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The mesting was called to order a® 3.55 p.m.

= il

ACEMOA ITEM 7: HUMAN RIGHTS (QUESTIONS (continued) (A/36/209; E/1981/25 and Corr.l
and Md.1, B/1981/28 and €8; E/1981/C.2/L.12-14, L.15/Rev.l and L.17-20}

Dxaft decinion 4

1. Mr. CEERNICHFNEKO (Unicn of SBoviet Boclalist Republics) , speaking in
explanation of his delegation's vote on draft decision 4 adopted at the preceding
meating, sald that he shared the concern of the international community regarding
the disappeazances that had occcurred in certaln countries. Howevar, he considered
the results of the work of the Norking Group established to deal with thet
={tuation to be very disappointing. Since it had been decided to extend the
mandate of the Working Group, his delegation wished to emphasize that the Working
Group should not act contrary to the wishes of the Btates concernsd, should limit
itself to the proceduras and practices which had been established in that field,
should work on the basis of cnnsensus and should take account of the fact that the
-disappearances constituted massive violations of human rights. The Working Group
could function effectively only under those conditiona.

2. Mr. MOLTENI (Argeatina) recalled that his delegation had set forth its
objections to paragrapha 25 and 16 of annex III to document E/1981/25 durng the
discussion of the financial implications of draft decision 4 pt the l5th mewting of
the Committee and that it had not been the only delegation tq point out that
budgatary questlions werc a matter for the conslderation of Genoral Assembly.
After sasking how the report of the (Committee would reflect the agreement rsached on
that polnt, his delegation heaa learnt that the :l]l.'"tnutl.m.-!u of the Secretarlat
did not share ites polnt of view. Ee therefore wighed to rel,t'e“.r,. his delegation's
poaltion that the membera of the Committes agreed that the' mmltt“ should take
note of paragraphs 25 and 16 and of the views expcessed on those paragraphs, it
being understood that the matter came within the purvisw of the General Asaembly.

3. Mre. COMDEVEAUX ,Secretary of the Committes) polnted |:Ill.|tI that, in accordance
with established practice, the Comaittee's report dealt with the results of Lts
deliberations, not their content, which was reflected in the summary recorde.

4. Mr. HOLTENI {Argentina) expessed regret that cthers had not demonstrated the
same goodwlll which his delegation had shown and said that his delegation did not
sea any difficulty in mentioning in the report of the Commlttee that the
administrative and flpancial leplications came within the purview of the General
Assembly. If the debate was reflected only in the summary records, the Council
would not know that the nembers of the Committee had agreed that the matter came
withia the purview of the General Assemblyy 1f, on the other hand, the report
reflected the reservations which one delegation had expressed with regard to the
financlal lmplications, the Councll could refer to the summary record of that
meating and would not need to ceopen the questlion.

3. The CHATRIAN suggested that the observations made by che repcessntative of

Argentina should be communicated to the Secretariat so that {t could settle the
makter.

.ir!l-i



B1/C.2/5%.19
Page 3

Draft deglaion 5

6. Draft decision = was_adopted.

Draft decision 6 L3

7. IDxaft decision & was adopted by 39 votes to 5, with § abstentions.

8. MHr. XIFRA (Spain) said that, although his delegation bad voted In favour of
draft decislon 6, that did not mean that it supported all tnc provisions of
resolution B (OXVII) of the Commission, to which the text referred.

Draft decicion 7 Tt

9. Mr. CHERNICHENKOD (inion of Soviat SBoclalist Republics) expressed cegrat at ihe
insccuracies and discrepancies which he hod found in the Fussian text of

resolution 18 (XXXVII). Be requested the Secratariat to imsue & corrigendum and
sald that his delegation, neverthelesa, supported the adoption of draft decision 7.

10, Draft decision 7 was ldﬂi‘!tlld.

Draft decision B

11. Imaft declelon B was adapted,

caft decision 9

12. Mr. LIRIARTE {Braxil) proposed that the words "this subject” in the laat line

of the draft decision should be replaced by the words “seasurss taken tc entiance
public information activitiea im the field of human rights".

13. Craft declalon 9, as amended, was adopted.

Eaft declelon 10

4. Draft decision 10 was adopted.

xaft declelon 11

15. Hr. CHERNICHENKD {inion of Boviet Soclalist Repioblics) recalled that his
delegation had expcessed regret at the thirty-fifth session of the Gensral Assembly
that the mandate of the Special Rapportsur had not been more clearly defined. Be
wolld, therefore, vote sgainst draft decislon 11.

lé, Drafr decision 11 was adopted by 43 votes to 5, with 2 abatentiona.

Lo

17. Mr. FURSLAND {nited Kingdom) sald that, contracy tosiat had been indicated
by the mechanlcal voting machine, he had voted in favour.of the drafe declsion.

i s
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Draft decinion 12

18, Draft decision 12 was adopted.

oraft decislon 13

15, Mrs. NUREZ-RAUSSED (Venczuela) sald that her delegatlon would abstaliy in the
vote on the draft decision.

20, Draft decision 13 was adopted by 37 votes to none, with 14 abatenticns,

Draft declsion 14

2l. [raft decleslon 14 was a.&agtnd by 317 votes to J, with 11 abatentlons.

Draft declslon 15

2. At the request of the representative of Brazll; a recorded vobe wan taken on
drafe declisian 15,

In Favour: algeria, frgentina, Mistralis, Bahamas, ﬂa' bados, Belglum,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Purundl, Byelorussian Soviet Soclialist
Republic, Canada, Chile, China, Cyprus, UELIMI-'IE.- Ecuador, Fiji,
France, German Democratic Republie, Germany, Federal Republic of,
chans, India, Indonesla, Iragq, Ireland, Italy, Jocdan,; Kenya,
Libyan Arab Jamahirlya, Hexlcoe, Morocco, Repal, Hlcaragua,
Higeria, Horway, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Senegal, Spain, Sudan,
Thalland, Turkey, Unien of Sovlet Sociallst Republice, Unlted

Kingdom of Great Britain and Morthern Ireland, United Republic of
Cameroan, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Mainaty nited States of Amer lca.

23, Draft decision 15 was adopted by 50 votes kc 1.

24, Mrs. WELLS (Musccalia) took the Chalr,

5. Mr LINCKE (Pederal Republic of Germany) azid that his delegation had voted in
favour ol araft decision 15, although it felt that the mandate of the Working Group
waE too vague, and expressed regret that the oexission on Human Hights had been so
elow to reach an agreement on the Group's composition.

26. Mr. SIAPT {nited States of Merica) aald that his delegation had voted
against draft declsion 15 because it felt that the limited resources available in
the nited Maticne for human rights activities could he better used for other

purposes, and that the seminar whone report the Worklng Group had been requested to
take into account, in accordance with resclutlon 36 (XXXVII] of the Commission, had
not been judiciously set up. The right to development, the scope and contents of
which the Working Group would be responsible for studylng, was a vagque and
amblguour concept and the preparation ol a draft international instrument for lts
implementation would bDe premature at the current stage.

.If-l--ll
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Draft decision 16é

27. 'The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of .he Committes to tha corrigendum to draft
declzlon 16 contained in document E/1981/:.,™.r.l. 'he worde "which the
Commission has declded to keep under review® should be replace’ by the wordas *with
which tha Commission i{a seized", in both the title and the text of the drafk,

28, Mr. VAN BOVEHW (Dizector, Divislon of Human Rights) , replying to gquestlons from
the representatives of India and Thajland, explained that the correct wording was
the ona contained in the corrigendum and that the slight difference in the English
versions between the wording of the corrlgendum and the text contained In

paragraph 280 of the (opmisslon's report was purely linguistic and would be irconed
out in consultation wich tae competent services.

29, ODraft decision 16 was adopted,

Draft decisions 17, 18 and 19

30. Draft declsions 17, 18 ard 19 were adopted.

3l. Mr. VERKERCKE (Balgium) said that he had voted for draft decision 3 because
the human rights situation in Chile continued to be a matter of concern and that

the international community had good resasons at the moment for extending the
mandate of the Speclal Rapporteur. However, resolution 5 (XXXVII), on which the

draft declsion was based, should have been more restrained. His delegation
reserved the right, moreover, to form an opinion subsegquent to any draft decision
to extend the mandate of the Speclal Rapporteur in the light of the human rights
situation prevailing In Chile at that time and the oveo-all action undectaken by
the United Hatlons for the protection of human rights.

32. wlth regard to draft declalon 15, hia delegetion felt that a study of the
special problems which the devaloplng countries faced in thelr efforts to achleve
human rights was indeed worthwhile, but that the text of resclutlon 36 (XXONVII) of
the Commlsaion on Human Rights, on which the draft decision was based, lacked a
certaln balance because it 4id -at sufficlently stress the fact that the right to
development was & right of the individual presupposing a respect for all human
righte, including civil and political cights. It was, therefore, to be hoped that

the Working Group would take into account all points of view expressed on the
subject.

33, Hr. GIUSTETTI (Prance) sald that he had voted for draft declslon & and hoped
that the Working Group would achieve tanglble resultsa, while cbaerving the

discretion so often urged upon it. The Becretary-General should a®ford the Group
evely means necessary for that purpose, and the Governmants concerned should give
it their full co-operation. Hla delegation felt, howaver, that dlecretion wans not

an end Lo ltself and woaild Find it unacceptable I f its effect wam to allow certain
practices to continue with lmpunlty.

foes
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J4. M. GURAKAN (Turkey), speaking in explanation of his vote on draft decision 4,
said that his delegation had Joined in the consensus on the extension of the
mandate of the Worpking Group; in that connexlon he wished to clarify his country's
understanding of a general principle of lawy it considered that, if specific
provisions were cpplicable to a , "oblem, more general provislons could not apply.

35. Mr. FURSLAND (United Kingdom) sald that his delegation had joined in the
consensus on draft decislon 1 even though it did not approve of all the provisions
of resolution 5 [XXXVII) of the Commission. It had also voted foo draft decision 3
in the hops that the mandate of the Speclal Rapporteur would end ap soon as ’
warranted by the human rights sitvation in Chile.

36. Mrs. NUNEI-RAUSEFO (Vencruela) sald that her delegation had voted against i:h&
asendment to draft resolution IV becauvee it felt that human righte violatlons were
not the exclusive province of the Aserican continent. Her delegation had abstaincd
in the vote on draft decision 13 concerning El Salvador, because it felt that the
Salvadorean pecple were making a considerable effort to ensure soclal justice Ln
the country despite organized violence by extrealst movesents of the left and the
right.

37. Hr. URIARTE (Chile) said that his delegation had voted in favour of draft
decislon &, but that it did noct share some of the ideas expressed in .
resolution B8 (XXXVII) of the Commisalon, on which it was based. It had voted
against draft decision 3 because it was based on resolutlon 9 (XXXVII) on the human
rights situation in Chile, a resolution which was not only unfalr but unrealistie,
immoral, restrictive and discriminatory, and which violated the principle of
non-interference in the lnternal affairs of States. The declnion to extend the
mandate of the Special Rapportsu., which wam contrary to United MHations pelicy had,
moreover, been supported by certain countrlem, such as the Soviet Union, which
asssumed the right to attack Chile even though their own régimes were baced on a
total dlasregard for human rights.

catt resslution BALSBL/C.2/L,13

3B. Mrs. DEVAUD (France] proposed that dretft resclution E/1381/C.2/L.12 should be
revised by replacing the words “"has been deflned" in the fourth preambular
paragraph by the worda “may be defined®; by adding the words "and the intecnational
non=governsental organizations concecned® after the parentheass in the sole
operative paragraphy and by deleting the word "new” in the last line of that
paragraph, ;

.
1I.

33. Hre. WARIAII (Morotoo) sald that her delegation found the proposed text very

Interesting but felt that it was necessary to strike at the real roots of the
evil. 1In addition, it wished to know who had invited the Working Group to

collaborate in the preparation of the study on procuring mentioned in the fifth
preasbular paragraph.

- .frl--il.



“E/1981/C.2/3R.19
English
Pega T

¥

40. HMHra. DEVAUD (France), replying to the questions of the Moroccan delegation,
sald that the improvement of economic and soclal conditions was pecrhaps the way to
fight against prostitution iteelf but not against ti.> exploitation of that
phencmencn. She indicated that it had been the Bub-Commission on Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities which had invited the Working Group to

collaborate in the preparation of the study on prorucing mentioned in the fifth
preambular pacageaph.

41. Mrs. WARIAII (Morocco] said that her delegation would vote in favour of the

draft resolutisn if it was put to a vote and wished to make it clezr tiat that did
not mean “hat Morococo encouraged prostitution,

{2. Draft resolution EJ_SIEE.?,{E.H, as orally revised, was adopted,
Draft decision BE/1981/C.2/L.13

43. Mr. ORDIHONIXKIDEE (Union of Soviet Socialist Republice), speaking also on
behalf of the delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussion Soviet Soclalist Republic,
the German Democratic Republic and Foland, obsecved that draft decision
E/1981/C.2/L.13 was in fact only a more succinct version of the resolution on the
subject of Kappuchea adopted by the General Assembl at its preceding session. The
nrening of the international conference menticned in the draft decialon, to which
e Fampuchean Governmant was firmly opposed, and a atudy of questions of

chea's domestic policies without the participation of the legitimate
epresentatives of that countiy would conatitute an unaccepiable intecference in
e country's Internal affairs and a flagrant violation of the proviaions of the
ited Hations Charter. That was no way to restore a healtly climate in South-East
g;in, and attempts to drape euch illegal acticns in tha flag of the United Hatlons
could only have disastrous effects on the prestige of the-Organizatién.

44. The sponsors of -the Jraft decimion under considerstisn were deliberately
distorting the facts to conceal aims which they did not dare acknowledge. The
elections just held in Eampuchea demonatrated the democcatlc character of the
cevolutionary authorities who had put an end to a régime gullty of cenocide, The
delegations on whose behalf he was speaking intended to vote againsc the draft
decision becruse they considered it totally unacceptabley. they called upon all the

other delegaticns as well to walgh the disastrous conseqrences Sts adoption swsuld

have. -
E |

45. At the request of the representative of Thailand, & recorded votae was taken on

draft decision EFL9Bl/C.2/%.13,

In favours Argzntina, Australia, Bahamas, umlud-hh, Barbados, Belgium,
Fcazil, Burundi, Canada, Chile, China, Denmark, Eruador, PFiji,
France, Germany, Pederal Republic of, Ghana, Indonesia, Ireland,
Italy, Mexico, Morococo, Mepal, Migeria, Morway, Pakistan, Peru,
Senegal, Spain, Sudan, Thalland, Turkey, Unlted Kingdom of Creat
Britain and Morthern -Irsland, United PFeapublic of Camercon, Onited

i
States of Merica, Venerzuela, Yvgoslavia, faire, Zambla,

. Fane
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Againat: Bulgsria, Byeloruasion Soviet Sociallst Republic, Garman
Desocratic Republic, Imdia, Hicaragua, Poland, Union of Soviet

Boclialist Republica.
.thtl-ill:l.l'lgl. Algeria.,
46. Drafr declszion E:.ﬂ_"lﬂ.l.l"c- 2/L.13 was adopted by 39 votes to 7, with 1 abstention.
Draft decision E/1981/C.2/L.14 : '

47. The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to adopt draft decleslon E/1981/C.2/L.14.

Cyprus, Egypt Ethiopla, the Scdan and the Unlted Republic of Camercon had become
sponsors of the draft decision. In introducing it, the reprosentative of Higeria
had added "in 1982Z" at the end of the text.

“®. Draft decision E/1981/C.2/L.14, as reviced, was adopted.

L aft resolution E/1981/C,.2/L.15/Rev.l

49. The CHAIRMA!l invited the Committee to adopt draft resolution
E/198Bl/C.2/L,.15-Rev,1l, Cyprus and Ethiopia had joined the list of gponsors of the
drait resolution, which had been Introduccd by t.: representative of Nigeria on
behalf of the sponsors. She referred to the revisions to paragrapho 3 and 7 of the
draft proposed by the Higearian representatlive.

50. Oraft resclutlon E/1981/C.2/L.15/Rav.1, as orally revised, was adopted.

51. Mr. FURSLANMD {Onited Kingdom), speaking on behalf of "ose States members of
the European Communities which were also membara of the Economic and Social
Councll, sald that, while they had joined in the conmoneus on draft resclution
E/1981/C.2/L.15/Rev.]l,; they wished to express reservations with regard to.the
seventh preambular paragraph, which stated that the Code of Conduct of the Buropean
Economic Community head not brought about much appreviable changa. It would be
unrealistlc to expect the application of the Code to change the notorious systei of
spartheid overnight. The States membars of the Buropean Communities had, howaver,
been informed that pregress had been mads with renard to the ‘mplementation of the
Code, and they were confident that further progress would be achieved in the years
to come., They would continue their efforts wo ensure that the Code was applied by
the South Airican subsidiaries of firms operating in their *=~-ritorieas, and they
coneidered that such firms could help to transform the pocla. mituat..a in South
Africa by adopting non—discriminatory wage and employment policies.

52. He. SHAPT (United States of Amerlca} sald that his delegatlon had jolned in
the consensus on thie draft resolution just adopted, although it consideared that,
contrary to the view expresased therein, progress had been made in the labour flela
in South Af-lea. 5Such progresa could be attributed te the fact that the Goverrment
and business circles in South Africa had begun to realize that apactheld acted ae »a
constraint to ecopomic growth. His delegation also disagrecd with the view that
the codea of _onduct on labour relations had not brought about any appreciable
charge. It believed that it was in the intereat of all South Afrilcana to snsure
that the hateful systes of apartheid was sliminated as quickly as possible,

fons
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53. Mr, XIFRA (Gpainj said that his dalegation had joined in the consensus on the
rasolution just adopted in view of the great importance it =*tached to the queation
of the violation of trade union gights in Bouth Africs.. ht tha same time, his '
delegation wished to affirm that it did not agres with the value judgement |
concerning the Code of Conduct of the Burcpean mnml.i.r.' -II-I.I.I'.li.tf which waz

contained in the fipal rnnhullt paragraph. :

'|

Dcaft daciaion gl /C.2/L.20

S4. Mrs. SEMICHI l‘!.lwrii] said that the title of the French version of draft

Jdecision Ef1981/C.2/L.20 should be brought into line with that of the English
viorsion,

55, Mrs. MARIAZI (Morocco) sald that she wished to draw the attention of the
filrector of the Division of Human Rights to tha need to make a carsful and balanced
choloe of “he Htates which would participate in the seminar on the relatliona that
exiat betwesn lhuman richts, peace ard development. Such a cholce was all the more
important as it was essentlal to prevent a repetition of the situation which had
arisen in 1980 at the time of the Seminar on the Effects of the Existing Dnjust
International Boonoslc Order on the Eropomies of the Developing Countries. Her
cclegation hoped that the seminar would ba highly succeesful, but considared that
such success could be assured only if all points of view were representad. It
hoped too that the participants would work in a spirit of genuine co-operation so
that the report of the seminar could be adopted by conssnsus. A corraction shonld
be made to the title of the French version of the draft decision under
conaideration, the lant words of which should read *de ces droits de 1'homse®,
rather than "des drolta 43 1'hcame®.

56, Hr. VAN BOVEN (Division of Human Rightz) sald that the unbalanced
repressntation alluded to by the representative of Morocoo in connexlon with the
Seminar held in Qenava in 1980 could not be attributed to tha Sscretaciat. A
number of Statas invited to participate had been uncble to) the Sscretariat had
taken great care to lnvite, ae replacements, others from'the same rejion, but scme
of tham hal, in turn, declined the invitation. It went without saying that the
report of the Seminar should be adopted by consensus.

57. Mr. MATELJAK (Yugoslavin} supported the Director of the Division of Human
Righta, A numbar of SBtatea had in fact declined the invitation extended by thw
Division of Buman Rights to participate in the 1980 Seminar. Be agpealed to Btates
to ensure adequate pacrticipation in the seminar.

TB. The CHEAYRMAN aaid that a vote had been requ-sted on draft decislon
EB/1581/C.2/L.20.
o

53, [Draft decislon E/1981/C.2/L.20 was adopted by 38 votes to 1, with 12
abatentiona.
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60. Mr. SHAPT (Onited ﬂl‘ll.ﬂ! Mmarica),, speaking in explanation of wvote, said -
that the Dhited States, which bad not wpp:l:m! the draft decision relating to the
establishment of a working: group of experts to study the scope and content of the
right to development, was alsc opgosed to the holding of the seminar on the
relations that exist between human rights; peace and develomment. Several of the
reapons relating to the draft decislon on the working group also applied to the
draft decision under consideration. PFurthermore, the agenda of the seminar
included the "consideration of the impact of the arms race in tha realization of
oeace and the right to development™, a matter which had only a tenueus link with
human rights. The holding of the seminir in Mew York would, morecver, entail
additional expenditure and administrative problems that could not easily ba
justified.

6l. Mr. VERKERCKE (Belgium) said that his delegation had abetained in the vote on
draft decision B/1981/C.2/1.20 since it belleved that there was no reason to
derogate from the Assesbly's rule that meoatings and seminars such as the acheduled
ssuinar should, as far as possible, be held whera the competent secretariat was
located., The substantial difficulties referred to in document B/1981/C.2/L.%.7 had
further reinforced that opinion.

62. Mr. GIUSTETTI (France) sa'd that his delegation had abstained in the vots oa
draft decision E/1981/C.2/L.20 “or the same reasons as the Belgian delegation,
namely . choice of venue for the seminar. With respect to the title of the
draft slon, his delegation considered the words "efforts tendant i la
réalisation des droits de 1'hommse® to be in order. That wording was consistant
with the pording of ajenda item 8 of the Commission on Muman Rights and his
delegat considared it to be of great importance. Prance's readiness to
participate in efforte to define what the right to development might be was itself
an effort to determine appcoprlate measures to ensuce the enjoysent of all human
rights, Including civil and political rights and economic, social and cultural
cights.

63, Mr. 'O'DONNOVAH (Ireland) said that his delegaticn had abstained in tha vote an

draft declsion E/1981/C.2/L.20 because of the practical difficulties of holding the -
seminar in Meaw York.

64, Mr. LINCKE ("ederal Bepublic of Germany) said that his delegation had
abetained in the vote on draft decision E/1981/C.2/L.20 becauss of the additional
coct and administrat/ve problem of holding the seninar in New York. Moreaver, the
subject of the seminar had been dafined too locsely to allow participants to arrive
at sclutlons or to !m:luhtl apecific proposals on human righta.

J
6%, ‘The CHAIRMAN -umttd that the Committee should take note of the report of
the Sscretary-Generul contained in document A/36/203 and transmit it to the General
Anpembly .

66. It was Bo decided.

. fl-l-l
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€7. Mr. EEAFT ((hited States of Mserica), speaking in exsrcise of the right of
refly, sald that the statements which the repcesentatives of the Byrlorusslan 85R
and the Sovist Union had made in reply to the statement made by the Onited States
delegation on 1 May had been confused and defensive. The confurlon apparently”
stenmed from the definition of authoritarian and totalitarian régimes. Az the
United Btates delsgation had already stated, totalitarian nations were
collectivisty to them.the individual was subordinate. In auch countrles, the State
controlled the political, economic and moral life of ites citizens in the nam. of
the collective gl:nﬂ. The concept of the totalitarian State was very clear.

68. By mnunlt. soma pocletiss regarded the individual as the most potent and
creative pocial force in the universe. BSuch societies strictly limited the powers
of the State. They theraby ncurished the liberties of individual intelligence and
will., The United Etates, which maintained friendly relations with such socleties,
patlently awailted thoe day whan the dream of liberty would awaken in the hearts and
minds of the millions of people living under the yoke of totalitarian States.

69. MHr. SVIRIDOV {inion of Soviet Socialist Republics), speaking in exercise of
the right of reply, sald that the represantative of the United States had not

denied the charges made by the Boviet delegation mmming human rights violationa
in the United States.

70. Mr. PISERED (Gyslorussian Soviet Soclalist Rapublic), spesking in exercise of
the right of reply, sald that the representative of the United States had merely
rapeated what he had said in his firkt statament; the statements by that
raprasentative could apply to his soclety, as indicated by the way in which
May Day wak celebrated in the Dnited States.

The meating cose at 6.10 p.3.




