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The meetin<j .was ~alhed to order at 8.10 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEM 100: PROPOSED PROORAMME BUDGET FOR THE BIENNIUM 1982-1983 (continued) 

Establishment of an Information Systems Unit in the Department of International 
Economic and Social Affairs (continued) (A/36/7/Add.7~ A/C.5/36/6, A/C.5/36/7; 
A/C.5/36/L.29/Rev.l) 

1. Mr. PAPENDORP (United States of America) said that while the report by the 
Inter-Organization Board for Information Systems (A/C.5/36/7) shed light on the 
usefulness and potential of the Information Systems Unit, it failed adequately to 
address the issue of the Unit's mandate; his delegation was dissatisfied with its 
cursory treatment of the question of whether the Unit had exceeded that mandate. 
Draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.29/Rev.l would give the Unit the necessary legislative 
authority to justify the continuation of information activities that it had engaged 
in without a mandate from the General Assembly. The language of paragraph 3 was so 
sweeping as to allow the Unit to expand in virtually all directions. His 
delegation had serious reservations about the matter and objected to the fact that 
the Committee was being asked to approve a fait accompli: to underwrite projects 
already in operation and to authorize whatever projects proponents of the Unit saw 
fit to undertake in the future. 

2. In the past, the General Assembly had acted wisely in setting strict limits 
for the unit's operations. By accepting the proposal to give the Unit a role in 
promoting co-ordination among development-related documentation activities of the 
regional economic commissi911s ·and ,other United Nations organs, as suggested in 
document A/C.5/36/7, annex, and paragraph 55 of document A/C.5/36/6, the Committee 
would be adopting a new course of action which would duplicate and interfere with 
existing efforts for the co-ordination of development-related information sources. 
Furthermore, previous General Assembly mandates to the Unit had made no reference 
to that activity. The Fi:ft;h;'Committee should not accept any sort of 
empire-building by the Unit· a'nd should not support any attempt to lend legitimacy 
to its claim for a greater role in the United Nations information systems network. 

3. Paragraph 2 of draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.29/Rev.l contained another example 
of the Unit's attempts at empire-building and was another case in which the Fifth 
Committee and the General Assembly were asked to approve what was ultimately a fait 
accompli. The long list of the Unit's accomplishments contained in document 
A/C.5/36/6 was an attempt to impress the Fifth Committee: in paragraphs 42 to 47 
of that document, the Fifth Committee was informed that the Unit had been requested 
by representatives of the information systems of several United Nations 
organizations to set up mechanisms to manage the programme for the on-going 
management and maintenance of the Macrothesaurus. The Unit had been asked to 
provide computer facilities for the maintenance of the Macrothesaurus and to 
distribute updates to users on a regular basis. that activity had not been 
envisaged in the Secretary-General's report of the previous year, and it seemed 
reasonable to ask what financial arrangements had been made to reimburse the Unit 
for it. His delegation also wished to know how the decision to assign that task 
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to the Unit had been reached and which officials had approved it. His delegation 
questioned not the importance of that work but rather the decision-making process 
which had resulted in the conclusion that it w~s an appropriate undertaking for the 
Unit. 

4. When the Information Systems Unit had been created, it had been given a very 
narrow function within the United Nations system. Was it appropriate for the 
Secretary-General consistently to announce new activities by the Unit of which the 
Fifth Committee had had no prior knowledge? was it appropriate for the General 
Assembly to be asked to give legislative authority to an organization without 
limits? Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution seemed to be an open door, an 
invitation to institutionalize the Unit's empire-building. It could lead to the 
arrogation of more power by the Unit than the sponsors could possibly have imagined. 

5. His delegation was not convinced that there was a demonstrable need for the 
co-ordination of development-related information systems in the United Nations 
system, and had been given to understand that the established information systems 
financed from the regular budget were already to some extent involved in the 
co-ordination process. It believed it would be wise to have that situation 
thoroughly scrutinized before a mandate was given to the Unit, and that it would be 
appropriate to ask the Inter-Organization Board to study the question and provide 
the General Assembly'with a complete analysis of the current situation regarding 
co-ordination of development-related information systems and to present 
well-defined proposals before any further action was taken. 

6. His delegation appreciated the efforts of the sponsors to conserve resources 
by proposing continued regular-budget funding of the Unit, but could not see why 
funds should be denied to activities for which there was a demonstrated need in 
order to finance an operation that had virtually no legislative limits. The fact 
that voluntary contributions to the Unit had been limited indicated tht its past 
performance and future potentials were not recognized by the users. Only two of 
the permanent missions in New York had requested searches of the Unit's data bank 
by August 1981. If the community of research institutions, which were the primary 
beneficiaries of the Unit's work, had not provided financial support, why should 
Member States be assessed for its operations? 

7. His delegation could not support the draft resolution and believed that 
members of the Fifth Committee should accept the Advisory Committee's 
recommendation to terminate regular-budget funding of the project. Whatever 
information the Unit had collected could be retained and used, if necessary, by 
other information systems in the United Nations. It would not be a grave setback 
to international development if the services provided by the Unit were discontinued. 

8. Mr. BUNC (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation welcomed draft resolution 
A/C.S/36/L.29/Rev.l and hoped that the Unit would be given the opportunity to grow 
and develop. 

9. Mr. KEMAL (Pakistan) said that his delegation had sponsored the draft 
resolution because it was deeply concerned that the premature termination of an 
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existing institution which held promise but was not operating entirely up to its 
potential was not in the interest of the international community. The draft 
resolution sought ways to give the Unit a chance to grow and to improve its 
performance. It was a balanced draft which admitted the Unit's shortcomings but 
also noted the valuable service it provided in giving access to unpublished reports 
and studies. The Unit had been formed when it had been discovered that there was 
much duplication of studies, which was a waste of valuable resources, and it had 
been decided that a way should be found of storing information so that that 
situation would never arise again. The General Assembly had not devoted sufficient 
resources to the Unit, however, and the data base was therefore not substantial 
enough. The user community was currently limited to 200 people, but it would grow 
if the data base grew. That was the rationale behind paragraph 3. 

10. His delegation did not agree with the representa.tive of the United States that 
some sort of empire-building was involved. The draft resolution was merely a 
directive to the Unit to improve its coverage and services. If the Unit failed to 
do so, the Genearl Assembly could then take an appropriate decision. In 
paragraph 2, the Committee for Programme and Co-ordination was given a monitoring 
role, and it could examine the question in depth. 

11. Paragraph 1 suggested means of funding the Unit through savings and 
redeployment, and his delegation disagreed with the representative of the United 
States that the continuation of the Unit would mean that other programmes would be 
deprived of funds. The entire United Nations system was very large and there was 
much potential for the absorption of expenditure within it. 

12. Mr. PALAMARCHUK (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the promoters 
of the Information Systems Unit seemed to be trying at all costs to prove that it 
was needed. In document A/C.S/36/7, however, the consultant, a professor, 
indicated that in his opinion, the Unit was useless. The draft resolution would 
request the Secretary-General to continue the Unit's operations absorbing the cost 
through savings and redeployment. It seemed a shame that money should be wasted on 
an unnecessary enterprise. The United Nations had many problems requiring an 
urgent solution and any money saved should be spent on them. His delegation also 
objected to the call in paragraph 4 of the draft resolution for the 
Inter-Organization Board to make another report on the Unit's usefulness. The 
Board had already given its conclusions, which had been negative, and his 
delegation did not understand why it should be asked to repeat its work. 

13. The Assistant Secretary-General for Financial Services had indicated that the 
Adviso~· Committee would have to consider the financial implications of the draft 
resolution. He wondered when it would have time to do so and why such an endeavour 
was necessary, since it had already set out its conclusions on the subject in 
document A/36/7/Add.?. Its recommendations should have been adopted long ago and 
consideration of matter curtailed. 

14. Mr. FALL OULD MAALOUM (Mauritania) said that his delegation would vote in 
favour of the draft resolution in order to give the Unit another chance to prove 
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itself and because the financial implications would be absorbed within the 
resources proposed for the 1982-1983 programme budget. Nevertheless, his 
delegation had reservations on the real usefulness of maintaining the Unit. 

15. Mr. MARTORELL (Peru) called for closure of the debate on draft resolution 
A/C. 5/36/L.29 /ReV .1. 

16• The CHAIRMAN said that if there was no objection, he would take it that the 
COmmittee wished to close the debate on the draft resolution. 

17. It was so decided. 

18. Mr. LAHLOU (Morocco) said that he would vote in favour of the draft 
resolution. No one could yet decide to what extent the various reports were useful 
until ways of bringing them to general attention were devised. Voluntary means for 
the Development Information System should be sought, but if they could not be found 
regular-bu~get financing should continue, since it was too early to allow the 
System to expire. 

19. Mr. AMNEUS (SWeden) said that he would support the draft resolution. Like the 
Soviet representative, he had great respect for professors, he noted that the two 
professors present in the Fifth Committee - the Assistant Secretary-General for 
Programme Planning and Co-ordination and the representative of Yugoslavia - were 
both supporters of the Unit. He felt that the ambiguous recommendations of one 
professor in Chicago carried little weight in relation to the opinions of two 
professors closer at hand. 

20. Mr. PAL (India) said that he found the allegations of empire-building levelled 
against the Information Systems Unit a little extreme. At the thirty-fifth session 
his delegation had argued against continuing support for the Unit. Now, in view of 
the opinions expressed during the debate and the fact that operative 
paragraphs z and 4 of the draft resolution called for the utility of the Unit to be 
reviewed, he would abstain in the vote. 

21. Mrs. LISBOA (Venezuela) said she believed the Unit could serve as the focal 
point of an information network to provide developing countries with access to 
development-related material. It seemed to her that the evaluations of the Unit 
had taken insufficient account of its potential value. She would vote in favour of 
the draft. 

22. Mr. TOMMO MONTHE (tbited Republic of Cameroon) said that while the System had 
not so far proved very useful, it should be judged not o.n its history but its 
~otential. He applauded the call in operative paragraph 2 of the draft for a 
report on how to use the unit to co-ordinate development-relateq data and make of 
the System a viable instrument for use by the regional economic commissions. He 
would vote in favour of the draft. 

23. Mr. PALAMARCHUK (union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he favoured 
the recommendation of the Advisory COmmittee and would vote against the draft 
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resolution. His inclination was to respect the judgement of an impartial expert on 
the subject. 

24. Mr. BOUZARBIA (Algeria) said that he would vote in favour of the draft 
resolution. The Assistant Secretary-General for Programme Planning and 
Co-ordination should see to it that there was the closest possible co-ordination 
between the Unit, the regional economic commissions, and the Governments of 
1eveloping countries. In view of the assurance that the costs involved would be 
met through savings and redeployment the Unit should be given a further chance to 
prove itself. 

25. Mr. GEPP (Brazil) said that he did not accept the reasons advanced for 
continuing the Unit and transferring its maintenance costs to the regular budget. 
The reports before the Committee made it plain that the Unit had not yet performed 
up to the standards expected of it; the Secretary-General should have explored 
alternative means of financing the Unit and the Macrothesaurus. Nevertheless, he 
would abstain on the vote in the hope that the Development Information System might 
yet prove its usefulness. 

26. Mr. KABA (Guinea) said that his delegation supported the dissemination of 
development-related information. It would vote in favour of the draft resolution. 

27. Mr. BUNC (Yugoslavia) said that the Development Information System could be of 
benefit to developing countries. He would vote in favour of the draft. 

28. Mr. RALLIS (Greece) said that on budgetary grounds he should oppose the draft 
resolution, but would abstain in the hope that the Unit would facilitate the 
exchange of development-related information. 

29. Mr. ZINIEL (Ghana) said that he would find it difficult to go against the 
recommendation of the Advisory Committee, since it was based on an independent 
study of the matter. The draft resolution, however, looked to the future and it 
was difficult to argue with the view that one day the Unit might render a very 
useful service. Given all the contradictions, he would have to abstain in the vote. 

30. Mr. HICKEY (Australia) said that he agreed with the views expressed by the 
Algerian and Yugoslav delegations. Knowledge once lost could never be regained. 
The Organization must make the most of the information it already possessed. 

31. Mrs. DORSET (Trinidad and Tbbago) pointed out that abstentions would not help 
to secure the passage of the draft resolution. Believing that the Unit had 
potential, and in view of the measures called for under operative paragraph 2 of 
the draft, she would vote in favour. 

32. The draft resolution was adopted by 40 votes to 14, with 23 abstentions. 

33. Mr. KUYAMA (Japan) said that his delegation attached great importance to the 
Development Information System, as shown by the fact that his Government had made 
voluntary contributions totalling $57,000 to the Unit. In accordance with his 
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Government's policy on budgetary matters, however, he could not support any 
proposal which might lead to an increase in the regular budget. 

34. Mr. MARTORELL (Peru) said that although many arguments had been advanced in 
favour of maintaining the Unit, he had heard no justification for transferring its 
expenses to the regular budget. He believed that it should continue to be funded 
by voluntary contributions, and had accordingly abstained in the vote. 

35. Mr. SITUS! (Malawi) said that he would have supported the draft resolution had 
there been no financial implications, since there were, he had abstained. 

36. Mr. OKWARO (Kenya) said that he had voted in favour of the draft resolution 
because the Information Systems Unit had made an effort to co-operate with the 
Economic Commission for Africa and was considering adopting the bibliographic 
format developed by the commission for the Pan African Documentation and 
Information System. 

37. Mr. PAPENDORP (United States of America) said that he had voted against the 
draft, finding it regrettable that the judgement of the Advisory Committee had once 
again been disregarded, and because of his delegation's constant opposition to the 
transfer of activities from voluntary funding to the regular budget. 

38. Mr. BANGURA (Sierra Leone) said that he had supported the draft resolution• 
He believed that the failure of the Development Information System so far was due 
to the limited resources made available to the Unit, which had barely begun to 
scratch the surface of the development-related literature. The Information Systems 
Unit would, he believed, be of benefit to the developing countries in the long 
term, and in that regard he was particularly happy about operative paragraph 2 of 
the draft. 

39. Mr. MALONGA (Congo) said that he was not prepared to support a draft 
resolution which added to the activities to be covered by the regular budget, when 
some countries, including his own, were finding their financial obligations to the 
Organization an increasing strain. FOr that reason, he had abstained. 

40. Mr. SUED! (United Republic of Tanzania) said that his delegation's position 
was determined by the fact that the consultant and the Advisory Committee, after 
examining all the facts, had both concluded that the Development Information System 
should be discontinued. His delegation was certainly not opposed to the interests 
of developing countries but, in the circumstances, had decided to continue its 
previous policy of abstaining. 

41. Mr. MARTORELL (Peru) said that an inordinate amount of time had been spent 
discussing a single item. He called upon the Committee to apply rule 114 of the 
rules of procedure and to limit the length of statements and the number of times a 
representative could speak during a discussion. 

42. Mr. STUART (United Kingdom) seconded the call by the Peruvian representative. 
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43. Mr. PAPENDORP (united States of America) and Mr. PALAMARCHUK (Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics) stated that they were opposed to the rigid application of 
rule 114. The Committee still had some very important items to deal with, and 
should not have to take decisions on them.without the opportunity to discuss them 
thoroughly. 

44. The CHAIRMAN, noting that the Peruvian suggestion did not enjoy unanimous 
support in the Committee, nevertheless urged all delegations to keep their 
statements brief so as to speed up the Committee's work. 

Revised estimates: effect of changes in rates of exchange (A/C.5/36/79 and Oorr.l) 

45. Mr. MSELLE (Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions} said that ACABQ was recommending that the Fifth Committee should, after 
taking note of the Secretary-General's report (A/C.5/36/79 and COrr.l), accept that 
the latest United Nations operational rates of exchange be used for the purpose of 
calculating the estimates for the programme budget for the biennium 1982-1983, 
including the rate of 1.76 SWiss francs to the dollar. The Secretariat had 
informed the Advisory Committee that, if the recommendation of ACABQ was adopted by 
the Fifth Committee, the estimate for 1982-1983 would have to be reduced by 
$9 million. 

4G. The Advisory Committee was also recommending that the Fifth Committee should 
request the Secretary-General to submit the 1982-1983 proposals, in the light of 
the ACABQ recommendation, for review by the Fifth Committee in second reading. It 
was not, therefore, necessary to take an immediate decision on which section of the 
budget should be reduced. The Secretary-General would use the recommendation of 
ACABQ in preparing the document for second reading in the Fifth Committee. 

47. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Fifth Committee, having noted the report of 
the Secretary-General (A/C.5/36/79 and Cor r .1) and the oral report of the Chairman 
of ACABQ, should accept the proposals of the Secretary-General, as modified by the 
recommendations of the Advisory COmmittee, and that the Fifth COmmittee should 
request the Secretary-General to reflect the effects of that decision in the 
document to be considered by the Fifth COmmittee in its second reading of the 
proposed programme budget for 1982-1983. 

48. It was so decided. 

Report of the Committee of Governmental Experts to Evaluate the Present Structure 
of the Secretariat in the Administrative, Finance and Personnel Areas (A/36/44 and 
Corr.lJ A/C.5/36/106J A/C.5/36/L.42). 

-t 9. The CHAIRMAN recalled that at the 75th meeting he had suggested that the 
committee should take a decision on draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.42, bearing in mind 
the fact that, if the Committee adopted the draft resolution, it would be necessary 
for ACABQ to examine the financial implications contained in document A/C.5/36/106. 

50. Mr. WILLIAMS (Panama) said that his delegation had given careful consideration 
to the Secretariat's views regarding a matter which was of vital importance for the 
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efficient functioning of the Organization and for the implementation of the 
Charter. It had welcomed the proposal to set up a Committee of Governmental 
Experts to carry out an evaluation of the structure and functioning of the 
Secretariat. It should be emphasized that previous evaluations dated back to 1961 
and 1968, and that the new review was urgently needed in the light of the financial 
crisis confronting the United Nations. A decision to evaluate the activities of 
the Secretariat in the administrative·, finance and personnel areas was undoubtedly 
the correct approach in the effort to reduce Secretariat expenditure. 

51. His delegation had concluded from the report of the Committee of Governmental 
Experts that the Committee had succeeded in overcoming its problems and that it 
would soon be in a position to complete the complex task entrusted to it. His 
delegation was therefore fully in agreement with the provisions of draft resolution 
A/C.5/36/L.42. 

52. Mr. LAHLOU (Morocco) said that his delegation had some difficulties with the 
final paragraph of the draft resolution under consideration, which referred to 
paragraph 4 of General Assembly resolution 35/211. He had explained the reasons 
for his delegation's reservations at the 75th meeting of the Fifth Committee, and 
he proposed that the final paragraph of draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.42 should be 
deleted. The Committee should not take any decision which might prejudice the new 
Secretary-General's freedom of action. 

53. Mr. KEMAL (Pakistan) said that the problems which had led to the establishment 
of the Committee of Governmental Experts could have been solved had they remained 
purely administrative in character. However, when it became clear that the 
interests of Member States were involved it had become necessary to refer the 
matter to a group of independent governmental experts with a view to arriving at 
solutions which were both impartial and acceptable. Unfortunately it had not 
proved possible to establish the Committee before September 1981, and more time was 
therefore required for it to fulfil its mandate. 

54. Mr. LOESCHNER (Federal Republic of Germany) said that his delegation attached 
great importance to the work of the Committee of Governmental Experts, and was not 
opposed to the extension of that Committee's mandate. His delegation did, however, 
have reservations concerning the last paragraph of the draft resolution under 
consideration, and agreed with the representative of Morocco that it should be 
deleted. 

55. Mr. MARTORELL (Peru) recalled that he had introduced the draft resolution, 
which was based on a broad consensus of delegations' views achieved through 
consultations. However, in view of the comments which had been just made, his 
delegation would not object to the deletion of the last paragraph. 

56. Mr. HACHEME (Benin) said that his delegation regarded the last paragraph as 
highly important and would therefore find difficulty with the proposal that it be 
deleted. It was essential to preserve continuity in the work of the Committee of 
Governmental Experts. 
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57. Mr. FALL OULD MAALOUM (Mauritania) said that his delegation favoured renewal 
of the mandate of the Committee of Governmental Experts, which had, for reasons 
beyond its control, been unable to complete its work within the time allotted to it. 

58. Mr. SUEDI (United Republic of Tanzania) said it should be realized that 
dangerous consequences could result from deletion of the final paragraph of the 
draft resolution under consideration. The final paragraph referred to a decision 
taken by the General Assembly in 1980, a decision which was in no way affected by 
the fact that a new Secretary-General had just been appointed. That decision had 
been taken after careful consideration of the ways in which the Office of Personnel 
Services could be strengthened in the period before the Committee of Governmental 
Experts presented its recommendations. Following the adoption of General Assembly 
resolution 35/211, the Secretary-General had issued a memorandum putting forward 
measures intended to make the Office of Personnel Services directly responsible to 
him. To delete the paragraph would be tantamount to reversing the decision taken 
by the General Assembly in resolution 35/211. 

59. Mrs. DORSET (Trinidad and TObago) said that, although the intention of the 
draft resolution would remain clear even if the last paragraph had not been 
included, the effect of its deletion might be to give the impression that the 
interim measures provided for in paragraph 4 of General Assembly resolution 35/211 
were to be discontinued. It would therefore be undesirable to delete the final 
paragraph of the draft resolution, although it might perhaps have been better to 
have made it a separate decision o · the Fifth Committee. It should be pointed out 
that the paragraph should not beer. seen as in any way derogating from the authority 
of the new Secretary-General. 

60. Mr. BANGURA (Sierra Leone) and Mr. DENEKEW (Ethiopia) said that the 
explanations provided by the representatives of Benin, the United Republic of 
Tanzania and Trinidad and TObago regarding the reasoning behind the wording of 
draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.42 had made it clear that the final paragraph should 
not be deleted. 

61. Mr. PAPENDORP (United States of America) said that he had listened with 
interest to the statement made by the representative of Trinidad and TObago and 
found himself largely in agreement with her remarks but not with her conclusion. 
The Moroccan proposal as entirely proper in view of the fact that a new 
Secretary-General had just taken office. Deletion of the final paragraph would not 
adversely affect the thrust of the draft resolution as a whole. 

62. Turning to the financial implications of the draft resolution, which were 
contained in document A/C.S/36/106, he said that the Secretariat should be asked to 
provide ACABQ and the Fifth Committee with information concerning the period during 
which the Committee of Governmental Experts could conveniently meet at New York, 
thus furthering the efforts of the Committee on Conferences to rationalize 
conference servicing facilities and costs. In connexion with part B of the 
financial implications, he suggested that those countries represented on the 
Committee should endeavour where possible to provide representatives from their 
missions in New York. 
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63. Mr. LAHLOU (Morocco) said that the last paragraph of draft resolution 
A/C.5/36/L.42 should be deleted for reasons of principle. While he had the 
greatest respect for the COmmittee of Governmental Experts and had no wish to 
undermine its efforts, the ultimate responsibility for administrative and personnel 
matters had to be vested in the Secretary-General. 

64. Mr. WILLIAMS (Panama) said that he would reluctantly invoke rule 117 of the 
rules of procedure and move the closure of the debate. A vote should be taken 
immediately on the Moroccan proposal, as it was pointless to waste time on academic 
exercises which solved nothing and onlv diverted attention from more urgent matters. 

65. Mr. HICKEY (Australia) said that he also favoured proceeding to a vote. 

66. The CHAIRMAN invited the COmmittee to vote on the Moroccan proposal to delete 
the final paragraph of draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.42 and to explain their vote 
before the vote. 

67. Mr. FALL OULD MAALOUM (Mauritania) said that his delegtion would abstain in 
the vote because there had not been enough time to study the arguments for the 
proposal. 

68. Mr. BROCHARD (France) said that he whole-heartedly endorsed the arguments put 
forward by the representative of Morocco and would vote for his proposal. 

69. Mr. WILLIAMS (Panama) said that his delegation would, with regret, vote 
against the proposal. It agreed with the representative of Benin and others who 
had opposed the deletion of the last paragraph. 

70. Mr. RUGWIZANGOGA (Rwanda) said that his delegation would vote against the 
Moroccan proposal because the arguments given for deleting the last paragraph were 
not convincing. 

71. Mr. SUED! (United Republic of Tanzania) appealed to the representative of 
Morocco to withdraw his proposal. The Office of Personnel Services had a central 
role to play in implementing any reform and that was why it had been agreed that 
interim measures were needed pending the completion of the work of the Committee of 
Governmental Experts. The argument that those interim measures should be 
discontinued because there was a new Secretary-General did not hold water and his 
delegation would therefore vote against the Moroccan proposal. 

72. Mr. NDOM (United Republic of cameroon) urged the representative of Morocco to 
withdraw his proposal because it was causing confusion and delaying the Committee's 
work. 

73. Mr. KABA (Guinea) said that his delegation associated itself with all those 
delegations which had appealed to the representative of Morocco to withdraw his 
proposal. His delegation could not support the proposal and would abstain if it 
was put to a vote. 
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74. Mr. PAL (India) said that the Committee of Governmental Experts had started 
its work on the assumption that the interim measures would remain in effect until 
it submitted its final report. For the Committee to continue its work, the interim 
measures must be maintained. He therefore appealed to the delegation of Morocco to 
withdraw its proposal, failing which he would vote against it. 

75. Mr. WILLIAMS (Panama), speaking on a point of order, said that since the Fifth 
Committee was in the process of voting on a proposal, representatives must confine 
themselves to explanations of vote on the Moroccan proposal and not request its 
withdrawal. 

76. Miss ZONICLE (Bahamas) said that her delegation would vote against the 
Moroccan proposal. 

77. Mr. MARTORELL (Peru) said that his delegation would vote for the Moroccan 
proposal because it believed that the time had come for action and the interim 
measures were no longer required. 

78. Mr. ZINIEL (Ghana) said that to delete the final paragraph of the draft 
resolution would be to interfere with the "package" agreed on at the preceding 
session. A better approach might be to decide not to renew the Committee's 
mandate, thereby giving the new Secretary-General a completely free hand. 

79. Mr. MALONGA (Congo) said that, while he was fully aware of the 
responsibilities and role of the Secretary-General, he was unable to support the 
Moroccan proposal because he saw no valid reason for deleting the last paragraph. 

80. Mr. KEMAL (Pakistan) said that the Fifth Committee's decision at the preceding 
session had been adopted without a vote and that it should therefore not vote on 
the Moroccan proposal now. There could be no vote in any case because there was no 
quorum. 

81. The CHAIRMAN said that, in the absence of a quorum, further consideration of 
draft resolution A/C.5/36/L.42 and the Moroccan proposal would be deferred until 
the following meeting. 

The meeting rose at 10.55 p.m. 




