political gettlement. On the
contrarv, it appeared to signify a desire for a military solution.

126. Pakistan called for an earlv withdrawal of foreign troops from Afghar.istan.
That was consonant with the call by the General Assembly and constituted his
Government's position in the relevant negotiations. Pavigtan was still awaiting an
answer from the other side to that call. When that came, there would be a
settlement, and his delegation hoped that the day was not far off.
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127. Ms, Bnoéﬁixovi (Czechoslovakia), speaking also on behalf of the delegations of
Bulgaria, the Bvelorussian SSR, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and
the Ukrainian SSR, said that draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.76 was based, as had been
the case the previous vear, on a politically motivated assessment of developments
in the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan.

128. The entire text reflected the arguments contained in the report of the Special
Rapporteur, who-had described the state of affairs in the country on the basis of
information obtained throuah counter-revolutionary sources. Neither that report
nor the text of the draft resolution contained the slightest reference to the
extensive democratic changes that had already been made or were under way with a
view to ensuring fully the social, economic, political and civil rights of the
Afghan people. The true purpose of the draft was not to express concern about
respect for human rights in Afghanistan but to reverse the developments in that
country, which had chosen the path of independent development. The text thus ran
counter to the basic principles of international co-operation in human rights.

129. For those reasons, the above-mentioned delegations would vote against the
draft resolution. .

130. Mr. ZARIF (Afahanistan) said that both the report on the human-rights
situation in Afaghanistan (A/C.3/41/778) and the draft resolution under
consideratior were composed of cheap lies and unfounded allegations. Aafghanistan
had been unfairly singled out for examination of its human-rights situationj;
consideration thereof by the Committee had unveiled the political malice behind
apparent human-rights concerns and was in gross violation of the rules of procedure
of the Economic and Social Council and its subsidiary organs. The arbitrary
selection of the Special Rapporteur was in breach of the Committee's practice of
ensuring prior consultations. The anti-socialist and anti-progressive views of the
Special Rapporteur left grave doubts as to his moral authority to draw up an
unbiased report. The report was alwost entirely based on the allegations of the
mercenary ringleaders and their followers, through interpreters provided by them.
It was, furthermore, full of categorical statements, leaving no room for future
rectifications. By blaming the national democratic rewvolution and ensuing reforms
for the alleged human-rights violations in the country, the report revealed itself
to be politically motivated and as such was unacceptable.

131. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.76 sought the consent of the General Assembly to
the form and substance of the report; the language used was intended to suggest
that there was no doubt about the authenticitv of the allegations. The hostility
and political bias of the sponsors was further proven by the failure to call the
Goverrment of tlLe Democratic Republic of Afghanistan by its proper name, referrina
to it as the "suthorities in Afghanistan®, contrary to official usaaqe.

132. The adoption of the draft resolution would lead to the proliferation of
similar actions against other small, independent and non-aligned countries.
Lending legitimacy to such wisuse of the United Nations for political ends would
undermine the principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs cf Member
States and set a very danaerous precedent for future discussions on the promotion
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(Mc. Zacif, Afghanistan)

of genuine human r(ights. Any deleqations with reasonable doubts that the report
and *he draft resolution 4id nout reflect the ¢rue human-r ighta situation in
Afahanistan were uraed not to associate themselves with an exercise which wa. far
from refle~ting genuine human-riqhts concerns. Human, moral and political
reapousibilities called for the adoption of a falr position on draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.76.

133. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.76.

In favour: Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Barbados, belqiur, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Canada,
Chad, Chile, Chine, Colombia, Costa Rica, C8te d‘'Ivoire,
Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, France, Gabon,
Gambia, Germany, Federal Raepublic of, Greece, Guatemala,

Hondu: as, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japin,
Jordrs.., Kenya, Lesotho, Luxembourg. Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niqer, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraquay, Peru, Philippines, Portuqgal, Qatar,
Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Saudi Arabla,
Senegal, 5ierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Sweden,
‘rhailand, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab BEmirates, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern ireland, United States of
America, Uruquay, Venezuela.

Againgt: Afghanistan, Algeria, Anagola, C:lqgarias, Burkina Faso,
Byelorussian Soviet Soclalist Republic, cCuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yenen, Ethiopia, German Domocratic Republic, Hungary,
India, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Mongolia, Nicaraqua, Poland, komania, Syrian Arab Republic,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics, Viet Nam.

Abstaining: Banamas, Benin, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central
African Republic, Comoros, Congo, Cyprus, Ecuador, Finland,
Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Iraq, Kuwait, lebanon,
Liberia, Malawl, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Nepal, Nigeria,
Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda,
United Republic of Tanzania, Yuqoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

134. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.76 was adooted by 77 votes to 23, with 36
abstentions.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86

125, The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resolution had no programme-budget
implications.
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136. Ms. KAMAL (Secretary of the Committee) said that Saint Lucia was to be
included ir the list of rfonsors.

137. Mr. AKRAM (Pakintan) expressed serious doubts about the wisdom of the
Committee'’s considering draftr resolution A/C.3/41/L.86, since it concerned matters
falling within the internal jccisdiction of the Government of the Islamic Republic
of Iran. 1In 1986, in particul.r, there was no justification for a further
regolution on the situation in that country since the Cowmittee had no new
information or reports before it. 1Invoking rule 116 of the rules of procedure, he
moved that the Committee should take no action on the draft resolution before it.

138. Mra. MUKHERJEE (India), and Mr. ABOU-HADID (Syrian Arab Republic), supporrcted
the motion by the delegation of Pakistan.

139. Mr. HOPPE (Denmark) and Mrs. CASTRO de¢ BARISH (Costa Rica) opposed that motion.

140. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to vote on the Pakistan motion that no
action should be taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86.

141. A recorded vcte was taken on the motion by Pakistan.

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Brunei Darussalem, China, Cuba, Democratic
Yemen, EBthiopia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mali, Mozambique,
Nicaraqua, Niger, Pakistan, Romania, Sierra Leonc. Somalia,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syria, Turkev, United Arab Emirares, United
Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Zimbabwe.

Against: Australia Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad,
Colombia, Costa Rica, C6te d'Ivoire, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland,
Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Luxembourq,
Malawi, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Panama, Peru, Portugal, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa,
Spain, Sweden, Togo, United Kingiom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America, Venezuela.

Abstaining: Argentina, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazii, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,
Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Comoros, Cyprus, Ecuador, Eqypt, Gabon,
Japan, Lesotho, Liberia, Mauritania, Nepal, Nigeria, Paraqguay,
Rwanda, Seneqal, Sinaapore, Suriname, Swaziland, Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

142. The Pakistan wotion we - rejected by 48 votes to 30, with 32 abstentionn.

143. Mr. McDOWELL (New Zeaiuud) said that his delegation would vote in favour of
the draft resolution, but with reservations. The investigation of reported
human-rights violations could best be done with the co-operation of the Government
concerned. The Iranian authorities had responded to some of the requests for
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information made by the former Special Representative appointed by the Commission
on Human Rights and had indicated a willingness %o co-operatr further. They had
also expressed some concerns, namely that United Nations resolutions should not
prejudge the situation in the country before all the facts were known, that the
investigation should be demonstrably impartial and that account should be taken of
the preference of the Iranian authori ies for the appointment of a Specisl
Representative with a knowledqge of Islamic jurisprudence and interrstional
human~rights Law, New Zealand had some sympathy for the Iranian position, since it
was not evident that Iranian concerns had bzen taken fully into account. His
deleqation was disappointed at the fallure to secure the co-operation of the
Islamic Republic ct Iran and would therefore have preferred to see a procedural
resolution, since that might best have facilitated subsequent agrcement.

144. There was an odbligation to see that United Nations machinery was not employed
in a discriminatorv way and that it worked effectively. New 7ealand accordingly
urqed the “ommission on Human Rights to review the matter at its next session so
that the l.anian authorities might be assured that the Commission was acting with
impartiality and understanding and that judgement would be withheld until the facts
were established.

145, Mr. MOHAMMED (Iraq), speaking in explanation of vote before t' > vote, said
that his delegation would vote in tavour of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86,
although it had some reservations. The first concerned the rather restrictive
wording of the sixth preambular paragraph, since the oppression in the Islamic
Republic of Iran was directed against all Iranians, irrespective of their beliafs
or creeds. Furthermore, extremely serious violations were being committed in that
country under the pretext that the authorities were applying Korrrnic law. Muslims
were in Auty bound to prevent that attempt to distort the true meaning of Islam,
which taught tolerance and indulgence. The true precepts of Islam were to counter,
or at least seek to alleviate, injustice.

146. A recrded vote was taken on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86.

In favour: Australia, Austria, Barbados, Belaium, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El1 Salvador,
Eguatorial Guines, Fiji, Finland, Prance, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iraq,
Ireland, 1srael, Italy, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia,
Luxembourg, Malawi, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Greradines, Samoa, Spain,
Swaziland, Sweden, Togqo, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America, ‘enezuela.

Against: Algeria, Anqola, Brunei Darussalam, Cuba, Democratic Yemen,
Ethiopia, Ghana, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Kuwait,
Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Nicaragua, Niger,
Pakistan, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
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Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, United Arab Emirates,
United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen.

Abstaining: Araentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin. Brazil, Bulgaria,
durkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Central A¢rican Republic,
Comoros, C8te d'lvoire, Cyprus, Djibouti, Eciador, Eqypt, Gabon,
Guinea-Bissau, India, Japan, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco,
Nepal, Nigeria, Oman, Poland, Senegal, Singapore, Suriname,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uaanda,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

147. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86 was adopted by 53 votes tn 27, with
42 abgtentions.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.87

148. The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resclution had no financial implic..tions.

149. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.87 was adupted without a vote.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.91

150. The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the dra€t resolution had no
programme-budget implications.

151. Mr. LEBAKINE (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), speaking on behalf of the
sponsors, said that, in order to allow time to accommodate the difficulties that
gsome delegations had had with tha draft resolution, the sponsors had agreed that
discussion of the matter might be deferred. He therefore proposed that discussion
of the draft regolution should be deferred until the forty-second session.

152. It was 80 decided.

Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.99

153, The CHAIRMAN said that the draft resolution had no financial I{mplications.
154. Mr. MONTARO (Mexico), speakina on behalf of the sponsors, requested the
suspension of the meeting to allow for final consultations on the draft

regolution.

The meeting was suspended at 7.10 p.m. and resumed at 7.45 p.m.

155. Mr. MONTANO (Mexico) said that the sponsors, now joined by Australia, Austr.i.a
and Luxembourqg, had done their utmost to produce a text reflecting faithfully the
information available for a balanced analysis of the human-rights situation in
Chile. On their behalf, he wished to draw attention to the following revisions:

/eas
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156. In the first line of the fifth preambular paraaraph, the word "pertinent”
should be inserted before "resolutions”.

157. Paragraph 3 should be ryplaced by the foilowings

*"Expresses its deep diastress at the aksence of instituticnal machinery
which protects the unrestricted exercise of civil, pclitical, economic, social
and cultural rights, a basic condition for the free expression of the people's
will"

158. paragraph 6 should be amended to read:

"Again expresses its conviction that a legal and political order based on
the expression of the people's will through an electoral process open, on a
footing of equality, to all citizens and on free elections, is fundamental for
full respect for human rights in Chile as in any other country;”

159. The first part of paragraph 8, from ' presses its deep concern” to "of the
Government to* should be replaced by the words "Welcomes with satisfaction”.

160. Paraqraph 9 (a) should be amended to read:

*Immediately put an end to the state of siege declared in September 1986
and the arbitrary practice of declaring "constitutional states of emergency”
under which serious and continuing violations of human riaghts are committed in
the counvry*®

161. In paragraph 9 (b), the words "authorizing the declaration” should be replaced
by "permitting the arbitrary use". Finally, in paragraph 9 (f), the word
*disappeared” should be followed by a semicolon and the reat of the sentence
deleted.

162. Mr. DAMM (Chile), speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, said that
his delegation totally rejected the draft resolution, which was incompatible with
the report of the Special Rapporteur (A/41/719) and exceeded the competence of the
Third Committee. The cosmetic revisions had in no way altered the substance of the
draft resolution, which did not reflect the co-operation extended to the Special
Rapporteur by his Government. Moreover, the draft contained no mention of the
progress which the Special Rapporteur indicated haé been achieved in the area of
human rights, and passed over in silence the disruptive effect of terrorism on the
institutional process in Chile. Terrorism had been recognized by the Special
Rapporteur as the most serious problem in Chile and the failure of the draft
resolution to reflect that was both inexcusable and cowardly. The draft resolution
contained elements which constituted intervention in the internal affairs of his
country and was therefore totally unacceptable.
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163. Mr. PASTOR (Honduras), speaking in explanation of vot= before the vote, said
that he generally shared the views just expressed by the representative of Chile.
He regretted the lack of objectivitv of the draft resolution which, by its failure
to take due note of the Special Rapporteur's report, had cast doubt on the work of
a prestigious international official. Of particular concern was its failure to
mention the problem of terrorism in Chile. Such an attitude would only encourage
further *terrorism In Latin America. His delegation would abstain in the vote.

164. A recorded vote was taken on draoft resolution A/C.3/L.99, as nra’ly revised.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Rarbados, Belgium, Benin, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burkina
Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,
Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Yemen, Denmark, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana,
Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India,
Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic
Republic, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriva, Luxembourgqg,
Madagascar, Maldiveg, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,
Mozambique, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaraqua, Norway, Peru,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Senegal, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Sweden, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukiainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
Uinited Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Chile, Indonesia, Lebanon, Paraguay, United States of America.

Abstaining: Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burma,

Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Ch'na, Colombia,
Comoros, CSte d'Ivoire, Democratic Kampuchea, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Eqypt, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Gabon, Guatemala,
Honduras, Iraq, Israel, Japan, Jordan, Liberia, Malawi, Malaysia,

- Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
Guinea, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Somalia, Sudan, Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Yemen, Zair~.

165. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.99, as orally revised, was adopted by 84 votes
to 5, with 46 abstentions.

Explanations of vote

166. Mrs. CASTRO de BARISH (Costa Rica) said that her delegation had voted in
favour of the draft resolution on the situation of human rights and fundausental
freedoms in Chile (A/C.3/41/L.99) because it felt that, notwithstanding the
progress achieved, attention should be focused on the qrave violations of human
rights still taking place in Chile.
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167. Her delegation, however, had certain reservaticns about the draft. It did not
adequately reflect the report of the Special Rapporteur (A/41/719) and failed to
acknowledge the co-operation which he had received from the Government of Chile.
The language used in paragraph 9 was excessive. Paragraph 9 (k) omitted reference
to civil and political rights, which were as important as economic, social and
cultural rights. Moreover, although in various resolutions the United Nations had
strongly condemned terrorism, the draft resolution omitted any mention of the
problem of terrorism in Chile.

168. She hoped that the Chilean people would be able to forge a consensus on how to
bring about democratic changes in their society.

169. Mr. VILLAGRA DELGADO (Argentina) said that his delegation had voted in favour
of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.42/Rev.l on property ownership, because respect for
private property was an essential element of the legal and economic systems of
Argentina. His delegation would, however, interpret the fourth preambular
paragqranvh of the draft resolution in accordance with the International Covenanta on
Human Rights and the Charter of Economic Rights and Dutles of States.

170. Mr. DIRAR (the Sudan) said that, while his delegation had voted in favour of
Araft resolution A/C.3/41/L.42/Re' .1, its position should not be regarded as
detracting from its support for communal ownership of property or as belittlina the
role of the State and Government in national planning.

171. Mr. QUINN (Australia) said that his delegation had voted in favour of the
declaracion on the right to development annexed to draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.4
because it shared the view that the United Natiorns human-riahts bodies had hitherto
failed to give adequate attention to the economic, social and cultural rights
proclaimed in the International Covenant and because it recognized the sustained
effort made by a number of delegations to produce a sctisfactory text. While
having some difficulties with elements of the declaration, Australia supported its
broad thrust, including the emphasis it placed on the individual as the central
subject of development.

172. It had abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.5/Rev.] because it
considered that the subject was more appropriate to the Second Committee.

173. It had voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.86 although, in its
view, the text failed to cover some important matters mentioned in the Special
Representative's reporty in particular, the lack of any reference to the adverse
effect on the civilian population of El Salvador of the insurgents' attacks on the
country's economic infrastructure was to be rearetted. His delegation welcomed the
oral revisions made by the sponsors and Costa Rica's conseguent withdrawal of its
amendments in documert A/C.3/41/L.49.

174. Australia had joined the consensus on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.83 but
wished to express its firn conviction that, special rapporteurs and representatives
and cther drafters of reports on human rights should seek to keep their reports as
succinct as possible.

foon
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175. It had also joined the consensus on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.92 because the
text in itself was unobje tionable and was in line with Australia‘s commitment to
the promotion of economic, social and cultural rights. However, his delegation
regrette.. that such a text had been put forward, since it would have no practical
impact on United Nations work in the field of human rights and exemplified the
proliferation of draft resolutions in the Third Committee at the current session.

176. M¢. LINDHOIM (Sweden), speaking on kahalf of the sponsors of the amendments to
draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.57 contained in document A/C.3/41/L.96 aud eventually
withdrawn, expressed rearet that the revised draft resolution (A/C.3/41/L.57/Rev.2)
had not been adopted without a vote. 7Tt was likewise reqrettable that the dialogue
between the sponsors of the draft resolution and those of the amendments to the
original version had not come about at a much earlier stage, since the final result
might then have reflected more adequately the ait .ation of human rights and
fundamental freedoms in Guatemala. Rccording to reliable, independent reports,
human-rights violations in that country, including politically related killings and
involuntary disappearances, continued to take place despite the efforts to control
them being made by the new constitutional Government of Guatemala. In expressing
support for those efforts, he also stressed the hope of the sponsors of the
amendments that a constructive dialogue between interested delegations would take
place well in advance of the Committee's consideration of the topic at the next
gession.

177. Mr. TELLE (France) said that his delegation's vote in favour of draft
resolution A/C.3/41/L.4 and the declaration on the right to development annexed
thereto was a consequence of the decision of the sponsors to revise the text along
the lines of the amendments submitted by Netherlands and France in document
A/C.3/41/L.34. His deleqgation wished to put it on record that it understood
references in the declaration to the right of peoples to full sovereignty over all
their natural wealth and resources to be governed by article 1, paragraph 2, of the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

178. France had voted againgt draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.100/Rev.l because it
objected to an amendment to a draft resolution being transformed into a solemn
declaration by the General Assenbly and because it did not consider that the
subject fell within the competence of the Third Cowmittee.

179. Mr. van den BERG (Netherlands) said t in its position on Accuments
A/C.3/41/L.4 and L.5 his deleaation had beeua gquided by the same considerations as
those just placed on record by the French vepresentative.

180. Mr. SCHWANDT (Federal Republic of Germany) said that his delegation had
shstained on draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.4 because it considered that the matter of
a declaration on the right to development had been brought before the General
Assembly prematurely. The Federal Republic's sustained contribution to work on the
subject being done in various United Nations bodies had been based on the view that
the right to developwent as a comprehensive human-r ights concept could be vested
only in individual human beings. The declaration as adopted by majority vote
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falled to relate the material content of that right to the individual, thus
deprivina it of any human-rights substance. 1t was to be feared that the concept
of individual human rights as embodied in the relevant United Nations documents
would, in the long run, be eroded as a result.

181. With reaard to the desirability of a new international economic order touched
upon in the declaration and in document A/C.3/41/L.5, he referred to the
explanation of vote given by the representative of the members of the European
Economic Community on General Asse bly resolutions 3201 (S-VI) and 3202 (S-VI).

The rederal Republic of Germany had always been a wajor donor in development
asgistance and was prepared %o recognize that it had a political responsibility for
promoting the development of the developing countries. 1t could not, however,
accept an international-law obligation to that effect or a prejudgement of the
right to development by matters clearly unrelated to human rightas.

182. His delegation had voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.3/41,/L.99 although,
in its opinion, the draft failed to reflect adequately the positive elements of the
Special Rapporteur's report. The Chilean Government should be called upon even
more strongly to implement the Special Rapporteur's detailed recommendations, mwore
particularly by initiating a process of democratization and engaging in a dialoque
with the democratic opposition.

183. Mr. ABUSHAALA (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya) said that his delegation had voted
agains! the draft resolutions on the situation of human rights in Afghanistan
(A/C.3,/41/L.76) and in the Iglamic Republic ot Iran (A/C.3/41/1L.86) because their
sponsors were respongible for the massacre of the Palestinian people, the
decimation of the Nawibian people, the bombinc¢ of residential areas of Tripoli and
Benghazi, and the oppression of blacks and American Indians within their own
borders.

184. Ms. KING-ROUSSEAU (Trinidad and Tobaqo) said that her delegation's abstention
on draft resolutions A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.1, L.57/Rev.2, L.76, L.86 and L.99 in no way
detracted from her Government's strict adherence to the rights ensh; ined in the
Charter and in other United Nations human-rights instruments. Trinidad and Tobago
continued to deplore violations of human rights anywhere a 1 in any form. It felt,
however, that the United Nations had a responsibility to address human-rights
violations impartially and to refrain from politicizing the issue.

185. Mr. VALDEZ (Peru) said that, in voting in favour of draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.99, his delegation had followed the principle of supporting all efforts
aimed at the observance of human rights anywhere in the world. However, the draft
contained elements which went bevond the human-rights situation in Chile and which,
for that reason, could be regarded as sttempts to iuterfere in that country's
domestic affalrs. Furthermore, by failing to take into account certain positive
agpects of the Special Rapporteur's report, the draft resolution might actually
have the effert of discouraaing the Chilean Government's efforis towarA:
improvement. He therefore wished to place on record his deleqgation’s servations
as regards paraqraphs 3, 8, 9 (2) and 9 (k) of the draft resolution.
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186. Mrs. ITO (Japan) said that, notwithstanding its great appreciation ot the
efforts made by all parties, and especially Yugoslavia, to reach a consensus on the
draft resolution in document L.4, as orally amended, her delegation atill had
difficulties with the dratt declaration on the right to development. It had
therefore been obliged to abstain. Human rights were rights of individuals and, as
such, had to be protected fro: possible arbitrary action by the State. In her
delegation's view, the right to developme.* did not fall into that cateqgory.
Indeed, there was a risk that the State wmight invoke the right tu development in
order to leaitimize the violation of the human rights of its citizens.
International co-operation under the Charter, especially Article 56, was the result
of voluntary acts by sovereign States. Tt had nothing to do with the inalienable
human rights of individuals. For those reasons, her delegation could not accept
the wording of articles 1.2, 2.2, 3.3, 4.1, 5, 8.1, 9.2 and 10 of the declaration.
It would have been pleased if further efforts to accowmodate its views had been
made and hoped that, despite the adoption of the draft resolution, the relevant
working group within the Commission on Human Rights would continue to give them
careful consideration.

187. Mr. STROHAL (Austria) said that the adoption of the declaration on the right
to development in document L.4 would undoubtedly be seen as a significant step in
the evolution of the international development debate. However, the draft
resolution had been introduced under an agenda item related to the effective
enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms. The question therefore arose
ag to how the dec'aration would contribute to the cause of human rights. A clear
distinction shou.d be drawn between the concept of the rights of peoples and that
of human rights and fundamentai freedoms. Any addition to the body of existing
rights of peoples would have to take place within the appropriate framework of
international law. Accnrdingly, his delegation had reservations with regard to
those parts of the declaration which referred to the i uman rights of peoples. Such
references reflected a fundamental contcradiction which the declaration itgelf
failed to clarify.

188. Austria had abstained on the draft decision contained in documer” L.S because
that draft had been introduced and orally revisaed ouly that afternoon. It did not
seem appropriate to take a decision at such short notice on an issu« of
considerable importance which, moreover, had been under consideration for geveral
years in the Second Committee. Austria had supported the decision to take no
action on draft resolution L.42/Rev.1 and hoped that its subject-matter would
receive in-depth consideration in the Commission on Human Rights. Lastly, his
deleagation had joined the consensus on draft resolution (.92, without, however,
being convinced of its practical merits.

189. Mrs. COLL (Ireland) said that the right to development deserved a place in the
human rights system of the United Nntions. She had therefore voted in favour of
the draft resolution in document L.4. Although adoption by consensus would have
been preferable, Ireland was sati :fied with the outcome. For three successive
vears in the Commigsion on Human Rights Ireland had felt obliged to abstain on the
procedural resolution qoverning the work of the group of governmental experts on
the right to development.. It had done so because that resolution affirmed the
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right tc development to he an inalienable human right. Her delegation continued to
find that assertion unconvincing in the text as adopted. It also had reservations
with regard to the unspecific use in the text of refe.ences to the human rights of
peoples. It never :heless considered the text as a whole to be a finely tuned
expreasion of the legitimate aspirations of all peoples and individuals to
development in the most comprehensive sense. It hoped that the declaration would
help to strengthen human rights at the international level.

190. Miss BYRNE (United States of America) said, unlike the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, the declaration on the right to developwment just adopted by the
Cowmittee was imprecise and confusing. Development, which the declacation defined
as the constant improvement oi the well-being of the enti.e population, was not
assured by qovernmental promi =28 but by performance. References to the human
tights of peoples were incons..tent with the proper concept of humar rights as
riqghts of the individual. Her delegation took exception to the connections drawn
between dlsarmament and development and disacreed with the view that development
was %0 be principally achieved by transfers of resources from the di:veloped to the
developing world. Lastly, it was to e feared that the declaraticn on the right to
development would tend to dilute and confuse the existing humean ¢ights agenda of
the United Nations, already filled to overflowing with issues posed by numerous
failures to respect the Universal Declaration of luman Rights. For all thoue
reasong, her delegation had been anable *. join consensus on the declaration in
document L.4.

191. It had also voted against draft resolution L.79 because, for financial
rea.ons, it opposed the idea of holding two meetings in 1987 of the Working Group
drazting a convention on the rights of migrant workers. The United States remained
convinced that the appropriate forum for any substantive diecussion of issues
relating to migrant vorkers was the Internationsl Labour Organisation. Her
delegation expected the conterence resource requirements associated with draft
recolution L.79 to be absorhbed within the existing appropriation for conference
servicea In the 1986-1987 budget.

192. Although the United States Government would normally support cost-cuttirg
measures recommended by the Unitea liationa Secretasiat. her delegation had joined
tue ccasensus on draft resolution L.83 becsuse it conside¢red that such measures
should be app.i~d equitably throughout the United Nations system. It had joined
the consensus on draft reso. it’ " L.37 although it believed that text to represent
Jet another effort by the sponsors to deflect criticism of their own human rights
records &8 wel! as a gross exaqgeration of the threat posed bv a few misquided
individuals. '

193. The United States had decided not to oppose chi» Comnmnittere's decision t« take
no action 1. draft resolution L.93. However, it remained deepiy concerned ac the
very serious human rights viclations taking place in Cuba and intended to pursue
the issue in every appropri :te forum. It had joined the consenu a on draft
regolution L.95 that action should not be interpreted as endoraement of the
coptents of various rejional human rights instruments.

S e e
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194. The United States had voted against drsaft re¢ fution L.99 becaure it was only
remotely related to the Special Rapporteur's report. 1t failed to take into
accenunt the positive steps taken by the Chilean Government or to refer ‘o actlions
taken by certain opponents of the Government which had damaqed the process of
transition to democracy. Thal was truc in particular, of the attempted mirder of
Preaident Pinochet by te.roriste armed by outside Powers. Unlike the text on Chile
submitted by the United States delegation at the last session of the Commission on
Human Rights, the resolution just adopted was not balanced and relied on rhetoric
rather than reaiitv. Lastly, the United States nad abstiined on draft i1esolution
L.100/Rev.]l because it leprecated vaque formulatiors concerning economic, social
and cultural realities in a human rights context and believed that the human riahts
agenda should be reserved primarily for the promotion and protection of individual
human rights.

165. Miss YOUNG (United Kingdom) said that it was regrettable that the Committee
hzd been forced to vote con the important subject of the right to development,
rather than adopting the draft declaration by consensus. Nevertheless, because of
*he difficulties it had with the text of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.4, her
deleqation had had to bstain in the vote. It did not accept the cause and effect
relationship implied between violations of human ri-hts and development (preambular
para. 9). The faci that certain territories were : st self-governing was not in
itself an obstacle to the full realization of the human rights of the people of
those territories, prcovided that those peopl 3 were free to exercise their right of
gelf-determination.

136. Her delegation Aid not agree that huwman rights were indivisible and
interdependent (preambular para. 10 and art 6) although certain rights were
interrelated, 2nd the enjoyment of some could contribute to the anjoymeunt of
others. The formulations in preambular paragraphs 11 and 12 were unsatisfactery;
pa -agraph (2, and also article 7, provided an overaimplified view »f the complex
relationahip between disarmament, ascurity and development. Mcraover, her
delegation did not accept a link be.ween the promotion and protection of humun
rights and the establishment of & new international economic order. It hzd
qifficulty with the reference to the right t- levelopment as an "inalienable human
right" (preambular para. 16 and art. 1) when tnat right was not satistactorily
defined in the text, or sufficiently cloarly related to the individual huwan
person, who was the only beneficiary of human rights under the Charter and the
International Covenants.

197. It could not accept the reference to s human right of peoples (arts. 1 and §)
or the implicatior. in article 5 that States should act to eliminate only massive
and flagrant violations of human rights. dHerxr Government, as one of the largest
donors of development assistance, agreed that States should take steps to promote
Gevelopment, including that of the developing countries, bnt could not agree that
that should become an obligation under international lew. The concept of popular
participatio~ (art. 8) was still under consideration by _.he Commission on Human
Rights, her deiegation understood the concept to mean "democratic participation®.
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198. Her delegation associated itself with the comments wade on draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.5 by the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany regarding the
desirabllity of a new international economic order and the Charter of Economic
Rights and Duties of States. Her Government had voted against that Charter and its
sosition was unchanged. It was regrettable that issues that were not within the
competence of the Committee should have been presented in the draft resolution.

189, Her celegatio. had abstained in the vote on resolution A/C.3/41/L.793 it had
reservations about .e usefulness of the work done by the Working Group on the
Dratting of an International Tonvention on the Protection of the Riahts of All
Migranc Workers and Their Faqilies and was concerned at the 1iea of breaching the
General Assembly’'s rule, set forth in resolution 31/140, that United Nations bodies
should meet at their respective established headquarters. When the Organization
taced a serious tirancial crisis, the budgetary lmplications ot proposals must be
carefully considered; the net resources reauired to implement the resolution were
excessive and t(he Secretariat should absorb them to the greatest extent possible
within existing appropriations.

20). Her delegation had voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.9Y because
of ite concern about the human rights situation in Chile and the poor ve 'rd of the
Chilean Government »Hn human rights. Her Government w~elcomed the Chi.ean
Government's coniinued co-operation with the Special Rappoiteur, and the limfted
measures it had taken since Msrch 1986, such as the establis’ nent of an advisory
commission on human rights. Nevertheless, it wa: reqrettnbie that the draft
resolution contained no reference to the increzse in terroristc violence in Chile,
failed to underline the urgent need for a resumption of open ponlitical dialoque,
and prejudged the decision of the Commission on Human Rights reqarding the mandate
of the Special Rapporteur. The human rights situation in Chile should be treated
in the same way as other country situations on which the Committee had adonted
resolutions.

201. Mr. ATTEWELL (Canada) said that Canada‘'s approacih to draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.4 was quided by two basic principles: only individual: or groups of
individuals could have humzn rights, and States could only have obligations with
respect t, the human rights of their citizens, and true development required
{mprovement in the realization of all human rights. His delegntion could recognize
the right to development as an inalienable human right in the sense of the
effective implementation and enjoyment of all internationally recognized human
rights. The Araft resolution represented the best achievable text on a question on
whicn there would never be completa unanimity ot viewa. His G ernment had
reservations on certain aspects of the text, which should be brcught in line with
the principles of the Charter the Universal Declaration of Human Riqjhts and the
Incernational Covenants, but had joined in the adoption of the draft Aeclaration.

202. His delegation had voted against draft resolution A/C.3,/31/L.5 on the grounds
that its contents were extraneous to any document addreseing human riqhts issue. .
While the draft miaht reflect legitimate concerns, they would be better addressed
in another forum. ‘The manner in which a proposed amendment to cn existing
resolution had been converted into a declaration hardly reflected the seriousness
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with which the issues should be addressed. As to draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.18/Rev.]1, his Government wished botn tc recognize the improvements in
the human rights situation in El Salvador, and to encourage the Government of

El Salvador to continue in its commitment to human rights, with the objective of
the total elimination of ahbuses. It strongly supported the proceas of dialoque
towards achieving national reconciiiation. 1t regarded the 1984 elections in

El Salvador as valid and representative of the popular will, and therefore did not
view the two sides as being equal in legitimacy.

203. His delegation had voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.39 in order
to underline its oconcern about the human rights situatlion in Chile; his Government
especially deplored the growing spiral ot violence which appeared to be leadinag to
a further polarization of Chilean society. Unfortunately, the resolution did not
appeal to both Government and opposition forces to refrain from the use of
violence.

204. QELVERUELING (Sweden) , speaking on behalf of the Nordic countries, said that
‘hose countries reserved the right to explain their vote on draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.4, as amended, at the plenary session. Their acceptance of draft
resolution A/C.3/41/L.87 did'not mean that they were prepared to allow
unconstitutional restrictions on the freedom of opinion, expression or the press.
Totalitarian ideologies constituted a threat to democratic societies and their
institutions, but measures to be taken aadainst such ideologies must compiy with
national constitutions. The Nordic countries had not acceded to the last two
conventions uwentioned in paragraph 5.

205. His own delegation had voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.100/Rev.1l, although it had reservations regarding certain elements of
the text. The concept "international co-operation in the field of human rights®
was ambiguous and could be interpreted in a manner contrary to the interests of
promotinag and protecting the human rights of individuais. While it was essential
to prevent "mass and flagrant violations of human righ:s", it was also important to
prevent other violations of human rights. His deleqation believed that human
rights could not meaningfully refc: to anything but the relationship between the
State and the individual.

206, Mr. RIETJENS (Belgium) said chat his delegation had voted in favour of draft
resclution A/C.3/41/L.4 and against dra€t resolution A/C.3/41/L.5, as orally
amended, for the same reasons as the French delegation.

207. Mr. MUGUME (Usanda) said that his delegation had abstained in the vote on
draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.43/Rev.1. It had also abstained on mcst of the
procedural motions associated with the amendmentsi. The draft resolution and the
various amendments contained useful proposals, but Uganda‘'s abstenticn had been
nrompted by tta frustration at the political polarization in the Committee. It
oped that in future such polarization would noc be allowed to overshadow the
~Jommittee's fundamental ~oncerns.

/oo
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208. Mrs. RODRIGURZ PEREZ (Cuba) said that her delegation would have accepted a
conaensus decision on draft resolutions A/C.3/41/L.9” and L.98. It was convinced
of the objectivity of what was satd in them abou* human rights violations committed
in the United States, which it had denounced in various international forums. Her
delegation had not negotiated with the United Statvs delegation about withdrawiag
its draft resolutions. 1t was confident in the prestige and respect enjoyed by
Cuba in the international community. Cuba had never negotiated on its principles
or forfeited its dignity and sovereignty. All Cuba's activities were aimed at
respecting the basic human rights of its own people and other peoples of the
wo.'1d. Those ideas made Cuba invulnerable to the attacks and manoceuvres of the
United Staes. It was prepared to continue the strugqle if the United States so
wished in the confidence of its own moral strength.

209, Mr. SENE (Senegal) said that Senegal, as one of the initiatora of the idea of
the right to development, welcomed the adoption of Adraft resolution A/cC.3/41/L.4.

210. With reqard to draft resolutions A/C.3/41/L.93, L.97 and L.98, his delegation
noted that in respect of human rights violations in States, rules and procedures
existed for the consideration of such situations i{n the Commission on Human Rights
and the Economic and Social Council. The degree of seriousness of violations
should be taken into account in considering the approach to be taken to individual
cases., The Committee must be careful not to infringe upon the prerogatives of the
Commission on Human Rights.

211. The apointment of special rapporteurs or special representatives of the
Commisaion on Human Rights was a recent innovation; it would be unwise to try to
use that instrument without ensuring full quarantees of objectivity, verifiable
information, and protection from all political or other preasure.

212. Ms. KAMAL (Secretary of the Committee) informed the Committee of the
programme-budget implications of the proposals before it. Draft resolution
A/C.3/41/L.il1 would give rise to costs of $US 147,800, including $uUs 19,700 for
conference servicing. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.12 would give rise to costs of
$US 152,300. Draft resolution A/C.3/41/1.25 would give rise to costs of

$US 273,200, all for conference servicing; and draft resolution A/C.3/41/L.79 would
give rise to costs of $US 534,700, all for conference servicing. The
prograrme-budget implications of the decisions adopted by the Committee therefore
amcanted to $US 1,108,000, of which $US 827,600 was for conference-servicing costs.

213. The CHAIRMAN said that perhaps the Committee's most significant achievement
had been the adoption of the declaration on the right to development. He hoped
that the United Nations would be able to maintain the consensus that was so crucial
or its effective implementation.

214. There had been a general realization at the session that in times of financial
restraint, some fairly drastic economies were needed in “he verbal output of the
Organization, and that they could be made while maintzining the quality of work.

It should be possible to continue the process of rationalization. The problem of
trimming down the agends through biennialization or otherwise reducing the number
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of proposals considered must be resolved. The Committee had considered a record
number of proposals despite its shortened session. 1Its agenda was still far too
heavy, and that undermined efficiency; the Committee would have to agree that only
items requiring immediate attentior should be considered annually, and aqree on
matters that could be dealt with on an incidental basis; it was not necessary to
use every resolution as a basis for annual repetition or new agenda items or
reports.

215. It was very unfortunate that consideration of agenda item 12 always took place
at the very end of the Committee's session; a number of very important draft
resolutions were submitted under the item, such as those on country situations,
which dese’.v:® more careful consideration. At its next session, the Committee
should considur the possibility of taking up item 12 earlier in the session; he
hoped tnat the Secretariat would make available the reports required for the
consideration of that item at zn earlier date.

216. After an exchange of courtesies, the CHAIRMAN declared that the Committee had
completed its work.

The meeting rose at 10.25 p.wn.




