i

UNITED NATIONS

Distr.
ECONOMIC GENERAL
AND EAST8/0.2/58.39

SOCIAL COUNCIL T4 otormL:  swoLIsa

First regular session, 1078
SECOMD (SOCIAL) COMMITTEE
SUMHARY RECORD OF THE 19th MEETING
Held at Headquarters, New York,
on Thursdsy, 27 April 1978, et 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: Mr. EM3SASSI (Iran)

CONTENTS

Human rights questions (continued)

This record is subject to correction,

Correctiona ghould be submitted in one of the working languages, preferably
in the same language as the text to vhich they refer, They should be set forth in
6 memorandum and alsc, if possible, incorporsted in a copy of the record, They
should be sent within one week of the date of this document to the Chief, Official
Records Editing Section, Department of Conference Services, room A-3557.

Any corrections to the records of the meetings of this session will be
consolidated in & single corrigendum, to be issued shortly after the end of the

seasicn,

70-559T1 foas



ﬂlﬁfﬂ.'&fﬁﬂ-lg
English
Page 2

The meeting vas called to order at 11,15 a.m.

HUMAN RIGHTS QUESTIONS (continued) (E/1970/34, E/19T8/4S)

l, ir., HEZVINSXY {United States of America), speaking in exergise of his right <f
reply vith reference to the statement made by the Chineae delesation at the

16th meeting concerning the human rizhts situation in Cambodia and United States
involvement ir. Cambodia prior to 1975, said that he did not vish to debate the
history of the Indo-Chinese wvar. He would point out that many of those wvho had
opposed that wvar both in the United States and abroad, including many in the
present United States Administration, had based their oppositicon on human rights
conriderations. Here those considerations no longer valid?

2+ ho country wished lightly te discuss the situation prevailing in another. The
gituation in Camhodim, however, was such that it was not possible in good
conscience to reaa:n sileat. Thousands nf refugees Ifrom Cambodia had sccused their
Government of infliciing death on hundreds of thousands of Caubodians over the

past three years, In a recent statement, the full text of which his delegation
would circulate to members of the Committee, Pregident Carter had termed Camboaia

the worst violator of human rights io the world,

3. Under Chapter I or the Charter, all idembers ol the United Hdations accepted, ns
a fundamental principle of the Organization, the promction and encouragement of
"respect for human rights and for fundeamental freedoms for all without distinetion
as to race, sex, language or religion". All were confronted, in the Coumittee and
in their other diplomatic activities, with a fundamental <uestion, nauely, how they
could carry ocut their Charter oblipations in a way which could alleviate the
suffering of the Cambodian people., Thus, it wvas a question not of his country's
right to act in condeunation of hunan rights viclotions anywhere in the world but
of the common responsibility of dember States to do so vhen the evidence of mass

violations was so pervasive.

L, His delegation hoped that all Hembers of the United Nations would vork in
their own way to ploy a constructive role, It hoped that political debate could end

gnd a coumon human concern could begin.

5, Hs, HUANG Kuc (China), speaking in exercise of her right of reply, caid that the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Democratic Kompuchea had sent a note to the
Secretary-General requesting that its reply of 22 April on the issue concerned
should be irculated as an official United Nations document, GShe believed that, on
the basis of that document, delegations would be able to make their own correct
judgement , and she would not elaborate on that point.

6. With regard to the stateuent made by the United States representative, she
said that all were Tamiliar with the human rights problems within the United
States, particularly the question of the fundamental rights of the black population.
She advimed the United States representative to face up to the probleus of his

own country first.

1. ‘The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to consider “hc draft resolutions and drafi
decisions recommended for adoption by the Ccuncil in ihe report of the Commission on
Buman Rights (E/1978/34, chap. 1}.
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Draft resoclution I

8. wir. BYKOY (Union of Soviet Socinlist Republics) said that the General Assembly
lmd carefully studied all aspects of the question of priorities in mrorromming und
had adopted its resolution 32/201 in order to ensure that pev programmes would be
financed from resources freed through the abolition of programmes that wvere
obsolete, of marginal usefulness or incffective. It had also mlopted resclution
32/206 drawing the attention of all cuosidiary bodies to the role of CPC as the main
subsidiary body of both the Econmmic and Social Council and the Genernl Asscably for
aaking recommendstions on the relative priorities of Unitced dations programmes. The
adviscry services programme to vhich draft resolution I related was of great
impartance t¢ the human rights activities of the United Hations, and his d=legation
had alwvays advocated the strengthening of such services in the field of human
rights, However, in the light of the General Assembly resolutions he had mentioned,
his delegation propoccd that operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution should be
replaced by the following:

"i. Proposes to the Committee for Programme and Co-ordination that it
study the possibility of financing the advisory services programme in the
field of human rights from the budget of the hwean ripghts programme of the
United Natioms,™,

In sddition, the reference to General Assewbly resolution 327123 in the first
preambular parasraph was superflucus, since that resolution did not mention the
advisory services programme;: he therefore proposed its deletion,

9, Mr. HEZVINSKY (United States of America) said thet his delegation was strongly
committod to the draft resolution proposed by the Copmission on Human Rights and
hoped that it would not be watered doun by emendument. The normal procedures
already provided for review by CPC.

10, Hr, HERKEL (Federal Republic of Geruany) recalled that the advisory services
programme was already Cinsnced from thie regular budpnet, under the section relating
to the Office of Publi¢ Inforwation, Uhat was at issue was the transfer of that
programme to the budget of the humon riphts progremme.

11, .irs. SIBAL (Iulia)}, supported by lr. NORDENFELT (Sweden), said that General
Assembly resslution 32/123 vas imndeed relevant, since it referred to the holding
of a seminar on national and local institutions io the field of human rights as nart
of the adviscory services prograume. The reference should therefore be retained.

12, .iss RICHTER {Argentina) said that her delegation did not hold any strang view
onc vy or the other regarding the inclusion of & reference to resclution 327123 in
draft resoluticn J. Although the strengthening of advisory services wvas not the
specific subject-matter of resolution 327123, it wvould be one of the results of the
scries of measures wvhich that resolution envisaged.

13. iiss SHAKKAR {Iran) recalled thot a consensus had emerged in the Coumission oo
Human Rights on the neel to strengthen the advisory services prograocnc und increase
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the limited resources at its disposal. Her delegation favoured retaining the
reference tc General Assembly resolution 32/123, vwhich, inter alia, called upon the
Secretary-Ceneral to organize a special seminar within the programme of advisory
services on the subject of national and local institutions for the promotion and
protection of huean righes. She did not quite understand the reason for the other
Soviet amendment, since pumerous delegations had expressed concern in the Commiasion
that the advisory services should have an adequate budget to enable them to carry
out their importunt task,.

14, ilr. SKAL {(United Arab Emirates) appealed to the representative of the Soviet
.Union to withdraw his proposal that the reference to resolution 32/123 should be
deleted.

15. iir, BYKOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) seid it had become clear from
the ctatements of previous speakers that the reference to resvlution 32/123 had a
place in the draft resolution; he therefore withdrew his proposal for its deletion,
As to operative paragraph 1, his delegation's concern vas that the requirements laid
down by the General Assembly should be respected by having CPC study the matter, and
its amendment did not in any way vater dowvn the draft resolution,

16, Hr, VAN BOVEHN (Director, Division of Human Righta) said that the advisory
services programse had been started in the 19505 for the purpose of educating and
training governwent officials in the human rights field. In previous years, the
prograpme had entailed the holding of tuo seminars and one training course and the
provision of fellowships., Thus, draft resoluticn 1 did not relate to a new
programze, The aim of the Commission on Human Rights had been to highlight the
activities of an existiag programme. The advisory services programme had been
seripusly jeopardized because of the arrangement whereby it was financed under
section 21 of the budget. Obviously, it was difficult for the Division of Human
Rights to make plans for the programme if it could not be sure in advance vhat
resources would be placed at its disposal for that purpose. The ain of the draft
resolution was therefore to transfer the financing of the programe to section 18 of
the budget (Division of Human Rights).

17. urs, SIBAL {India) asked how that change would affect the consideration of the
advisory services programoe in the field of human rights by ACABG and CPC.

18, Hr. VAN BOVEN (Director, Division of Human Rights) said that, if cperative
paragraph 1 was adopted as it stood, ACABQ and CPC would study the advisory .
services programme not &5 a separate matter but in the context of the human rights

programme as A& wiole,

19, 1ir, TERADA (Japan} said that his delepation would have difficulty in accepting
the Soviet amendment, It supported the draft resolution as it stood, on the
understanding that the financing of the advisory services programce would be
considered by the Fifth Committee of the General Asszmely and by ACABR.
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20. Mz. RICUTER (Argentina) pointed out that, if the draft resolution wvas adopted
in its original form, there could be no change in the financing of the sdvisory
services programme before 1080, However, if the amendnent proposed by the Soviet e
Union vas accepted, it was possible that CPC would rccommend to the General o
Assenbly sca&: kind of financial arrangement which would puarantee the Division of
Human Rights the necerzzr; funds Tor the advisory services programme as from 1977,

21, tr. VA BOV@ (Director, Division or [iuman Rights) said that it was difficult
for him to preiict vhat action CPC might take, However, he pointed out that

Uniteu Kations budgeting wvas a biennisl exercise and that no structural change
could be sade in the budget before the biennium 1900-1981. tHoreover, s sum of

S200 000 vas in fact awvailable for advisory services under section 23 of the

budpet for the current biemnium, mnd the General Assenmbly had also adopted an

ad hoc crrangement for financing the 1978 seminar on national and local institutions
for the promotion and protection of huwan rights,

22. Mr. BELYAEV {Obaerver for the Byelorussian Soviet Socimlist Republic) stressed
that, as the Dircctor of the Division of Human Rights had indicated, edvisory
services were already being provided within the human rights programme and had been
allocated the -=cessary financial and human rescurces. The issue was whether such
resources should be transferred to me=ction 18 of the budget, CPC was reaponsible
for concentratinz resources and ensuring that they were used effectively, and it
ghould therefore be in favour of any measure designed to avoid dissipetion of
resources and duplication of effort, Only one or two Secretariat units wvere
directly concerned with the human rights programme, and the others involved in

that programee were Gimply duplicating their work, His delegation was therefore

in favour of transferring the resources in guestion to sectiop 18, Howvever, it was
not encugh for the Economic and Scciml Council simply to express support for such a
transfer, as the unit to which the resources in guestion were at presept allocated
vas hardly likely to give up those resources willingly. The Council must

expressly request CPC to settle the issue,

23, ir. HORDENFELT (Sweden) sajd that, in the light of the statement made by the
chserver for the Byelorussian SSH, he wished to propose, as & compromise, a minor
subamendment to the Soviet amendment. He proposed that operative paracroph 1 of
the draft resolution should read

"Proposes to the Committee for Procrarse and Co-ordination that it
study the possibility that the financins of the advisory services programne
in the field of human rights be arranged as a part of the human rights
programme cf the United Naticns."

24. Hr. BYKOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he could accept the
Swedish proposal, which was in keeping with the substance of his own amendment,

25, [Hr. MEZVIRSKY (United States of America) said that he saw no need for the
amendment , az the question of resources for the advisory services programme would
in any event be discussed by CPC. In recoomendirs the adoption of draft
resclution I, the Commission on Humsn Rirnts hed simply been trying to show thet
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there should be a strong commitment to the advisory services programme, He hoped
that members of the Council vho wvere also members of the Commission, rarticularly
the oripinal sponsors of the draft resclution, would stand by their commitment.

26. Mr. AYINI (Nigeria) said that he [elt some apprehension about the proposed
amendnent. Those members of the Commission on Human Rights who had hzlped to draft
the resclution had fully understood the explanation given by the Director of the
Division of Human Rights and had vorded the operative part of the text accordingly.
his delegation supported the original version of the draft resolution and hoped
that the representative of Swveden would withdrawv his proposal. CPC would be
discussing the issue of the advisory services programme in any case, and there was
no need to request it to do s0.

27. Hiss SHAHKAR {Iran) endorsed the comments made by the repr=sentative of
Nigeria, and recalled that draft resolution I had been sdopted by consensus in the
Commission on Human Rights. She could not see why any of the original sponsors
should wish to change it, and she therefore appealed to the representative of
Sweden to withdraw his proposal, wvhich would not contribute in mny way to
strengthening advisory services in the field of human rights.

28. Mr. NORDENFELT (Sweden) withdrew his subamendment.

29, Mr., BELYAEV (Observer for the Byelorussian Soviet Sociamlist Republic) said

that he was rather surprised at the remarks of previous speakers., In its

resolution 32/206, the General Assembly had urged subsidiary bodies to refrain from
maXing recommendations on the relative priority of major rregrammes and had requested
them to pronese, through the Ccrmittee for Programme anc Co=ardinaticn, relative
priorities for the varicus subprogramnes. The Soviet amendnent vas desirned

simply to brinr the draft resclution into line with theose provisions sc that,

when CPC came to discuss the issue, it would not be ahle to say :that the Commissicn
cn Human Riphts had failed to comply vith General Assembly resclution 32,7206,

30. Mrs. SIBAL (India) pointed out that what the Committee had to decide was
vhether the advisory services programme should be treated as part of the general
human rights programme or as a separate item, and not vhether CPC should consider
thet issue. In that comnexion, she wished to know vhether the provisions of
General Assembly resoclution 32/206 would prevent the Council from takinm a decision
as to the section of the budpget under which advisory services in the field of human

rights should be clasgified in the future,

31. Mr. VAi BOVEN (Director, Ddvision of Iluman Rirhts) said that the Commission
on Human Rights, in recommending the adoption of draft resolution I, hed been aware
+hat the Council wcould not take a decision on the issue but would simply request
thet the fipancing of the advisory services programme should be arranged as a part
of the budget of the human rights program.e,

32, Mr. BYEOV {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)} expressed surprise at the
various reactions to his amendment, which did not alter the substance of thé draft
resolution but simply *rought it into line with General Ascembly resolution -2/2006.
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33. The CHAIRMAM sugpgested that the Committee should proceed to a vote on the
Sovict amendment.

3, Hs. RICHTER (Argentina), speaking in explanation of her vote, said that, in the
lignt of General Assezbly resolution 32/206, section I, peragraph 1, and section III,
paragraph 2, vhich she jinterpreted as meaning that CPC wvas responsible for making
recommendaticns on financial programming and that any recommendations it made with
regard to programse transfers would be discussed by the General Assembly at its
thirty-third session, she would vote in favour of the Soviet amendment, which
appeared to reflect the wishes of the General Assembly,

35. Hs. BEAGLE (New Zealand) said that her delegation would vote against the Soviet
amendment because i'ew Zealand had supported resclution 11 {JOXXIV) in the Commission
on Human Rights, vhich had adopted it by consensus., It believed that the amendment
wousd weiken draft resolution I, and that the budgetary considerations wculd be
taken care of at a later stafe by the competent bodies,

36. tr, BYKOV (Union of Soviet Socislist Republica) maid that so as not to
complicate the work of the Council he would withdraw his amendment, on the
understanding that the study he had recommended would in any event be undertaken
by CPC, in accordance with the wishes of the Council,

37. Draft resclution I was adopted without a vote,

Draft resolution II

33. The CHAJRIAN drev attention to the note by the Secretary-General on proposals
for manafenent rules for the coperation of the United Rations Trust Fund for Chile

(E/1973/h5),

39. ir. TERADA (Japan) smid that Japan'e position on the situation of buman rights
in Chile had been explained clearly in his delegation's statetwent at the

1kth meetinz. His Government was not convinced of the need to set up a trust fund
for Chile at the present stage, as it doubted vhether that would help to attain
the objectives sought. 1t apprecisted the humaniterian nature of draft

resolution II recommended by the Commission, but {elt that it must be considered
in the light of the need to improve the human rights situation net only in one
country, but throughout the world. His delegation was therefore unable to support
the dreft resoluticn.

Lo. !r. HORDEJFELT (Sweden) said that the attention of the world community had

been drawnm to the gituation in Chile as a result of the mass of evidence which
existed of grave and flagrant violations of human rights in that country since
Septepber 19T73. The humanitarian purpose of the draft resolution was to ease the
plight of those who were suffering, and his delepation therefore hoped that it would
compand the wide support it dessrved.

b1. Drafi resnlution II was adopted by 33 votes to 2, with 6§ abstentions,
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Draft resolutions III, IV, V and vi

42. Draft resolutions III, IV, V and VI wvere adopted without a vote,

Draft decision 1

3. The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the 12th meeting, the representative of
Argentina had orally proposed an suendment to draft decision 1.

Lk, [Hiss SHAHKAR {Iran) said that, if the purpose of the amendment vas to ensure
that General Assembly recolution 32/130 would be duly respected, she still did pot
see why the progress report on the work of the Commission should be limited to the

context of what was requested in thet resolution.

hS. Ms. RICHTER (Argentina) said that, from that standpoint, the draft decision
vas already in line with resolution 26 (JOXXIV) of the Commission on Human Rights.
The intentiocn behind the amendment was that the Council should, st the interim
stage, reqguest the Secretary-General to transmit to the General Assepbly the results
of the Copmisaion's deliberations to date, Resclution 26 (JOO(IV) wes drafted in
those terms, and her delegation therefore considered it appropriate that the
Council should expressly confirm that point in its draft decision,

L6, iir. LAMR (Observer for Australia) said that the Commiasion had already
requested the Secretary-General to take such action in resclution 26 (00(IV),
paragraph 5. That resolution had been drafted in the lipght of the General
Assembly's instructions to the Ccmmission to report to the Assembly on its work;
thus, the requirements of the Ceneral Assembly were already satisfied in
resolution 26 (X00OV).

L7. ur. HORDENFELT {Sweden) enoorsed the remarks made by the representative of
Australia, Furthermore, if the amendment vere adopted, there would be no purpose
in convening the working group a veek before the Commission's thirty-fifth session.

LB, Mr, MEZVINSKY {United States of America) said that it would be helpful to have
the Arpentine amendment in writing.

L', liss SHAHKAR {Iran) felt that the amendment was unnecessary in view of the
terms of resolution 26 {XXIV), paragraph 3 (b).

50, I&r. LEITE DE FARIA (Portugal) said it appesred that, if the amendment were
adopted, the draft decision would authorize the convening of a working group but
would not state what it should do. He too would like to see the amendwent in

writing.

The meetins rose at 1.05 p.m.




