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The meeting 1vas called to order at 11.05 a.m. 

AGEITDA ITEII 75: viORLD CONFERENCE TO COMBAT RACISM AND RACIAL DISCRIMINATION 
(_cilntinued) 

l. Mr. MOMPOINT (Secretary of the Committee) drew attention to the fact that the 
estimates of the financial implications of the Conference had been revised 
slightly since they had first been submitted to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-first session. The Secretary-General was likely to appoint a senior 
official of the United Hations as Secretary-General of the Conference, stationed 
at Headquarters; however, that would not add to the expenditures for the remainder 
of 1977, as any travel attributable to his duties as Secretary-General would be 
met from available resources. The cost of the Conference itself would remain as 
originally estimated. 

AGENDA ITEM 12: REPORT OF THE ECONOMIC AlTD SOCIAL COUITCIL (continued) 
(A/C.3/32/L.60, L.61, 1.63/Rev.l, L.70) 

2. The CHAIR~IAN invited the Committee to continue its consideration of draft 
resolution A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l, concerning regional arrangements for the promotion 
and protection of human rights, as orally revised at the preceding meeting. 

3. l\Ir. AYEliii (Nigeria) observed that some delegations might have overlooked the 
fact that some of the steps advocated in the draft resolution had already been 
carried out. He would draw attention, for instance, to paragraphs 93-97 of the 
report of the Secretary-General on alternative approaches and ways and means 
within the United Hations system for improving the effective enjoyment of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms (A/10235). Paragraph 96 of the report referred 
to a seminar on the establishment of regional commissions on human rights, held 
in Cairo in 1969. The report of the seminar had been transmitted to the Commission 
on Human Rights, which had advised the Secretary-General to contact the 
Organization of African Unity with a vie1v to finding ways and means of carrying 
out the wishes of the countries vrhich had participated in the seminar. The 
suggestion concerning regional arrangements was therefore far from new. The 
General Assembly could only invite States in areas where no arrangements existed 
to study the possibility and advisability of establishing such arrangements or 
similar ones. 

4. Hr. RAKOTONAIVO (Madagascar) said that, despite the clarification given by the 
representative of Nigeria, his delegation still strongly supported the amendments 
submitted by the representative of Yugoslavia. 

5. Niss ILIC (Yugoslavia) thanked the sponsors of the draft resolution for 
accepting some of her delegation's amendments. However, if the Committee was to 
take a decision without further debate, her delegation would have to state that it 
was not satisfied. It was pursuing its consultations at the present time. 

6. Ivir. BOZA (Peru) thanked the sponsors for their efforts to accommodate the 
wishes of other delegations. Hithout prejudging the merits of the Yugoslav 
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amendments) some of vhich had been acce:9ted, or of other amendments that might be 
submitted, he believed that it would be difficult to accept any more amenQments 
at the present stage. Hhile his c1eler:ation vroulc1 have preferred a text which could 
be adopted by consensus, it could support the draft resolution as contained in 
document A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l. 

7. ~·1r. ALFOi~SO (Cuba) expresse<l appreciation for the sponsors' efforts to resolve 
some of the difficulties which certain delegations had with the text. One element, 
hm-rever, could still be improved. The term 1'suitable regional machinery11 in 
paragraph l was rather vague. The sponsors 1 intention would have been better 
reflected if the term 11 regional aG,reements 11 had been used, since that would signify 
the contractual kind of arrangement which was the appropriate form for such 
Jnachinery. In practice, regional machinery had been based on binding regional 
agreements that "I·Tere arrived at by an act of sovereignty on the part of the States 
involved. 

8. Mr. AL-HUSSAliY (Syrian Arab Republic) said that, >-rhile the original text of 
the draft resolution had not been very acceptable, his delegation had believed that 
it mic:ht be able to support it with the Yugoslav amendments. So far, hm-rever, not 
all the a,,~endment s had been accepted. It would be more appropriate to speak of 
regional arrangements than of regional machinery, since the word ;:machinery11 could 
be used only at the national level. He asl;:ed Hhether the sponsors ';Jere prepared 
to accept all the Yugoslav amendments, or only those that related to paragraph 1 of 
the draft resolution. 

9. i:irs. HARZAZI (Morocco) felt that the term nmechanismes regionaux.~ would be 
more appropriate than 11 systemes regionaux'; in the French version. Her delegation 
would have no difficulty in accepting the revised draft resolution. 

10. lVlr. l·1UTHjWRA (Kenya) said that his delegation was sympathetic tmrards the 
amendments submitted by the representatives of Yugoslavia and Cuba, but hoped that 
they would not press their proposals. The reference in the third preambular 
paragraph to resolution 7 (XXIV) of the Commission on Human Rights seemed to cover 
their concerns regarding the regional machinery or arrangements. The main thrust 
of the draft resolution was to seek to establish regional machinery for dealing 
with human rights problems. If the reference to regional machinery was omitted 
from the operative part of the draft resolution, its purpose would be defeated. 

11. Mr. sr1IRNOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked what was the position 
of the sponsors 1-rith regard to the third preambular paragraph. 

12. Mr. AYElH (lhgeria) said the sponsors had accepted the Yugoslav 
representative's proposal that parae::raph 3 of resolution 7 (XXIV) should be quoted 
in full. The third preambular paragraph of the draft resolution would therefore 
read as follows: 

HTiecalling resolution 7 (XXIV) of the Commission on Human Rights, 
which requested the Secretary~General to consider the possibility of 
arranging suitable regional seminars under the programme of advisory 
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services in the field of human rights in those regions where no re~ional 
commission on human rights exists at present, for the purpose of discussin3 
the usefulness and advisability of the establishment of regional commissions 
on human rights 1

'. 

130 Operative paragraph 1 would stand as orally revised, subject to further 
accommodations that might be made to the representative of Yue;oslavia. As a 
result of consultations since the 76th meeting, the sponsors vrere prepared to make 
further use of the wordin~ of resolution 7 (XXIV) of the Commission on Human 
Bights by changing the end of paragraph 2 to read as follo-vrs; n seminars for the 
purpose of discussing the usefulness and advisability of the establishment of 
regional commissions on human rie;hts. n The change was a gesture of further 
co-operation with those States that genuinely felt such a toning do-vm to be 
necessary. 

14. Miss SHAHKAR (Iran) commended the sponsors for their initiative in submitting 
the draft resolution and for their efforts to accommodate the views of others. 
Her delee;ation could accept the latest version of draft resolution 
A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l; however, as some members still had difficulties with the 
text, she suggested a brief suspension of the meeting to enable interested 
delegations to resolve their outstanding difficulties and to reach a consensus. 

15. Mr. ALFONSO (Cuba) supported that suggestion. 

16. ~· SMiffi~OV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thanked the representative 
of Hic;eria for his spirit of co-operation and his efforts to accommodate the views 
of other delegations. He supported the suggestion of the representative of Iran. 

The meeting was suspended at 11.50 a.m. and resumed at 12.10 p.m. 

17. Mr. AYEHI (Nigeria) announced that, as a result of informal consultations, 
the sponsors of the draft resolution had agreed to insert the words 11 agreements 
with a view to 11 after the word 11 consider0 in operative paragraph l, in order to 
take into account the change proposed by the representative of Cuba. 

18. Hiss ILIC (Yugoslavia) said her delegation was still not satisfied that all 
its difficulties were met in the latest version of the draft resolution. However, 
it would not press the remaining amendments which it had proposed and 1.rould not 
oppose a consensus. She reserved the right to make a further statement, once the 
draft resolution had been adopted. 

19. Miss BEAGLE (Hew Zealand) said that her delegation would have preferred to 
retain the original text of draft resolution A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l, and felt that 
the latest revisions did not improve it; indeed, they weakened its impact. 
Hmrever, it welcomed the fact that a consensus had been reached on so important an 
issue and wished to become a sponsor of the draft resolution. 

20. Mr. EDIS (United Kingdom) said that his delegation had for many years been in 
favour of establishing regional human rights procedures and bodies, provided that 
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they vrere not regarded as replacing existing international procedures and bodies 
or as pre-empting nevr ones, I-Iis delegation would support the draft resolution, 
although it 1wuld have preferred to retain the oricinal text of draft resolution 
A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l. 

21. Mrs. CASTRO DI:; BARISH. (Costa Rica) applauded the positive initiative taken by 
the sponsors in submittinc; a draft resolution on an issue as important as ref,ional 
arran[£ements for the promotion and protection of human rights, and commended the 
considerable efforts they had made to adopt a co-operative and flexible approach. 
Although her delegation -.;wuld have preferred to re.J.:;ain the original text of draft 
resolution A/C. 3/32/L. 63/Rev .1, it 1rould support the latest version in the belief 
that it represented a major step forward in the promotion and protection of human 
rights throughout the world. 

22. Hr. TYSON (United States of America) commended the sponsors for their 
initiative in submitting the draft resolution, Hhich his delegation could accept 
in its latest form, although it would have preferred to retain the original text 
contained in document A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l. It would also like to become a sponsor 
of the draft resolution. 

23. For many years, the United States had been active within its own regional 
hmJan rights body, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights. Although no 
panacea, that body had acted fairly and prudently and had achieved a level of 
integrity which c;ave it great regional prestige. He hoped that the draft 
resolution would encourage other regions to adopt human rights machinery tailored 
to their own needs. Their experience should serve as a source of mutual 
reinforcement and encouragement. 

24. Hmv-ever, the existence of regional machinery should not reduce or replace the 
part played by the United lJations in the area of human rights. On the contrary, 
the United 1Tations and the regional bodies shoulC. worl~ in harmony so that the 
international con~unity could defend human rights at the world and regional levels. 

25. His delegation hoped that the draft resolution would be adopted by consensus. 

26. Hr_:__§JURNOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation 
would not oppose the draft resolution, as orally revised, if it vras adopted by 
consensus, as it believed that regional agreements could help to promote respect 
for human rights. However, it was for each regional group to adopt such measures 
and conclude such agreements as the countries of the region considered most 
appropriate. 

27. ilr.~OTHOMB (Belgium) said that his delegation could join in a consensus on 
the draft resolution, although it would have preferred to retain the original text 
in document A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l. 

28. llrs. KOHGSHEi-1 (J:Torway) and Hr.~_DONOVAN (Ireland) commended the representative 
of l11igeria for his initiative in presenting the draft resolution, which they could 
support in its latest form, although they vrould have preferred to retain the 
original text contained in docun1ent A/C.3/32/L.63/Rev.l. 
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29. 1-lr_. __ j-IAKOTW_~I~.Q- (lladagascar) said that his delec;ation could support the latest 
version of the draft resolution, although it vrould have preferred the word 
11 ~_x_s:t_eme_§_'' in the French version of the third preambular paragraph and operative 
parat;raphs l and 2 to be replaced by the >vord '1 arranr::e:nents ;; . 

30. T~~ CH~l~~l\!:'!.. said that, if there was no objection, he -vrould tal:e it that the 
draft resolution, as orally revised, 1-ras adopted by consensus. 

a vote. 

_. 
32. giss I~]_g_ (Yuc:oslavia) said that o although her dele,:sation he.d joined in the 
consensus, it vould not have supported the draft resolution if it had been put to 
the vote, for a number of reasons. First" her delegation believed that, while the 
question of regional arrangeBents for the promotion and protection of human rights 
-~-ras extremely in:1.portant, it was also very sensitive and must be approached in 
different ways in the different rec;ions. Accordingly, it would have been better if 
the draft resolution had been submitted and considered in depth much earlier ln 
the session in order to give delegations enouc;h time to consult 1-rith their 
Governments and with one another and thus to overcome their difficulties. 
Secondly, her delegation believed that it was extremely difficult for the General 
Assembly to adopt a blanket recommendation with regard to regional human rizhts 
arranc~ements, 1-rhen it vras clear that t~e situation differed froro region to region. 
Finally, it believed that the draft resolution should have been submitted under 
agenda item 76 rather than item 12. 

33. Her delee;ation was none the less =:enerally satisfied with the draft 
resolution. However 9 its adoption should in no way lJrejudice the competence of 
the Commission on Human Rights or any other United i.Jations body. 

34. I-lr. _.A~T9l~SO (Cuba) said that his delegation had not opposed the consensus and 
was extremely c;rateful to the sponsors for accommodating its position and that of 
other delegations in order to facilitate the adoption of the draft resolution. He 
particularly appreciated the ~Vithdrai•Tal of operative parar;raphs 3 and 4 of the 
oric;inal text (A/C. 3/32/L. 63), 1-rhich had clearly contradicted his delegation 1 s 
criterion -vrith regard to the povrers currently exercised by the regional corom1issions 
and their Executive Secretaries. The draft resolution should not be interpreted as 
in any way reducinr; or contradicting the pm-rers of United Nations bodies, 
particularly tl1e Commission on Human Rishts, the Economic and Social Council and 
the General Assembly, to deal 1-rith questions 1-rhich, according to the Charter of 
the United Hations or their respective statutes, came -vrithin their competence. 

35. His delet:sation wished to stress that any regional system which 1-ras established 
must be based on the contractual agreenent of the countries of the region, which 
thereby confirmed that the machinery in question conformed to their interests. At 
the same tirce, his delec;ation 1 s support for the draft resolution should on no 
account be interpreted as signifying recognition of existing so-called regional 
bodies such as the Inter~American Commission on Hu.man Rights, the powers of vhich 
in relation to Cuba his Government did not recoEnize. 
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36. .i'1r. 1Al/Il3 (Australia) said that, althou!Zh his delegation had joined in the 
conse~·suson--draft resolution A/C.3/32/1.63/Rev.l and ~.vould have supported it if it 
had been put to the vote, lack of time had prevented his Government from giving the 
draft resolution the detailed consideration it deservec, ~ustralia;s position on 
the general question 1rould t~1erefore be dependent on the outcome of further 
consideration by the Government 9 and of consultations i:ith its regional partners 
in Asia and the Pacific. 

37. l''lrs 0 1·li~RICO (I.1ali) said th2.t, since draft resolution A/C. 3/32/1. 63/Rev ol had 
been submitt~-d on the initiative of an African count:rJ I•Tith uhich il>:Lli enra~ced in 
friendly bilateral and multilateral co·~operation in various reco;ional organizations 
and groupings, her delecation had joined in the consensus on it. Nevertheless, it 
believed that the subject-matter of the draft resolution vrc\s of such inportance 
that it should have been referred to the Organization of Af:;_·ican Unity, and 
regretted that that had not been done, In the comin[ years the question of human 
rights vas likely to predominate in the discussions of United lTations bodies, and 
her delegation therefore believed thctt the question should be approached 'tlith much 
greater seriousness and circumspection in order that it mi~ht be considered in all 
its aspects. 

39. The CI-iAIFWiAIJ drew attention to draft resolutions A/C.3/32/1.60 a..v:td 
A/C. :3/32/L-.-bl-a:-nd to document A/C. 3/32/L. 70, containing a statement of the 
administrative and financial inplications of draft resolution A/C. 3/32/L o 60, of 
which El Salvador had become a sponsor. After full consultations with interested 
delegations, she had produced a draft consolidated text on the question of ~issing 
persons in Cyprus, Hhich took into account the t·H·o draft resolutions. 

41. I'1r. SH~RIFIS (Cyprus) said his delegation was glad that the Committee's r;rave 
concern. abo-ut the fate of persons missing as a result of the conflict in Cyprus 
had been translated into a substantive and meaningful draft resolution. Ile 
believed and hoped that, through the implementation of that draft resolution, the 
plicht of his compatriots -vrho had missin.:::; relatives 1muld at long last be 
alleviated. 

42. i.1r. TURKHEI'T (Turkey) said that his delegation had accepted the draft 
resolution because it represented support for the negotiating process "\Thich was 
taking place between the parties in Cyprus '\vi th a view to resolving a problem that 
concerned both communities and all missing persons in Cyprus. 

43. i1r. AHLA!.'JDER (SVIeden) said that 9 as l1is delegation had stressed on a number 
of oc;-asion~, Sweden believed that the subject of the draft resolution was a 
humanitarian problem of great importance which had caused considerable suffering 
and trac;edy to the families and individuals affected. Those people had a 
legitimate ric;ht to be informed about the fate of their missing relatives, and it 
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vra.s important that both cm'1muni ties should give full support to and co·-operate 
\lith the Secretary-General and his special representative in establishing the 
investigatory body. He appealed to both parties to assmne their responsibilities 
and, under the good offices of the Secretary-General, resume talks on the 
humanitarian issue of missing persons in Cyprus. 

lf4. !Jr._ PAPOL!LIAS (Greece) said that his delegation had supported the draft 
consolidated text, particularly as some of the missing persons in Cyprus were 
Greelc nationals. 

45, }'he _C!ffi.I~~JAN said that the Committee had completed its consideration of 
item 12, and therefore its work for the thirty-second session. 

lf6, J . .Jr. BYI~OV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), speaking in exercise of the 
right of reply, said that he 1-rished to comment on a number of statements made by 
the Israeli delegation. vmile many representatives had taken a constructive 
approach to the discussion of the report of the Economic and Social Council, the 
representative of Israel had displayed a very different attitude to that item, as 
-vrell as to other items on the agenda. For many years, the representatives of 
Israel had been concerned only with ~eJcinc; insinuations against Member States and 
attacks on the United J.Jations. At the 64th meeting, the representative of 
Israel had tru:en advantage of the discussion of the report of the Economic and 
Social Council for patently unsavoury purposes lvhich had nothing to do with the 
item under consideration. 

47 .. 1_E'_s._~~::!.:..J\Ivli (Israel), speakine; on a point of order, asked why thP. Soviet 
Union was speaking on an item the consideration of I•Thich had already been 
completed. 

48. .'!:.Q_e_ Sl:~f':I_!IlV'~~ asl;:ed the representative of the Soviet Union to indicate which 
item he vas discussing. 

49. ilr. BllCOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Israeli 
C:celegation had used the Committee for the sole purpose of making attacl:s on other 
dele~ations and countries in the course of discussions on item 12 and other items) 
m1d the Soviet delegation claimed its right to reply to that slander. All the 
statements of the Israeli delegation had consisted entirely of fabr.i :::ations 
disselllinated by Zionist propaganda bodies, and his delegation C8tegorically refuted 
the false ru1d slanderous fabrications regarding the situation of Jews in the 
Soviet Union. 

50" f·I!_'?~- J3:J:;1J::AMI (Israel), speaking on a point of order, said she did not see why 
the representative of the Soviet Union should be speal:ing after completion of the 
consideration of item 12, and requested the Chairman to call him to order. 

51. The CHAIRlVIAd said 
concluded, it had been 
therefore exercise its 

that, although the consideration of 
the last item on the agenda and the 
right of reply. 

item 12 had been 
Soviet delegation could 
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52. ~Ir:__:B_I~O'{ (Union of Soviet Socialist Tiepublics) said that, in refutin~ the 
slanderous fabrications of the Israeli clelec;ation, his delegation wished to recall 
that in the Soviet Union~ as everyone knew, full equality of rights for all 
citizens" irrespective of nationality or race, 1-ras effectively suaranteed. Soviet 
citizens of Jewish nationality enjoyed fu~l derr;ocratic ri~?;hts and freedoms 
guaranteed by the Constitution of the USER on an equal basis vlith citizens of all 
other nationalities lvitbin the Soviet Union. Lil\:e other citizens, they actively 
participated in all spheres of economic, political, social and cultural life and 
in the development of the economy, science and culture. IIovever refined Zionist 
propaganda became, it could not hide that reality. Soviet citizens of Jeuish 
nationality enjoyed full rights as citizens of the multinational Soviet State and 
vere patriots of their native land, the Soviet Union, and that infuriated the 
Zionist propaganda bodies. In their evil slander a~ainst the Soviet Union, the 
representatives of Israel even went so far as to attempt to defend persons ~uilty 
of criminal offences punishable under the laus of any country. The evil 
fabrications of the representative of Israel concernin[; alleged anti-Semitism were 
positively blasphemous in relation to a country which had made enormous sacrifices 
to defend the freedom and independence of peoples during the Second 1>Torld \'lar and 
in which any direct or indirect limitation of rights, any direct or indirect 
privileges afforded to citizens on grounds of race or nationality and any 
propagation of racial or national exclusiveness were punishable by lmv. 

53. The representatives of Israel were t~Jing to conceal the extent of the gross 
and massive violations of human rights committed by Israel behind a smokescreen 
of lies and slander. The United 1~ations had adopted a number of decisions calling 
for an immediate and unconditional end to gross and massive violations of human 
rights in the occupied Arab territories, including resolution l (XXXIII) of the 
Connnission on Human Rights and a number of recent resolutians recommended by the 
Special Political Cornmittee ~ yet the representative of Israel had said not a 1vord 
about whether anythine; was being done to comply 1vi th those innumerable United 
Hations resolutions. Israel 1 s gross and massive violations of elementary human 
ri~hts were not limited to the occupied territories; in Israel itself, the 
population >vas divided into first-class and second-class citizens and a policy of 
racism and racial discrimination was pursued. Israel was also developing a 
criminal alliance with the racist regimes of southern Africa and was trying to 
suppress the struggle of the peoples for self--determination. It uas for that 
reason that the General Assembly and the international coBmunity had ri0htly 
condemned zionism as a form of racism and racial discrimination. 

54. Hrs. BEIJ~AMI (Israel) said that the statement made by the representative of 
the Soviet Union had been so absurd and out of place in the discussions of the 
Third Committee, and had constituted such evident propaganda, that it was not 
necessary for her delegation to reply. It 1vas a pity that the representative of 
the Soviet Union had introduced so disagreeable a note at the last meeting of the 
current session. 

COI-1PLETIOH OF THE COHMITTEE 1 S lvORIC 

55. After an exchange of courtesies, the CHAIRMAN declared that the Committee had 
completed its 1-rork for the thirty-second session. 

The meetin~ rose at 1.30 P·~· 


