15th meeting

Friday, 27 May 1983, at 3.30 p.m.
President: Mr. Sérgio CORREA DA COSTA (Brazil)

In the absence of the President, Mr. Elhassan (Sudan),
Vice-President, took the Chair.

AGENDA ITEM 4

Implementation of the International Covenant on Eco-
nomic, Social amd Cultural ts Scnlcﬁﬂedj
(E/1983/41, E/1983/1.28/Rev.1, E/1983 )

1. The PRESIDENT invited the Council to continue
its consideration of the report of the Sessional Working
Group of Governmental Experts on the Implementa-
tion of the International Covenant on Economic, So-
cial and Cultural Rights (E/1983/41). In paragraph 27
of the report, the Working Group recommended for
adoption by the Council two draft decisions: I, on the
provisional agenda of the Working Group for 1984,
and II, concerning the Composition of the Bureau of
the Working Group for 1984, If there was no objection,
he would take it that the Council wished to adopt draft
decisions I and II contained in the report.

Draft decisions I and IT were adopted (decisions 1983/
133 and 1983/134).
2. The PRESIDENT invited the Council to resume
its consideration of draft resolution E/1983/L.28/Rev.1,
on the implementation of the Intemational Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.'
3. Ms. KUROKOCHI (Japan), resuming her in-
troduction of the draft resolution (E/1983/L.28/Rev.1),
said that the :igonsors had decided to revise paragraph
4 by deleting the entire clause from the words “so that™
to the end of the paragraph.

4. She reviewed the various paragraphs of the draft
resolution, observing that the fact that consideration of
the reports of States parties was becoming more
thorough, as noted in the fifth preambular paragraph,
was a most welcome development. Just as important,
in the view of the sponsors, were any recommen-
dations of a general nature that the Working Group of
Governmental Experts might wish to make after con-
sidering the country reports; its possible recommen-
dations were discussed in paragraph 24 of its report (E/
1983/41), and when the Council considered that report
it should give them all equal attention.

3. Regarding paragraph 3, it seemed only fair that
States parties which were unable to submit their re-
rts as required by Council resolution 1988 (LX) of 11
y 1976 be asked to indicate when they would be
submitted so that the work of the Working Group

For the text of the Covenant, see General Assembly resolution
2200 A (XXI) of 16 December 1966, annex.

(E/1983/8R.15)

would not be seriously inconvenienced. Paragraph 4
stressed the importance of compliance with the guide-
lines established by the Secretary-General concerning
the form and content of reports, and the last pream-
bular paragraph was meant to be taken as a suggestion
to States parties to limit their reports to a reasonable
length. Paragraph 5 related to the timing of the submis-
sion of reports, and paragraph 7 to the timing of the
issuance of the summary records of the p ings of
the Working Group. Those summary records were to
have been made available to the Council at the same
time as the reports of the Group, but in 1983 that had
not been done, with the result that many who were not
members of the group had had difficulty understand-
ing ﬂr':fs report, with its many references to the summary
records.

6. Ascompared with the reports of the Human Rights
Committee, those of the Working Group did not report
in detail on the matters discussed. It had been argued
that, since the Covenant of which the afplication was
being considered and the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights' were equal in importance,
the refmrts of the two implementing bodies should be
equally thorough, and paragraph 6 addressed that con-
cern by asking the Group to consider including in its
report summaries of its consideration of each country
report. Similarly, paragraph 8 sought to ensure that the
important work of the Working Group would be
publicized as widely as the work of the Human Rights
Committee, and paragraph 9 sought to ensure that the
Group’s work should be acco consideration equal
to that accorded the work of the Human Rights Com-
mittee by making the report of the former available to
the General Assembly when it considered the item en-
titled “International Covenants on Human Rights”™.
7. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council) said that he
was most anxious to respond to comments made by
some delegations, reflected in the draft resolution just
introd regarding the performance of the
retariat in issuing summary records of the mni?
of the Working Group of Governmental Experts. He
wished to state categorically that in 1983 the Secretariat
had fully implemented pamﬁra]ih ¢) of Council reso-
lution 1982/33 of 6 May 1982, which required the Sec-
retariat to provide those summary records in time for
the Council's consideration of the Group's report In
fact, all 24 summary records of the Group had been
issued in all working languages of the Council two
days prior to that time.

8. It was also misleading to draw a parallel between
the Human Rights Committee and the Working Group
of Experts. The Economic and Social Council was the
body entrusted with functions under the International
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Covenant on Economic. Social and Cultural Rights.
and the Council itself had decided that it should be
assisted by a group of experts. Therefore. if any report
was to be submitted to the General Assembly it should
be a report of the Council. Moreover, article 21 of the
Covenant expressly gave the Council that right. The
whole ciluesl'mn should probably be reviewed by the
Council when it reviewed the Group's terms of re-
ference in 1985.

9. Regarding the length of reports from States parties.
each Government was, of course, the arbiter in that
regard. There was a limit. however. to the rapidity with
which the Secretariat could issue documentation for
the Working Group of Experts along with documenta-
tion for any other meetings being held in any given
month. For example. a 500-page report from a State
party could nmdpossihi}' be issued in six languages in
proper time. and the Working Group could not divorce
its expectations regarding its documentation from the
requirements of the Council's overall workload. In
1983, the volume of the Group’s documentation had
almost equalled that of the documenitation for all the
other Council bodies.

10. When a Council body was provided with sum-
mary records, its reports were not supposed to include
summaries of its proceedings. The draft resolution
before the Council. however. was requesting the inclu-
sion of such summaries, and there had even been re-
uests that the summary records should be annexed o
the reports of the Working Group of Experts. Those
who made such requests should bear in mind that the
summary records were issued in three working lan-
guages of the Council only and that their proposals
would therefore have financial implications. Before
taking any decision on the format of the report of the
Working Group, the Council should perhaps seriously
consider the timing of the Group’s meetings.

11. Replying to a question from the representative of
Canada regarding paraEraph 4 (a) of document E/
1983/L.30, containing the financial implications of
draft resolution E/1983/L.28/Rev.1, he confirmed that
the estimated figure of $11.000 for travel and subsis-
tence costs for each meeting of the Working Group was
an error and that the figure should refer to each session
of the Group.

12. Mrs. KUROKOCHI (Japan) said she wished to
clarify the intentions of the sponsors of draft resolu-
tion E/1983/L.28/Rev.1. Paragraph 6 merely requested
the Working Group of Experts to considerincluding in
its report brief summaries of its proceedings, and that
consequently there were as yet no financial im-
plications involved. Similarly, paragraph 7 regarding
the prompt issuance of summary records virtually
repeated the terms of Council resolution 1982/33 and
therefore involved no additional financial im-
plications. The request in paragraph 8 for the issuance
of press releases on the proceedings of the Workin,
 roup could, in the sponsors’ view, be accommodat
within existing resources, and they hoped that the Sec-
retariat could absorb that small extra cost.

13. Mr. DYRLUND {Denmark) observed that there
was a slight discrepancy between paragraph 6 of the
draft resolution (E/1983/L.28/Rev.1) and paragraph 4
{a) of the statement of its financial implications (E/
1983/L..30). The latter referred to summaries of the
country reports themselves, while the former referred
to summaries of the consideration of the country
reports by the Working Group of Experts. The spon-
sors’ intention had been to have certain highlights of

the Group's discussions included in its reports. and
document E/1983/L.30 should be brought into line
with the text of the draft resolution.

14. Mr. SEVAN (Sccretary of the Council) observed
that in any case the financial estimate in paragraph 4
fa) of document E/1983/L.30 remained valid.

15. He was still not sure. however. of the purpose of
paragraph 9 of the draft resolution itself: did it imply
that the report of the Working Group ol Experts
should simEly he made available to any interested
delegate to the General Assembly, as was normatly the
case. or that it should be formally submitted 1o the
General Assembly? The basic document before the
Assembly on the item was still the relevant chapter of
the report of the Council. and it would be inadvisable
to have two reports before the General Assembly. es-
pecially when cfforts were being made to streamline
documentation. What would happen in the event that
the Council did not endorse the recommendations of
the Working Group? Moreover, the Group could not
he‘]'lut on udpar with the Human Rights Committee,
and it would not be proper procedure 1o submit the
report of the Working Group or any other subsidury
body separately 1o the General Assembly.

16. Ms. KUROKOCHI (Japan) said that the sponsors
of the draft resolution wished to have the report of the
Working Group of Experts made available to the
General Assembly without having it made an official
General Assembly document.

17. Mr. WALKATE (Netherlands) said that, as a
sﬁonsnr of the draft resolution. he sympathized with
the Secretary’s concerns. The two positions could
easily be reconciled. however: any delegate to the
General Assembly wishing to obtain the documenta-
tion relevant to the agenda item eatitled “International
Covenants on Human Rights™ would obtain both the
Human Rights Committee report and the Economic
and Social Council report. which would contain a dis-
cussion of the report of the Working Group ol Experts.
furthermore, under that item the annotated agenda of
the Assembly should refer delegates to the available
report of the Working Group. Such a reference would
be particularly important for delegations of States that
were not members of the Council.

18. Mr. ORDZHONIKIDZE (Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics) said that, as a member of the Work-
ing Group of Experts. the Soviet Union was of course
interested in wider distribution of'its documents. How-
ever, the Secretary’s arguments regarding the pro-
cedural problems and the additional financial im-
plications were valid. Perhaps. therefore. the sponsors
of the draft resolution could make the necessary
changes to resolve what was essentially a financial
issue.

19. Ms. KUROKOCHI (Japan). speaking on behalf
of the sponsors, said that they had deleted paragraph 9.
on the understanding that the Council’s report to the
General Assembly would make specific reference to
the report of the Sessional Working Gmu‘p of Gov-
emmental Experts on the Implementation of the Inter-
national Covenant on Economic. Social and Cul-
tural Rights.

20. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council), replying
to a question from Mr. G EaSHMAN {United States of
America), said that the figures given in paragraph 4(a)
of document E/1983/L.30 indicated what it would cost
should the Working Group of Experts decide at its
1984 session to include a summary of its discussions in
its report. As matters currently stood. the draft resolu-
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tion had no financial implications. With regard to
aragraph 4 (¢), he said he had been informed by the
rtment of Public Information that if the next ses-
sion of the Working Group took place at a time when
only five other bodies entitled to press release coverage
were meeting, the Department would be able 10 pro-
vide press mﬁascs for the Working Group. However. if
more than five such bodies were meeting concurrently
with the Working Group, the Department of Public In-
formation woulﬁ need additional resources., Accord-
ingly, it was difficult to say at the current stage whether
it would be possible to absorh the additional cost.
21. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that his delegation would join in the consensus on
the understanding that the draft resolution had no
financial implications at the current stage and that the
Secretariat would make cvery effort to avoid such im-
plications in the future.

Draft resolution E/1983/L.28/Rev.1 as orally revised was
adopred (resolution 1983/41).

22, The PRESIDENT said that the Council had thus
concluded its consideration of item 4.

AGENDA ITEM 10
Human rights

RePORT OF THE SECOND {SoCIAL) COMMITTEE
(E/1983/61)

23. The PRESIDENT drew attention to the repoit of
the Second (Social) Committee on agenda item 10, In
paragraph 33 of the report, the Second Committee
recommended to the Council the adoption of 10 draft
resolutions, as follows: 1. "Question of the realization
in all countries of the economic. social and cultural
rights contained in the Universal Declaration of

uman Rights and in the International Covenant on
Economic. Social and Cultural Rights, and study of
special problems which the developing countries face
in their efforts to achieve these Euman rights™; 11,
“Report of the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Dis-
crimination and Protection of Minorities on its thirty-
fifth session™; 111, “Updating of the study on the ques-
tion of the prevention and punishment of the crime of
genocide™; IV, “Status of the individual and contem-
porary international law™, V, “Situation of human
rights in Equatorial Guinea™, VL “Summary or arbit-
rary executions™; VII, "Human rights and scientific
and technological developments™ VIII, “Queston of
the human rights of all persons subjected to any form
of detention or imprisonment, in particular torture and
other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or pun-
ishment™; IX, “Question of a convention on the nghis
of a child™; X, “Measures to improve the situation and
ensure the human rights and dignity of all migrant
workers and their families™.

24. In paragraph 54 of the report, the Second Com-
mittee recommended to the Council the adoption of 24
draft decisions, as follows: 1,"Violations of human
rights in southern Africa: report of the Ad Hoc Working
Groups of Experts”; 2, "Violations of human rights in
southern Africa: transmittal of Commission on Hu-
man Rights resclution 1983/97; 3, “Adverse consequen-
ces for the enjoyment of human riths of political,
military, economic and other forms of assistance given

to colonial and racist régimes in southern Africa™ 4,
“Implementation of the Programme for the Decade for
Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimina-
tion™; 5, “Question of the realization in all countries of
the economic, social and cultural rights contained in
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in the
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cul-
tural Rights, and study of special problems which the
developing countries face in their efforts to achieve
these human rights™, 6, “The new international eco-
nomic order and the promotion of human rights™; 7,
“Question of enforced or involuntary disappearance™,
8, “Report of the Sub-Commission on Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities on its
thirty-fifth session™ 9,"Updating of the Reporr on Sla-
; 10, “Situation of human rights in El Salvador”;
11, “Situation of human rights in Poland™; 12, “Situa-
tion of human rights in Bolivia™, 13, “Situation of
human rights in the Islamic Republic of Iran™; 14,
“Situation of human rights in Guatemala™; 15, "Ques-
tion of human rights in Chile™; 16, “Implementation of
the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of In-
tolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or
Belief™; 17, "Rights of persons belonging to national,
ethnic, religious and linguistic minorities ; 18, “Organ-
ization of the work of tﬁ‘; session”; 19, "General deci-
sion concerning the establishment of a working group
of the Commission on Human Rights to examine
situations referred to the Commission under Eco-
nomic and Social Council resolution 1503 (XLVIII)
and those situations of which the Commission is
seized™ 20, "Report of the Commission on Human
Rights™ 21, “Right of peoples to scli-determination
and its application to peoples under colonial or alien
domination or foreign occupation™ 22, "Allegations
re?ardin infringements of trade union rights in South
Alfrica™ 23, "Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of
Experts of the Commission on Human Rights on
allegations regarding infringements of trade union
rights in South Africa™ 24. "Report of the Secretary-
General on measures to be taken against Nazi. Fascist
and neo-Fascist activities and all other forms of total-
itarian ideologies and practices based on racial in-
tolerance, hatred and terror™,
25. He invited the Council to vote on the 10 draft
resolutions and the 24 draft decisions.

DRAFT RESOLUTION 1

Draft resolurion I was adopted by 49 votes to I with no
abstentions (resolution ]933’}3 1)
26. Mr. BORCHARD (Federal Republic of Ger-
many). speaking in explanation of vote. said that he
had voted for draft resolution 1 but that his Govern-
ment had reservations regarding the reference in par-
agraph | to the “right to popular participation™. Such a
right had not yet been established. and therefore that
particular formulation was premature and prejudicial.
27. Mr. FURSLAND (United Kingdom) said that his
delegation was in favour of both popular participation
and making a study of the question, but that it also had
reservations regarding any right to popular participa-
tion.

DRAET RESOLUTION 11
28. The PRESIDENT informed the Council that the
Office of Legal Affairs had suggested that in order to
bring sub-paragraph (c) of draft resolution II into line
with sub-paragraph (a), the former should be revised to
read:

“fc) No person may serve as alternate for a mem-
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ber except the expert elected as his alternate, pur-
suant to sub-paragraph (a)."
29. Mrs. ARUNGU-OLENDE (Kenya) asked why it
was assumed that the candidate would always be a
man.

30. The PRESIDENT agreed that the wording was
clearly weighted against women and said that he
would leave it to the Secretariat to correct it so that it
would be absolutely neutral.

31. In the meantime, he would take it, if there was no
objection, that the Council agreed that sub-paragraph
{c} should be revised as recommended.

It was so decided.

Draft resolution II, as orally revised, was adopted by 36
votes to 6. with 9 abstentions (resolution 1983/32).
32. Mr. ORDZHONIKIDZE (Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics), speaking in explanation of vote,
said that his delegation had voted against draft resolu-
tion II because it did not feel that it was proper to de-
prive States of their right, under rule 13, paragraph 2, of
the rules of procedure of the functional commissions
of the Economic and Social Council. to nominate ex-
perts for election as alternates for members of the Sub-
Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and
Protection of Minorities.

33. Mr. FURSLAND (United Kingdom) expressed
his delegation’s pleasure, as prime sponsor of drafi
resolution 11, at the fact that the Council had adopted it
80 crgnvim:ingéy. The resolution would enhance the
quality of the Sub-Commission’s work, and he thank-
ed all those who had supported it. He understood that
the arrangements provided for in the draft resolution
would take effect as of the next election of the members
of the Sub-Commission, at the 1984 session of the
Commission on Human Rights. He welcomed Kenya's
suggestion regarding the rewording of the operative
paragraph of the draft resolution.
34. Mr. HOUFFANE (Djibouti) said that had he
been piesent during the voting on draft resolutions |
and I. he would have voted in favour of bath.
DRAFT RESCLUTIONS I IV, V., VL. VIL VIIL EX AND X

Draft resolutions i, IV, V. VI, VI, VIil, IX and X were
adopted withowt a vote (resolutions 1983733, 1983/34,
‘:EB /35, 1983/36, 1983737, 1983/38, 1983/39 and 1983/

).
35. Mr. BORCHARD (Federal Republic of Ger-
many) said that his delegation had joined the consen-
sus on draft resolution %‘ but had some difficultities
with the wording of some parts of the draft. He wished
to take the opportunity to announce that his country
would in future participate in the work of the Working
Group on the Drafting of an International Convention
on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers
and their families.

DRAFT DECISIONS | AND 2

Drafr decisions | and 2 were adopred withouwt a vore

{decisions 1983/135 and 1983/136).

DRAFT DECISION 3
Draft decision 3 was adopred by 39 vores 1o 4. with 10
abstentions (decision 1983/137).
DRAET DECISION 4
Drafi decision 4 was adopied witheut a vete (decision
1983/13R).
36. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that his delegation dissociated itself from the vote
on draft decision 4. in keeping with its established

licy of not participating in decisions concerning the

ecade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Dis-
crimination since the General Assembly’s adoption of
resolution 3379 (XXX) labelling zionism as a form
of racism.

DRAFT DECISION §

Draft decision 5 was adopted withour a vote (decision
1983/139).

DRAFT DECISION &

Draft decision 6 was adopred by 50 votes to 1. with 1
abstention {decision 1983/140).
37. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that the proposed study on the right to adequate
food as a human right was an idea of yuestionable
merit. It was difficult to see what it would contribute to
the solution of the problems of food production and
distribution world-wide. In his delegation’s view. the
resources involved could betier have heen allocated 10
FAO or the World Food Programme.
38, Ms. KUROKOCHT! (Japan) said that, while her
delegation shared the concerns expressed in resolution
1983/16 of 22 February 1983 of the Commission on
Human Rights (see E/1983/13 and Corr. |, chap. XXVI)
and continued to support efforts under the World Food
Pru%rammc to improve the food situation, it had
doubts as to the valuc of the proposed study when
other bodies were already tackling tw-:: problem. It had
therefore abstained from voting on the draft decision.
both in the Commission on Human Rights and at the
current meeting.
DRAFT DECISION 7
Drafi decision 7 was adopred withowt a vote (decision
1983/141).
39 Mrs. ZACHAROPOULOS (Greece) welcomued
the adoption of draft decision 7 without a vote. Her
Government attached particular importance to the
Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disap-
pearances in view of the considerable number of peo-
le still n‘_lissi_n% in Cyprus. About 2000 families had
een seeking information about missing relatives since
the invasion ol Cyprus in 1974, Humanitarian and in-
ternational obligations made it essential for cach in-
dividual case to be investigated. For that. however. the
Working Group needed the co-operation of all parties.
Such co-operation was not forthcoming from certain
countries: that had become apparent in the Second
Committee. when one delegation had announced that
it was dissociating itsclf from the General Assembly
resolutions on the subject.
DRAFT DECISION &
Draft decivion 8 was adopred withowr a vote {decision
1983/142).
DRAFT DECISION Y
Drafi decision 9 ways adopted by 50 voies to 1 with no
ahstentions (decision 1983/143).
40, Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that his delegation had voted against the draft
decision: there was no need to print the report. because
it was alrcady available in a readily usable form.
DRAFT BECISION 10
4. Mr. CHADERTON-MATOS (Venczucla) said
that his delegation would be voting in favour of all
draft decisions referring to the human rights situation
in various parts of the world. During thet irfiy-scvcnth
session of the General Assembly. it had decided not to
take part in votes concerning human rights, in protest
against the politicized and sectarian representation of
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Latin America as the only part of the world in which
human rights violations took place. The report of the
Commission on Human Rights (E/1983/13 and Corr.1)
took a bruadergp roach, albeit with some inexcusable
omissions. His delegation would vote for draft decision
10 and those which followed, not in the hope of obtain-
ing political fg,ain but in a spirit of justice and equi?'.
Violations of human rights were no more acceptable
when they occurred in a neighbouring or allied coun-
trf' than when they were committed by distant or hos-
tile countries. Any violation of human rights was a
violation of the Charter of the United Nations, the Un-
iversal Declaration of Human Rights and related
world-wide and regional agreements. The United Na-
tions had been losing its credibility as defender of
human rights as a result of the politicization of its dis-
cussions in the framework of %E::l]:bal strategic confron-
tations, which had led to double moral standards in its
resolutions. His delegation realized that in some cases
there were evident signs of progress, littie movement in
other cases and, in others again, regrettable backslid-
ing. Its vote was intended as an unequivocal expres-
sion of concern for human rights, without implying
that his Government considered all cases to be the
same or agreed with all the conclusions drawn.

A recorded vote was taken on draft decision 10.

In favour: Algeria, Austria, Benin, Bulgaria, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada.
Congo, Denmark, France, German Democratic Re-

ublic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, India,
apan, Kenya, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Suriname, Swaziland, Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, United Kingdom of Great Britian and North-
ern Ireland, Venezuela.

Against: Argentina, Brazil, United States of America.

Abstaining: Bangladesh, China, Colombia, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Fiji, Lebanon, Liberia, Malaysia, Mali, Paki-
stan, Peru, Qatar, Saint Lucia, Saudi Arabia, Sierra
Leone, Sudan, Thailand, Tunisia.

Draft decision 1) was adopted by 29 votes to 3, with 19
abstentions (decision 1983/144).

42, Ms. ZHANG (China) announced that her delega-
tion had abstained from voting on draft decision 10.
The Chinese Government and people had been most
concerned about developments in El Salvador and
throughout Central America, and expressed their deep
symfathy and concern for the misfortune of the people
of El Salvador. They believed that interference by out-
side forces was a principal reason for the unrest in
Central America, with intervention and interterence
by the super-Powers being particularly to blame. The
only way to bring about peace and stability in Central
America was to do away with all foreign intervention
and let the people of the region decide for themselves
on their domestic affairs and their destiny.

DRAFT DECISION 11

At the request of the representative of Poland. a recorded
vote was taken on draft decision 11.

In favour: Austria, Botswana, Canada, Colombia,
Denmark, Fiji, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Greece, Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Mexico, Neth-
erlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saint Lucia,
Swaziland, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Nmi'thern Ireland, United States of America, Vene-
Zuela,

Against: Algeria, Argentina, Benin, Bulgaria, Bye-
lorussian So'.%il Socialist Republic, 'IZ:hil'lgijI Germ);n

Democratic Republic, India, Nicaragua, Poland. Ro-
mania, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
Abstaining: Bangladesh, Brazil. Burundi, Congo, Ec-
uador, Liberia, Malaysia, Mali, Pakistan, Peru, Qatar.
Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Suriname, Thai-
land. Tunisia. United Republic of Cameroon.
Draft decision 11 was adopred by 22 votes 10 12, with
18 abstentions.
43. Mr. NATORF (Poland) voiced regret wnat the
Council had adopted draft decision 11 on the “situa-
tion of human rights”™ in Poland. The resolution of the
Commission on Human Rights on which the draft
decision was based completely distorted the actual
situation in Poland and revealed the purely political
motivation and hypocrisy of its sponsors. Martial law
in Poland had been suspended and almost all the
associated restrictions had been lifted. but Commis-
sion resolution 1983/30 of 8 March 1983 (see E/1983/13
and Corr.1, chap.XXVI) called upon the Polish Gov-
ernment 1o repeal “new restrictions” imposed on the
Polish people. The resolution, which recogized the
right of the Polish people “to pursue its political, social
and cultural development, free from outside inter-
ference”, was itself a striking example of interference in
the internal affairs of a sovereign Member State. It had
neither legal nor moral justification.
44, Inproclaiming martial lawin December 1981, the
Polish supreme authorities had acted in full accord-
ance with the constitution of the Polish People’s Re-
ublic and article 4 of the International Covenant on
ivil and Political Rights.! The other parties to the
Covenant had been notified of the proclamation and
suspension of manrial law, and the measures taken
under martial law regulations had been in strict ac-
cordance with all the provisions of the Covenant. Ac-
curdinglﬁ resolution 1983/30 of the Commission on
Human Rights had no legal basis, exceeded the Com-
missions mandate and violated the principle of non-
interference in the internal aifairs of States set forth in
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter of the United
Mations.

45. His Government rejected the resolution, and the
decision of the Econcemic and Social Council based
upon it, as illegal, null and void, politically harmful
and morally hypocritical. It regretted that the sponsors
of the resolution had succeeded in involving the Sec-
retary-General in their unjustified action. Poland
would not co-operate in the implementation of the
resolution.

46. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that recent events in Warsaw, Gdansk and other
Polish cities, and the forthcoming visit to Poland of
Pope John Paul 1l, gave new and urgent meaning to
draft decision 11, which called for a thorough study of
the human rights situation in that country. The violent
suppression of the non-violent May Day demonstra-
tions, as well as subsequent acts of violence—includ-
ing the beating and death of a Solidarity activist’s teen-
age son—made it clear that the crisis brought on by the
imposition of martial law in December 1951 remained
unresolved. Unable to crush the people or to win their
trust, the Polish régime was presiding over an inherent-
ly unstable situation. The past 18 months had convin-
cingly shown that a long-term resolution of the crsis
could not be achieved tﬁmugh repression.

47. Repression could not make workers produce if
they were not motivated to produce. It could not make
them join unions that were not free and independent.
It could not bestow authority upon a discredited lead-
ership or inspire belief in an empty ideology; nor could
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it arrest the decay of an ossified totalitarian system of
Eower. Repression had been unable to destroy the

ope represented by Solidarity for the peaceful. non-
violent renewal of Polish society. That hope could not
be destroyed even by Soviet threats and admonitions
against any loosening of internal controls. That aspect
of the problem gave special meaning to paragraph 3 of
resolution 1983/30 of 8 March 1983 of the Commission
on Human Rights.

48. It was only on the basis of the Polish people’s
right to pursue their political. social and cultural
development free from outside interference. and by the
termination of the restrictive measures imposed upon
the exercise of human rights and fundamental free-
doms in Poland. that the Polish crisis would be re-
solved. His delegation noted the appeal by the Polish
church to the Government for an amnesty for political
B;isuncrs and full lifting of martial law before the
pe’s visit. The visit offcred an opportunity to turn
away from a sterile !poiicy of repression towards a more
promising policy ot dialogue and reconciliation. It was
regrettable that the Polish authorities had refused to
co-operate with the study requested by the Commis-
sion on Human Rights and authorized by the Council,
for such co-operation would be taken as a sign of
willingness to move in the direction of dialogue and
reconciliation. The lack of such co-operation, however.
should not prevent the Secretary-General and his rep-
resentative from preparing a clear and comprehensive
report on the human rights situation in Poland for pre-
sentation to the Commission at its fortieth session.

49 Mr. NATORF (Poland). speaking on a point of
order, asked on what grounds the United States repre-
sentative had been given the floor, since that represent-
ative appeared merely to be continuing to interfere in
the domestic affairs of Poland.

50, The PRESIDENT said he assumed that the
United States representative had been speaking in ex-
planation of his delegations’s vote.

51. Mr. ASTAFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) said that his delegation had voted against the
draft decision. It shared the assessment of the so-called
“decision” and corresponding resolution of the Com-
mission on Human Rights given by the representative
of Poland. The decision was illegal, irrelevant and at
variance with the principles and purposes of the Char-
ter of the United Nations: it had no bearing on the real
situation in Poland. The events of the past year had
shown that the situation in Poland could be suc-
cessfully dealt with by the Polish people themselves.
He was amazed to hear moralizing about “violations™
of human rights in Poland from the representative of a
country which, both internally and externally. exem-
plified the grossest violations of human nghts, as
demonstrated by its votes on other draft decisions and
resolutions just adopted by the Council.

DRAFT DECISION 12

Draft decision 12 was adopied without a vote (decision
1983/146).

52, Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that in the Second Committee his delegation had
voted against draft decision 12 solely on technical
grounds, since it was opposed to the funding of tech-
nical assistance from the regular budget. At the same
time, his delegation was in favour of the concept of ad-
visory services in human nights and had supported
resolution 1983/33 of 8 March 1983 of the Commission
on Human Rights relating to the human rights situa-
tion in Bolivia. It agreed that the Government of

Bolivia could be assisted by advisory services and any
other forms of human rights assistance that it imight re-
guest. His delegation noted the programme budget im-
plications of resolutions and decisions adopted by the
Commission on Human Righis at its thinyv-ninth ses-
sion (E/1983/55), in which the Secretariat indicated
that the additional costs of the draft decisions and
recommendations could be absorbed. Accordingly. his
delegation had voted in favour of draft decision 12 @
the present meeting. It nevertheless continued 10 object
to the funding of technical assistance under section 24
of the budget.
DRAFT DECISION 13

At the request of the representative of Pakistan. « revor-
ded vote was taken on draft decision 13,

In favour: Austrin. Canadi. Denmark. Fiji. France.
Germany. Federal Republic of, Greeee., Japan, Kemva,
Luxembourg. Netherlands, New Zealand., Norwan.
Portugal. Suriname. Swaziland. United Kingdom of
Great Britian and Northern Irelund. United States of
Americ» Venczuela.

Agatnse: Algeria, Benin, Pakistan.

Abstaining: Argentina. Bangladesh. Brazil. Bulgaria.
Burundi. Byelorussian Soviet Socialist  Republic.
China. Colombia. Congo. Ecuador. German Demao-
ratic Republic. India. Liberia, Malavsia, Mali. Mexico,
Nicaragua. Peru, Poland. Qatar. Saint Lucia. Saudi
Arabia, Sierra Leone. Sudan. Thailand. Tunisia, Un-
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics. United Republic of
Cameroon.

Draft decivion 13 was adopted by 19 vores ro 3 witli 28
abstentions (decision 1983/147).

DRAFT DECISION 13

53. Mr. DELPREE-CRESPO (Observer for Guite-
mala) emphasized the genuine commitment ol his
Government. which had taken office on 23 March
1982. to improve the human rights situation in his
country. The Government had immediately acted to
ensure that human rights were upheld and scrupu-
lously observed. Respect for human rights was one of
the bhasic gﬁncipl#s enshrined in the Fundamental
Statute of Government. which provided broad guaran-
tees not only of civil and political rights. but of cco-
nomic, social and cultural rights as well. Shortly after
taking office. the new Government had invited the
Inter-American Commission on Human Rights to visit
Guatemala. and the special mission which had been
dispatched had received the fullist suppost of the
Government during its stay. from 20 to 26 September
1982. The Government had also expressed its willing-
ness to co-operate with the United Nations Commis-
sion on Human Rights. Unlortunately. owing to rei-
sons beyond the control of the Governmenlt. the
Commission had been unable to appoint a Special
Rapporteur for Guatemala until March 1983, The
Government looked forward 1o the forthcoming mis-
sion of the newly appointad Special Rapporteur and
pledged its full co-operation to him so that he could
prenare an impartial report on human rights develop-
me its in the country.

54. Nevertheless, resolution 1983/37, adopted by the
Commission on Human Rights on 8 March 1983. on
the situation in Guatemala, prejudged the outcome of
developments with respect to human rights in his
country. In addition, some delegations. acting on the
basis of false or ill-intentioned information from pol-
itical organizations or the press. had expressed con-
cern in the Second Committece over supposed viola-



- . Economic and Social Councll—First Regular Session, 1983

tions of hum:= sights in Guatemala. It would have
been more appropnate to await the findings of the Spe-
cial Rapporteur’s investigation. To make accusations
against his Government on the basis of information
from dubious sources was unworthy of the Council.

55. Injustice and poverty had prevailed in Guatema-
la for decades. and it would take time to develop pro-
grammes and measures to eradicate them. His Gov-
ernment reaffirmed its complete willingness 1o
co-operate with the competent bodies of the United
Nations or other organizations deziing with human
rights 10 improve the human rights situation in Gua-
temala.

Draft decision 14 was adopted by 31 votes to 1. with 20
ahstentions (decision I%Nﬁﬂ}.

DRAIT DECISION 15

56. The PRESIDENT drew attention to an error in
the Spanish and French versions of paragraph 33 of
the report of the Second (Social) Committee (E/1983/
61). The countries which had voted against the draft
decision in the Committee were Argentina, Biazil,
Pakistan and the United States of America. The ap-
propriate ¢ yrrection would also be made in the Coun-
cif's report.

A recorded vore was taken on draft decision 15.

In favour: Algena. Austria. Benin, Botswana, Bul-

na. Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,

anada, Congo. Denmark, France, German Demo-
cratic  Republic, Germany. Federal Republic of,
Greece. India, Japan, Kenya, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Mali, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Porway, Poland, Portugal. Qawr, Romania, Saint
Lucia, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Swaziland,
Tunisia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
Yenczuela.

Against: Argentina, Brazil, Pakistan. United States of
Amenica.

Abstaining: Bangladesh. China. Colombia, Ecuador.
Fiji. Lebanon, Malaysia. Peru. Suriname. Thailand.,
United Republic of Camercon.

Draft decision 15 was adopted by 38 votes 10 4, with 1]

abstentions {(decision I'JKJ;“M‘}.
57. Mr. ASTAFIEY (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics) said his delegation was pleased at the adop-
tion of draft decision 5. since the human rights situa-
tion in Chile was of particular concern. Recent events
in that country had shown that the people were indeed
suffering under the yoke of a bloody dictatorship im-
posed by the United States of America. The conduct of
the latter country, a self-styled proponent of freedom
and free elections. was a true reflection of its hypocrisy
and the jap between its deeds and the demagoguery it
practised in the area of human rights.

58. Mr. DYRLUND (Denmark) and Mr. ROCH-
EREAU de la SABLIERE (France) said that their
delegations had voted in favour of the draft decision
and stressed the imponance of appointing a successor
to the late Special Rapporteur as soon as possible.

59. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that the statement in behalf of human rights made
by a represcntative of a totalitarian State required an
explanation of vote by his delegation. His delegation
had worked hard in the Commission on Hg!fman
Rights for a resolution on Chile which would have
been a balanced and accurate reflection of the situa-
tion in that country and would have provided for
equitable and fair procedures aimed at securing the co-

grcraliun of the Government of Chile with the United
ations in investigating the human rights situation
there. His delegation had failed in its eflorts, and thus
had opposed resolution 1983/38 adopted by the Com-
mission on Human Rights on 8 March 1983, and the
decision just taken by the Council. It would, of course,
continue to work towards the objective it had pursued
in the Commission on Human Rights, and wished that
the totalitarian State which expressed so much con-
ceti over the situation in Chile would be equally con-
cerned over the situation in so many countries where
its influence had led to terrible repression.
60. Mr. RUIZ-CABANAS (Mexico) said that his
delegation welcomed the adoption of draft decision 15
and hoped that the Chairman of the Commission on
Human Rights would soon appoint a new Special
Rapporteur.
6l. Mr. PARGA (Observer for Chile) said that his
delegation continued to reject the application of dis-
criminatory and selective procedures to his country.
The comments made by the representative of the
Soviet Union, a country which was guilty of human
rights violations within its own borders and elsewhere.
as in Afghanistan and Kampuchea, for example, dis-
torted the true facts and proved that the draft gecisioa
was politically motivated.
DRAFT DECISION b

Drafi decision 16 was adopted by 48 votes 1o none, with 4

abstentions (decision I‘J'E.‘j 150).

DRAFT DECISION 17
Draft decision 17 was adopted withour a vote (decision

1983/151).

DRAFT DECISION 18
62. The PRESIDENT suggested that the title of the
draft decision should be amended to read “Organiza-
tion of the work of the fortieth session of the Commis-
sion on Human Rights™.

It was so decided.

Draft decision 18, as orally amended, was.  pied by 46
voles to none, with 7 abstentions (decision 1983/152),

DRAFT DECISION 19

Draft decision 19 was adopted without a vote {4ecisi. n
1983/153).
63. Mr. GERSHMAN (United States of America)
said that his delegation’s support for the resolutions
and decisions which authonzed the continuation of
sessional working groups or additional meetings of the
Commission on Human Rights was predicated on its
understanding that the related conference-servicing
costs would bz fully absorbed. With regard to all other
draft decisions and resolutions. his delezation ex-
pected that the Secretary-General would also absorb
the related costs within existing resource levels and
that there would be no programme growth for the bien-
nium 1984-1985.

DRAFT DECISION M)

64. Mr. LEVIN (Observer for Israel) said that it was
evident from the language and content of resolutions
1983/1, 1983/2 and 1983/3 of 15 February 1983 of the
Commission on Human Rights that the human rights
of the Palestinian Arabs in the areas administered by
Israel were not really the main concern of the Arab
delegations and their customary fellow-travellers.
Their aim was political warfare against Israel. The
code aof selective morality and the utterly deplorable
politicization of human nights were evident in the three
resolutions. casting great doubt on the Arab Govern-
ments’ general interest in those rights.
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65. The resolutions of the Commission on Human
Rights were based mainly on the reports of the so-
caﬁed Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Prac-
tices, an appendage of the Arab delegations at the
United Nations, which devoted its energies to concoct-
ing material whose only purpose was to besmirch Is-
rael. Unfortunately, owing to the operation of blocs
and alliances which had nothing to do with a concemn
for human rights, such resolutions were automatically
endorsed by the Economic and Social Council. How-
ever, an investigation was devoid of value when it was
subverted to the ends of political warfare between
States. False allegations by a United Nations organ
which was supposedly sanctioned by the entire mem-
bership served only to weaken the authority of the
Organization as a whole. The report of the Special
Committee was tendentious, biased and unbalanced
and completely ignored the many positive achieve-
ments of Israel's administration benefiting the Palesti-
nian people. It ignored the fact that Israel’s legal sys-
temn guaranteed the Palestinian Arabs the same rights
as those enjoyed by Israeli citizens. Nothing done by
the administrations that had preceded Israel in Judes,
Samaria and the Gaza district could begin to compare
with all that. The years between 1949 and 1967 had
been a sorry record of forced backwardness, studied ig-
norance of the needs of the population and brutality.
The question of human rights was far more poignant
in many Arab lands, where parts of the population
were bemg massacred and denied their human ﬁ%hls.
The reports of the Special Committee omitted facts
which were central to an objective evaluation of the
human rights situation in the territories administered
by Israel, where, for example, no executions had bheen
carried out, despite the fact that those brought 1o trial
had included individuals responsible for the cold-
blooded murder of innocent women and children.

66. His delegation totally and unreservedly rejected
the contents and tone of the resolutions of the Com-
mission on Human Rights as an act of political and
psychological warfare against Isracl. Endorsement of
those resolutions by the Council could only serve 1o
undermine the Organization’s ability 10 protect hu-
man rights.

Draft decision 20 was adopied without a vote (decision
1983/154).
67. Mrs. ZACHAROPOULOS (Greece) suid that her
delegation welcomed the decision taken by the Coun-
cil on the report of the Commission on Human Rights
on its thirty-ninth session. One of the resolutions
adopted by the Commission at that session was of the
utmost importance, namely resolution 1983/33 of ¥
March 1983, concerning mass exoduses. The Greek
Government was seripusly concerned over the proh-
lem of refugees and displaced persons in all pans of
the world. particularly the Greek Cypriots, who had
hecome refugees in their own cuntry as o result of the
invasion ol gvpru:s in 1974. The problem of relugees
persisted despite the efforts of the Government of Cy-
prus and vanous United Nations organs to find o dur-
able solution to the sericus situation. Her delegation
was grateful to the Oftice of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees. which since 1974 had
been providing substantial assistance to the displaced
persons in Cyprus.
68. Mr. BENA (Romania) said that, while his delega-
tion welcomed the adoption of draft decision 20 with-
out a vote, it nevertheless had some reservations re-
garding certain decisions and resolutions contained in
the report of the Commission on Human Rights, The

Commission should include in its reports only ac-
curate information and not baseless allegations aimed
at creating political diversions and slundering certain
Member States. Some of the decisions adopted by the
Commission were not conducive to international co-
operation in the feld ol human rights, which should
be governed by the fundamental principles of human
law. Only on the basis of those principles could gen-
uine progress be made in the protection of human
rights and fundamental freedoms.

DRAFT DECISION 21

69. Mr. NATORF (Poland). speaking also on behalf
of the delegations of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic, the German Democratic Republic
and the Soviet Union, said that the decision before the
Council did not serve any purpose and diverted atten-
tion from the real reason for the tensions along the
Thailand-Kampuchea border. It also ignored the fact
that armed groups. includin: those of the Pol Pot
régime, were attacking the civilian population. Adop-
tion of the decision would nod help to promote a stable
peace in the region. and the live delegations would
therefore vote against it.

70. Mr. KITTIKHOUN (Ohserver for the Lao Peo-
ple's Democratic Republic) said that as one of the par-
ties dircctly concerned, his delegation did not believe
that the draft decision would contribute to a solution of
the problems of South-Last Asia. which should be
solved by the two groups of countries in the region.
namely the countries of Indo-China and the ASEAN
countrics, acting in a spirit of good neighbourliness
and co-operation and without outside interference.
The draft decision did not take duly into account the
different E:t'.-ims of view of the two sides, was unrealistic
and would not help 10 promote the effornts of the
peoples of that region 1o create conditions for the es-
tublishment of peace and co-operation there.

At the reguest of the representative of Thailand, a record-
ed vore was taken on draft dvcision 21.

In fuvewur: Argenting. Austria. Bangladesh. Bots-
witni, Brazil. Burundi, Canada, China, Colomhia,
Denmark. Djibouti. Ecuador, Fiji. France, Germany.
Federal Republic of. Greece. Jupan. Kenya. Lebanon.
Liberia, Luxembourp, Malavsia. Netherlunds, New
Zealand, Norwav., Pakistan, Peru. Portugal, Qatar,
Saint Lucia. Saudi Arabia. Sierra Leone, Sudun, Sur-
iname. Swaziland. Thailund. Tunisia. United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Treland, United
Republic of Cameroon, Uniled States of America,
Venezuela,

Against: Benin, Bulgaria, Byelorussiun Soviet Social-
ist ﬁepuhlic. Congo. German Democratic Republic,
India. Nicaragua, Polund, Union ol Soviet Socialist
Republics.

Abstaining: Algeria. Mali. Mexico.
Draft decision 21 wens mfn{rrm‘ by 41 vores w0 9, with 3
ahxientions (decision 1983/155).

T1. Mr. KOR Bun Heng (Observer for Democratic
Kampuchea) expressed gratitude to all delegations
that had voted in favour of draft decision 21, which
would encourage the people of Kampuchea under the
leadership of the coalition Government to pursue their
struggle for the l.!umi;lt.'lft liberation of their country.
The problem in South-East Asia was not one between
ASEAN und the countries of Indo-China, as had been
claimed. The problem was that of Vietnamese apgpres-
sion against Kampuchea. The collective wisdom of the
United Nations. as reflected in the vote on the draft
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decision, was an adequate response to the false alle-
tions and slander repeated by the representatives of
ﬁct Nam and its supporters. It was not by shedding
crocodile tears that the Vietnamese régime could erase
the crimes it had committed against the people of
Kampuchea over the past four years.
72. Mr. NGUYEN LUONG (Observer for Viet Nam)
said that resolution 1983/5 of 15 February 1983 of the
Commission on Human Ri;i'lh!s and dralt decision 21
had nothing to do with the human rights situation in
Kampuchea. On the contrary, they reflected the politi-
cal manoeuvres aimed at subjecting the Kampuchean
ople once again to the violation of their most basic
uman rights, During four years of brutal dictatorship,
the genocide régime of Pol Pot had massacred millions
and denied the enlire people their right to a normal
family life. The devastating consequences of that
régimes actions continued to haunt the survivors, The
people of Kampuchea were in need of the disinterested
support of the international community in defending
their human rights, above all, their right to life. The
criminals must be punished severcly and their master
condemned. The rebirth of the Kampuchean people
must be supc[)oned as a homage to the millions who
had perished.
73. The draft decision just adopted used human
rights in a transparent attempt to impose once again
on the Kampuchean people the régime of the genocide
criminals. The so-called governmental coalition that
had been referred to was merely the old régime with
cosmetic changes.

T4, As to the right to self-determination, the Kam-
ruchean ople had exercised that right since January
979 and was determined to defend it. Vietnamese
troops were present in Kampuchea in accordance with
an agreement between the People’s Republic of Kam-
puchea and the Sacialist Republic of Viet Nam, two in-
dependent and sovereign States, and those troops
would be withdrawn as the expansionist and hege
monist threat to the rebirth, sovereignty, independence
and territorial integrity of the People’s Republic of
Kampuchea lessened.
75. Military operations along a country's frontiers
against bands of terrorists and traitors to the nation
were a matier falling exclusively within a country's
sovereignty. The consistent policy of the Government
of the geoptc's Republic of Kampuchea was to avoid
human and material losses and to spare the civilian
Bgrulaliun. The use of civilians by the armed bands of
Pot’s followers and other reactionaries as cover for
their acts of terrorism and sabotage must be con-
demned. All loss of civilian life in armed conflicts was
regrettable, but the responsibility for the loss of life in
Kampuchea fell on those who maintained, trained,
equipped and gave sanctuary to the armed bands
which were carrying out acts of terrorism ageinst the
Kampuchean peupﬁ:,
76. With regard to the security of refugees in Thai-
land along the Thai-Kampuchean border, the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of Kampuchea had put
forward a series of constructive proposals in a human-
itarian spirit. Refugee camps must be dissociated from
armed camps, and a demilitarized or security zone
should be established as the best guarantee of their
security. The repatriation of refugees could be under-
taken with the assistance of the national Red Cross
Societies concerned, without being made contingent
on the reciprocal diplomatic recognition of the two
countries.

71. In the light of those considerations, it was clear
that the resolution of the Commission on Human
Rights and the decision just adopted by the Council
reflected political aims unrelated to the defence of
human rights in Kampuchea and hence were nuill and
void. The adoptiui 01 the resolution and the draft deci-
sion constituted blatant interference in the domestic
affairs of a sovercign State and. like previous reso-
lutions on the situation in Kampuchea. could only en-
courage the expansionist and hegemonist policy of
Chinese reactionary circles: it would contribute noth-
ing to the establishment of peace. stability and co-
operation in the region. His delegation therefore com-
pletely rejected the resolution and the draft decision.
78. Mrs. UMANA (Columbia) said that her delega-
lzi;:m had intended 10 vote in favour of draft decision

DRAFT DECISIONS 22, 23 AND 24
Draft decisions 22, 23 and 24 were r:dogrm' without a
vore (decisions 1983/156, 1983/157 and 1983/158).

79. The PRESIDENT invited the delegations which
wished to exercise their right of reply to do so.

80. Mr. NATORF (Poland) said that the so-called ex-
planation of vote on draft decision 11 given by the Uni-
ted States delegation did not require a reply, since its
purpose was self-evident. The United States represen-
tative had evoked the forthcoming visit of Pope John
Paul II 1o Poland and relations between Church and
State in that country. Those issues were not matters for
the United States delegation 10 comment on, nor were
they under discussion in the Council. The United
States delegation was attempting to divert attention
from the real issues and to interfere once again in
Poland’s domestic afTairs. As everyone knew, the Pope
was of Polish origin and he had a thorough knowledge
of the Polish situation. The Polish peop.e were quite
capable of solving their own problems, provided that
no further obstacles were placed in their path, includ-
ing the increasingly aggressive rhetoric of the United
States. The United States representative would ap-
parently like to be more Catholic than the Pope, but
that was absolutely ludicrous.

Bl. Mr. RIACHE (Algeria) said that the representa-
tive of the Zionist entity had referred earlier to the at-
titude of the Arab delegations in the Council. Rep-
resenting an Arab country, his delegation did not wish
to dignily those comments with a reply or to rehearse
the innumerable violations of human rights commit-
ted by the Zionists in occupied Palestine. It wished
only to comment on the conclusion set forth by the
representative of the Zionist entity, namely, that it re-
jected the resolutions endorsed by the Council. That
should come as no surprise, since the Zionists had re-
jected many other resolutions of United Nations bo-
dies, including resolutions of the General Assembly
and the Security Council. The very nature of zionism
was irreconcilable with the lofty ideals of the Charter
of the United Nations, a fact which had been rightly
recognized by the General Assembly in 1975, It had
become usual at the meetings of United Nations
bodies dealing with the rights of peoples and human
rights for the Zionist entity to reiterate its scorn for the
nited Nations and its decisions, as had been proved
once again at the current mecting.
82. Miss SHALHOUB (Observer for Jnrdanz said
that the Arab peoples had learned the lessons of Israeli
occupation. Their freedom had been denied, small
children were kidnapped, and universities in the West
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Bank were closed for most of the year because the
students dared to express their opposition to the oc-
cupiers. That there had been economic improvements
was because Israel had seized the best lands and the
Arab farmers had been forced from them to become
labourers, That was the real picture of Israel's "civiliza-
tion™ and “democracy”.

83. The Arabs had remained silent about their plight
in the past. but they would not remain silent forever,
Th::iy knew who theirencmy was, and the truth was out.
Jordan’s history was well known and required no
apologies.

84. Ms. RITTERHOFF (United States of America)
said that her delegation chose not to respond in sub-
stance to the Polish representative since his remarks
had been ad hominem and without substance. and did
not merit serious consideration. In its explanation of
vote on decision 11, her delegation had spoken to the
facts, and she was confident that most delegations
would respect the facts.

85. Mr. LEVIN (Observer for Israel) noted that the
observer for Jordan had not really challenged what he
had said about the IE_l‘ycars of Jordanian occupation in
Judea and Samaria. That was not surprising. given the
popular Arab saying “what is past is dead”, However.
the people who lived in those areas remembered very
well the oppression. deprivation and brutal milita

and police authority of the Jordanian régime. In their
hasty retreat in June 1967, after sta rlin%lan unprovoked
war against Israel, the Jordanian authorities had left
behind a substantial archive documenting the be-
haviour of their secret services in the area. Berween
1948 and 1967, all economic priority had been given to
the East Bank. and Jerusalem had been allowed to
become a secondary provincial city. School enroll-
ment had been low, and there had been no universities
then, while there were currently five. Under Israel’s ad-
ministration, much agricultural development had in-
deed taken place, and the amount of water used by
Arab Palestinian farmers was far greater than under
the rule of Jordan. Even the Jordanian Government
knew the truth, which could not be hidden by piling
resolution on resolution which did not reflect reality.

86. Miss SHALHOUB (Observer for Jordan) said
thatin 1977 her Government had set 1990 as the yearin
which economic self-reliance could be achieved. How-
ever, those plans had to be abandoned because of the
wars in the West Bank and the refugees they had
created. The West Bank of Palestine had been joined to
Jordan in 1951 at the request of the inhabitants. As
Arabs, the inhabitants of the West Bank had enjoyed
full equality under Jordanian rule. There had been
considerable expenditure on the West Bank, and in
1963 construction had begun on a university intended
to accommodate the thousands of students attending
university outside of Jordan.

87. The situation of Arabs living in Israel was hardly

ideal. For example. only one in every hundred was

allowed to attend university.

88. Mr. GEWAILY (Qatar) said that the observer for
Israel had extolled the virtues and benefits of Israeli
occupation. Anyone who could forget the bombing of
Beirut, children being attacked by invaders with ma-
chine guns in occupied Arab ternitories, or Israeli jus-
tice, which handed down sentences of 10 years to
children who had thrown stones at Israeli occupiers,
should apply for that privilege. He was certain that
there would be no takers.

¥9. Mr. LEVIN (Observer for Isracl) recalled that Jor-
dan had annexed Judea and Samaria in 1950 and that
that annexation had not been recognized by any coun-
try suve the United Kingdom and Pakistan. Even the
Arub League hud been opposed to the move. He had
already commented on the supposedly wonderful ré-
gime which Jordan had had at that time.
o), The representative of Qatar had referred 1o events
in Lebanon. He asked who had paid the PLO 10
massacre the people in Lebanon. The answer was
Qatar and various other sheikdoms and principalities
in the Persian Gulf.
91. Mr. GEWAILY (Qatar) said that the PLO had
been formed in 1948 as a result of the expulsion of
Palestinians from their homeland. Had it not been for
that. there would be no PLO., hut only peaceful people
living in their own land.
92, The PRESIDENT announced that he had heen
informed by the Secretariat that. owing to a malfunc-
tioning of the electronic voling equipment, the vote on
draft decision 14 had not been recorded. Since there
was nothing that could be done to remedy the situation
at the current stage, he suggested that the Council
should leave matiers where they stood.

It wax so decided.
93. The PRESIDENT said that the Council had thus
concluded its consideration of item 10,

AGENDA ITEM 1

Adoption of the agendn and other nizational
matters (coacluded)* (Eft%‘ﬂll]

DOCUMENTATION AND DRGANIZATION OF WORK OF THE
THmD CoMMITEL OF THE GUENERAL ASSUMBLY

94. Mr. SCHLEGEL (German Democratic Repub-
lic). speaking as Chairman of the informal working
group established to formulate recommendations to
the Council regarding the documentation and organ-
ization of work of the Third Committee of the Generul
Assembly. in pursuance of General Assembly resolu-
tion 32/197 of 20 December 1977 and Council resolu-
tion 1982/50 of 28 July 1982, said that the working
group had not been in a position to formulate definite
proposals and conclusions and that there had been no
general desire to maintain the question of documenta-
tion and organization of work of the Third Committec
under review or to continue discussion of the matter.
Unless the Council decided to discuss the matter in
plenary, the working up felt that it should be left to
the General Assembly to determine the organization
of work and the allocation of items.

95. The PRESIDENT said that. if there was no objec-
tion, he would take it that the Council wished to take
note of the report of the Chairman of the informal
working group.

It was so decided {decision 1983/159).

RESUMED TWENTY-THIRD SESSION OF THE COMMITTLE
FOR PROGRAMME AND Co-orDINATION (E/I1983/81)

96. The PRESIDENT drew attention to a letter dated

26 May 1983 from the Chairman of the Committee for
Programme and Co-ordination (E/1983/81).

"Resumed from the Tth mecting.
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97. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council) said that it
was his understanding that if the Committee for Pro-
ﬁmmme and Co-ordination (CPC) was authorized to

old a resumed session, its report would be in two
parts. The first part, which would cover only the in-
troduction and foreword to the proposed programme
budget and those sections relating to U NiD . ECA,
ECE, ECWA and the Office of the Director-General
for Development and International Economic Co-
operation, would be submitted to the Council at its se-
cond regular session. Since the Council had decided to
discontinue its practice of holding a resumed session
late in the year, it would not be possible for the Council
to corsider the second part of the CPC report.

98. The PRESIDENT expressed regret at the fact that
CPC had been unable to conclude its consideration of
the pro d programme budget at its current session,
sinel: thmcsnt that the Cou%fcil would be unable to
consider the programme budget at its second regular
session in the light of the recommendations of CPC.

99. He suggested that the Council should decide to
authorize , on an exceptional basis, to hold a
resumed session from 29 August to 9 September 1983
and to submit the second part of its rt on its
resumed twenty-third session directly to the General
Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.

It was so decided (decision 1983/160).

100. Mr. LEE (Canada) exﬁressed regret at having
had to support the decision. He hoped that the situa-
tion would not arise again.

101. Mr. VELLOSO (Brazil}) supgested that the
Council should point out, for the record, that it was not
in the best interest of the work of the Organization for
the proposed programme budget not to be seen by the
Council in the context of the report of CPC. It should
be noted that no intergovernmental body was to blame
for the situation. In the past few weeks, Member States
had indicated their concern at the fact that the relevant
documents were not ready and that those documents
which were ready had not been issued in time to be
referred to the authorities in the various capitals. At a
time when the Organization was facing difficulties
with regard to resources and related issues, it was pro-
foundly regrettable that such a decision should Illnave
been necessary.

102. The PRESIDENT appealed to the regional
groups concerned to submit their nominees for ap-
pointment by the President to the Ad Hoc Committee
on the Preparations for the Public Hearings on Ac-
tivities of Transnational Corporations in South Africa,
in accordance with Council decision 1983/104 of 4
February 1983. Only one regional group had done so to
date. Since the meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee
would be held immediately preceding the ninth ses-
sion of the Commission on Transnational Cor-
porations, from 20 to 29 June, he urged delegations to
give the matter their consideration during their re-
gional meetings.

AGENDA ITEM 16

Consideration of the provisional for the
second regular session of 1983 (E/1983/L.29)

103. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council) pointed
out that the note by the Bureau (E/1983/L.29) had been
prepared prior to the completion of the elections at the
current session. It would be necessary to add a new
item, entitled “Elections and nominations.” In the light

of the decision to authorize CPC to hold a resumed
session, the Council might wish to reconsider the in-
clusion of item 20. “Proposed programme budget for
the biennium 1984-1985,

104. Concerning documentation. he pointed out that
all the services involved were currently concentrating
on issuing the programme budget and that there were
five intergovernmental bodies scheduled to meet in
June. Accordingly, the Secretariat would have some
difficulty in processing all the reports. In the light of
the decision taken by the Council at its organizational
session to transmit a number of reports which were
due for submission at the summer session directly to
the General Assembly without debate, it was the Sec-
retariat’s understanding that those documents would
not be required at the summer session. That would en-
able efforts to be concentrated on those documents
which would be needed for that session.

105. The PRESIDENT agreed that a new item on
elections and nominations would have to be inserted,
and he took note of the comment concerning docu-
ments. The Council might like to keep item 20 on the
agenda even though it would not have the complete
report of CPC on the pmgeqsed programme budget. It
would not exﬁect to have before it those sections of the
budget which had not been considered by CPC, but
delegations would thus have an opportunity to com-
ment on the general situation concerning preparation
of the programme budget.

106. Mr. KAABACHI (Tunisia) expressed the hope
that the decision of the Council concerning submis-
sion of certain reports directly to the General Assem-
bly would not be used as an excuse by the Secretariat
for not distributing all documents in time, particularly
those in Arabic.

107. Mr. HOUFFANE (Djibouti} asked whether the
report on humanitarian assistance to refugees re-
quested by the General Assembly in resclution 37/176
could be provided in written form.

108. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council) pointed
out that in its decision 1982/101 of 5 February 1982 the
Council had said that, starting in 1983, the item “Spe-
cial economic, humanitarian and disaster relief assis-
tance” would be considered at the second regular ses-
sion. It had been the Council's understanding that
reports in connection with that item would be present-
ed orally. Naturally, if all the necessary missions had
taken place and if the reports were ready, they would
be made available in wniting.

109. Mr. ZOLLER (Observer for Australia) said that
the mesmnal agenda for the second regular session
of the Council covered several important issues. It
would be a major step forward towards revitalizing the
Council if those issues were given the comprehensive
treatment they deserved. The decision to undertake a
cross-sectoral review of selected major issues was an
important initiative in that direction. His delegation
was particularly pleased that one of the first subjects to
be selected for review related to food and agriculture,
for that was of crucial importance to all countries.
There was a considerable degree of United Nations in-
volvement in that field, as was reflected in the la

number of bodies engaged in related activities. His
delegation appreciated the extent to which those
bodies were continuously reassessing their roles in
relation to the activities of other organizations. The
cross-sectoral review would provide an ideal oppor-
tunity for a reasonably detached assessment of the
manner in which United Nations bodies were pursu-
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ing their objective. Embarking on such an exercise did
not mean that inefficiencies or deficiencies would he
found or that an attempt would be made to press for
changes. Under the Charter of the United Nations, the
Council was responsible for promoting economic and
social development. In order to hclr the Council to
fulfil those obligations the review of food and agricul-
ture should cover the responsibilities of the various
bodies and the overall performance of the United
Nations system. Priorities for action in the field of food
and agriculture should also be examined—for in-
stance, were United Nations activities optimal for in-
ternational efficiency in food production, for food
security and for the promotion of greater and undis-
torted a%ﬁculture trade? His delegation looked for-
ward to full consideration of those issues at the sum-
mer session.

110. Mr. SEVAN (Secretary of the Council), replying
to a question from Mr. ROCHEREAU de la SAB-
LIERE (France), recalled that in its decision 1983/101
of 4 February 1983 the Council had decided to transmit
certain reports directly to the General Assembly with-
out debate. The reports in question were listed in
paragraph 2 (g) of the decision. It was the Secretariat’s
understanding that those documents would therefore
not be needed at the second regular session and that all
efforts could be concentrated on those documents
which would be needed for that session.

111. Following a procedural discussion in which Mr.
VELLOSO (Brazil). Mr. CHOWDHURY (Bangla-
desh), Mr. ROCHEREAU de la SABLIERE (Frunce).
Mr. ASTAFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).
Mr. LEE (Canada). Mr. KUEN (Austria) and Mr.
WALKATE (Nctherlands) rnnicipatcd. the PRESI-
DENT sug%cs:cd that item 0. "Proposed programme
budget for the biennium 1984-19857 should remain on
the agenda on the understanding that the Council
would not expect to have before it documents which
had not been seen by CPC.

It was so decided.
112. The PRESIDENT said he assumed that the Coun-
cil wished to approve the draft provisional agenda. as
arally revised. and the organization of work proposed
i‘Lug Etlhe second regular session of the Council (E/1983/

29).

I was so decided (decision 1983/162).
113. The PRESIDENT said that the Council had
thus concluded its consideration of item 16.

Closure of the session

114. Afier an exchange of courtesies. the PRESI-
DENT declared the first regular session of 1983 of the
Economic and Social Council closed.

The meeting rose at 7.30 p.m.



