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The meeting was c a l l e d to order a t 3-^05 P.m. 

QUESTION OF THE VIOLATION OF HDMAN RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS IN АШ PART 
OF THE V/ORLD, WITH PARTICUJJffî HEbERENCE TO COLONIAL AND. OTHER DEPENDENT 
COUNTRÏÏiS А Ю . TERRITORIES (agenda item 12) (continued) - ( E / C N . 4 / 1 9 ^ 3 ^ . 1 8 , - L . 3 7 , 

L , 3 8 , L . 4 8 , L . 5 3 , L . 5 8 , L . 6 6/Rev. 1 , L . 6 9 , L . 7 0 / R e v . l , L . 7 I , L . 7 4 , L . 7 9 / R e v . l , 
L . 8 1 , L . 8 3 , L . 8 6 , L . 8 8 , L , 8 9 , L . 9 3 , L . 9 4 ) 

1 . The CHAIRMAN i n v i t e d the sponsors o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s to introduce 
t h e i r t e x t s , 

2 . Mr. POTJIOUROS (Cyprus), i n t r o d u c i n g d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 5 8 on 
behalf o f the sponsors (Canada, Cyprus and Senegal), emphasized the importance 
of the work al r e a d y done by Mrs. Daes on p r i n c i p l e s concerning the r i g h t and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y o f i n d i v i d u a l s , groups and organs o f s o c i e t y to promote and 
pr o t e c t u n i v e r s a l l y recognized human r i g h t s and fundamental freedoms. Mrs. Daes 
was c e r t a i n l y the person best q u a l i f i e d to perform that formidable task. As the 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e o f B r a z i l had i n d i c a t e d , i t might be p o s s i b l e to consider the 
re p o r t o n l y a t the f o r t y - - f i r s t s e s s i o n , r a t h e r thari at the f o r t i e t h s e s s i o n ; 
however, i t would be p r e f e r a b l e not to amend the t e x t o f the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n 
to cover that p o i n t . He hoped that the d r a f t , which he considered most t i m e l y , 
would be adopted without a vot e . 

3- Mr. KOOIJMANS (Netherlands), i n t r o d u c i n g d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CÑ , 4 / 1 9 6 3 / L , 7 0/Rev , 1 concerning the s i t u a t i o n o f human r i g h t s i n 
I r a n on behalf o f the sponsors ( A u s t r a l i a , Belgium, Canada, Costa R i c a , I r e l a n d , 
Netherlands, Panama, u n i t e d Kingdom), s a i d the sponsors hoped that the I r a n i a n 
Government would co-operate w i t h the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f the Secretary-General who 
was to v i s i t I r a n at the end of March. The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n took account not 
onl y of'.the _ s e r i o us situa.tion i n that country but a l s o of.Siqme p o s i t i v e 
i n i t i a t i v e s ' b y the I r a n i a n Government, The Netherlands delegation, had r e c e n t l y , 
h e l d d i s c u s s i o n s w i t h the I r a n i a n d e l e g a t i o n . In the l i g h t o f those d i s c u s s i o n s , 
the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n was intended to pave the way f o r the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f the 
Secretary-General to a s s i s t the Government o f I r a n i n ensuring f u l l r espect f o r 
human r i g h t s i n i t s t e r r i t o r y . He hoped that the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n would be 
understood as such by everyone. 

4 . Introducirig d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN , 4 / l 9 8 3/L . 7 9/Rev . 1 concerning .the s i t u a t i o n 
of human r i g h t s in. Guatemala, he s a i d t h a t ; i n view of ths g r a v i t y , of. the 
s i t u a t i o n , the sponsors c a l l e d upon the Commission to keep that s i t u a t i o n under 
review. The s i x executions which had taken placo i n Guatemala on 3 March had 
c e r t a i n l y come as a shock to a l l delegatj.ons ; no account had been taken o f the 
appeals f o r clemency made, p a r t i c u l a r l y by Pope John P a u l I I . D r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN . 4 / l 9 3 3/L . 7 9/Rev . 1 had a. predominantly humanitarian aim. A f t e r 
reading out and b r i e f l y commenting upon e x t r a c t s from that díoéumé'ht, he "suggested 
t h a t , f o l l o w i n g adoption of the dra>ft r e s o l u t i o n , the Chairman; of ..the Commission 
should send i t by t e l e x to Guatemala, drawing p a r t i c u l a r .att©nti,pn.,-tp operative 
paragraph 3 - The Govermeht of Guatemala had given.:assuranGes.,:|ihat.it.would 
e x t e n d ' i t s f u l l co-operation to a S p e c i a l Rapporteur o f the Cocraission a f t e r h i s 
appointment. The Chairman should g i v e high p r i o r i t y to that question once the 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n had been adopted-

5. L a s t l y , he informed the Commission that the words "and fundamental freedoms" 
should be i n s e r t e d a f t e r the words "human r i g h t s " i n operative paragraph 1 of 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 7 9 / R e v . l . 
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6. Mr. HEREPIA PEBEZ (Cuba), i n t r o d u c i n g document E/CN.4/l983/L.95-Oíi-b9Íialf o f 
the delegations of Nicaragua and Cuba, noted that the document contained two 
amendments to d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/198З/Ъ.79• A f t e r reading out the f i r s t 
amendment, he emphasized that the second amendment, which concerned the supply of 
arms and m i l i t a r y a s s i s t a n c e to Guatemala, r e f l e c t e d the s p i r i t o f a 
General Assembly d e c i s i o n on that s u b j e c t . He hoped that the sponsors of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/198З/Ь.79 would be able to accept those two m o d i f i c a t i o n s . 

7. Mr. MAHALLATI (Observer f o r I r a n ) , commenting on d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN,4/1983/L.70/Rev.1, r e l a t i n g to the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n h i s 
country, s a i d that the t e x t was a r e f l e c t i o n of unclean p o l i t i c s . The European 
delegations which were among i t s sponsors had f a i l e d to r e p l y to c e r t a i n 
questions which he had put to them regarding t h e i r c r i t e r i a i n the matter of 
human r i g h t s . I n that connection, i t was i n t e r e s t i n g to note t h a t , i n the 
Committee on Bisarmament, the Western countries emphasized the question of 
v e r i f i c a t i o n ; f i v e o f the e i g h t sponsors of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1983/L.70/Rev.1 were permanent members of that Committee, 
where they made v e r i f i c a t i o n systems the cornerstone of any p r o g r e s s i n 
n e g o t i a t i o n s . Bearing that f a c t i n mind, i t was p e n n i s s i b l e to ask why the 
sponsors o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN . 4 / l 9 8 3/L . 7 0^ev.l regarded v e r i f i c a t i o n as 
being l e s s important i n the area of human r i g h t s . When the I r a n i a n Government 
had i n v i t e d a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Secretary-General to v e r i f y the human r i g h t s 
s i t u a t i o n i n I r a n , was there any j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r submitting a d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n 
on the same sub j e c t ? Was that not a m a n i f e s t a t i o n of the double standard from 
which some of the Western c o u n t r i e s ' judgements s u f f e r e d so s e v e r e l y ? 

8. Since the adoption by the Commission of an u n j u s t i f i e d r e s o l u t i o n concerning 
I r a n , the Government of that country had nevertheless done i t s best to co-operate 
w i t h the Commission. I n the r e p o r t contained i n document E /CN . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / 1 6 , 
Mr. ¥ako had i n d i c a t e d that I r a n had f u r n i s h e d the most d e t a i l e d response of any 
country regarding the question of summary or a r b i t r a r y executions. I t was the 
I r a n i a n Government that had f i r s t contacted the Secretary-General to i n v i t e 
h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e to come to I r a n i n order to examine the human r i g h t s 
s i t u a t i o n . I n those circumstances, should not the Commission, rather.than. • 
adopting clumsy and h o s t i l e r e s o l u t i o n s , make i t s judgement a f t e r that 
v e r i f i c a t i o n had taken place? The adoption of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E /CN.4/1983/L.70/Rev.I would not reward the I r a n i a n Government f o r 
i t s co-operation; on the contrary, the conclusion might be drawn that countries 
co-operating w i t h the Commission could be p e n a l i z e d by u n f a i r r e s o l u t i o n s , . 
w h i l e countries which d i d not co-operate escaped scot f r e e . 

9. Without going i n t o the p o l i t i c a l motivations of the United Kingdom and some 
of i t s accomplices, he found i t s u r p r i s i n g that Costa R i c a and Panama, which 
were a l s o sponsors of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , should be concerned over a l l e g e d 
v i o l a t i o n s thousands of miles away yet close t h e i r eyes to v i o l a t i o n s o c c u r r i n g 
i n L a t i n America which were master-minded by the United S t a t e s . The two 
countries concerned had doubtless had no choice but to obey t h e i r common 
godfather, but the l i s t o f sponsors of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n thus became h i g h l y 
s i g n i f i c a n t . 

10. I f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4/1983/L . 7 0/Rev.l were adopted, the v i s i t of the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Secretary-General to I r a n would no longer serve any purpose 
and would therefore not take p l a c e . The r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r such a s i t u a t i o n 
would l i e w i t h the sponsors of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n and p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h the 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Netherlands, whose i n v e n t i o n s harmed the c r e d i b i l i t y o f 
the Commission. 



E/CIT.4/1985/SR.52 
page 4 

1 1 . Mr, FAJAffl)0-I'Ià3J)0NAI)0 (Observer f o r Guatemala), commenting on document 
E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3/L, 9 3 , emphasized that the amendments proposed i n t h a t t e x t r e l a t e d 
to matters f a l l i n g w i t h i n the i n t e r n a l j u r i s d i c t i o n of Guatemala, as the Guatemalan 
d e l e g a t i o n had explained i n a l e t t e r sent to the Chairman of the Commission, which 
could be consulted by members. The sponsors of that document seemed to be unaware 
of the s t a t e of r e l a t i o n s between the c o i m t r i e s of C e n t r a l America? they f a i l e d to 
take account of the arms t r a f f i c which e x i s t e d i n th a t r e g i o n , the sources of which 
were w e l l known. 

1 2 . With regard to d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 7 9 / R e v . l , he noted that h i s 
Governmerif had s t a t e d that i t was f u l l y w i l l i n g to co-operate w i t h the Commission, 
and he hoped th.a;t the Commission would s h o r t l y appoint a S p e c i a l Rapporteur who 
could v i s i t Guatemala as soon as p o s s i b l e . 

13. The CHAIRMAN suggested t h a t -the Commission should f i r s t consider d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1983 /L.37, r e l a t i n g to the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n Poland. 

14. Mr. ANTONIO (Mozambique), r e f e r r i n g to d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1983/L.37, 
which had been introduced by the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Netherlands, r e c a l l e d that 
the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of Poland had explained a t the previous meeting that most of the 
r e s t r i c t i o n s ' r e s u l t i n g from m a r t i a l . l a w had been l i f t e d i n that country. Although 
the sponsors Of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n claimed that new r e s t r i c t i o n s had been imposed, 
the general impression which h i s d e l e g a t i o n had gained from the d i s c u s s i o n was th a t 
the i s s u e v/as o v e r - p o l i t i c i z e d , i n the o v e r - a l l context of East-West r e l a t i o n s , and 
that concern f o r human r i g l i t s occupied a secondary p o s i t i o n . Furthermore, the 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e of Poland had s t r e s s e d t h a t h i s country was r e t v i r n i n g to normal and 
tha t the remaining r e s t r i c t i o n s m i ^ t be l i f t e d i n the near future.- For those 
various reasons" and- i n a' s p i r i t of co-operation, h i s d e l e g a t i o n wished to make a 
procedural motion under r u l e 49 of-the r u l e s of procediure to adjourn the debate and 
the vote on'draft r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3/L.3 7 u n t i l the f o r t i e t h s e s s i o n . His., 
d e l e g a t i o n asked that i t s motion shovild be given precedence, i n accordance víith 
r u l e 51 (c) of the r u l e s of procédure. 

15. I'lr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico), speaking on a p o i n t of .order, observed that 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/1983/L .18 concerning E l Salvador should be considered before 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 3 7 concerning Poland, s i n c e i t had-been submitted-, 
e a r l i e r , 

1 6 . Mr. BEAULNE (Canada) s a i d that d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 1 8 had been 
r e v i s e d and th a t the new t e x t (E/CN . 4 / l 9 8 3/L.18/Rev,l) which had been prepared v/ith 
a view to re a c h i n g a consensus was not y e t a v a i l a b l e i n a l l the vrorking languages. 

17. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) suggested t h a t , i n those circumstances, the 
Commission should f i r s t " c o n s i d e r d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/I983/L.48, which a l s o 
r e l a t e d to the Ъгдтап r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador. Given the importance of th a t 
matter, he hoped that the Chairman could provide an assurance that c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of the question vrould not be unduly- delayed. The s i t u a t i o n in- E l Salvador, l i k e 
the s i t u a t i o n i n Poland, had r e c e i v e d p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n from the Commission. 

18. Mr. SOKALSKI (Poland), speaking on a p o i n t of order, s a i d that the s i t u a t i o n s 
i n E l Salvador and Poland were not comparable. 
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19. îir. SCHIFTER (United" States "of "America)-Sa,îd he objected -to- tiTe-re3ct-4;hat -the 
comment of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of Poland had not c o n s t i t u t e d a p o i n t of order.--

20. .The СНА1Ш-ШГ s a i d t h a t the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of Poland and the United-States 
could be sure that t h e i r observations had been duly noted, 

21. 1УЬ:, GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) s a i d he had not wished to suggest that -the two 
s i t u a t i o n s were of equal g r a v i t y . The s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador was c e r t a i n l y worse 
than that i n Poland, 

22, lix, GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) r e p l y i n g to a request f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n from 
the С Н А Ш Ш Т . asked that d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 B 3 / L , 4 8 should be considered 
f i r s t , i n accordance w i t h r u l e 65 of the r u l e s of procedure, 

23, Mr, BEAULNE (Canada) s a i d that the stratagem used by the Mexican d e l e g a t i o n 
was tantamount to muzzling the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n and p r e v e n t i n g the Commission 
from c o n s i d e r i n g the r e v i s e d t e x t of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L,18, He hoped 
that he would a t l e a s t have "the" ri¿ht to defend h i s p r o p o s a i , which had been 
submitted f i r s t , ' and to 'explain the reasons f o r which he would object to 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN,4/1983/L,48 b e i n g given precedence. 

24, Tlie CHAIRMAN noted t h a t r u l e 65 ( l ) of tlie Commission's r u l e s of proced-ure 
a u t h o r i z e d delegations to move th a t d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s should be considered i n an 
order other than that i n which they had been submitted. The d e c i s i o n n a t u r a l l y l a y 
w i t h the Commission. 

25. Mr. GONZALEZ de LEON (Mexico) s a i d i t was r e g r e t t a b l e that such s t r o n g terms 
as "stratagem" should be used i n the Commission's d i s c u s s i o n s . The f i r s t stratagem', 
i f any there was, had been t h a t of the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n i n s u b m i t t i n g i t s 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L.18 almost three weeks before agenda item 12 had been 
taJcen up. 

26. Mr. SENE (Senegal) c a l l e d upon delegations to d i s p l a y moderation and observed 
that the case of E l Salvador, l i k e any other, had to be s t u d i e d i n a calm atmosphere. 
I t was necessary to a,void c r e a t i n g precedents? at the previous meeting the 
Commission had decided to await the submission of -the r e v i s e d v e r s i o n of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L .18, and i t should not go back on t h a t consensus. I t should 
be able to examine the case of E l Salvador having f i r s t s t u d i e d a l l - t h e 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s submitted and thus b e i n g f u l l y informed about the matter, 

27, The CHAIRI'IAN i n v i t e d the Commission to take a d e c i s i o n on the Mexican 
delegation's motion to give precedence to c o n s i d e r a t i o n of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN,4/1983/L,48, 

28, At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of Mexico, a vote was taken by r o l l - c a l l 
on the Mexican delegation's motion. 
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2 9 , A r g e n t i n a , ..having been drawn by l o t Ъу the Chairman, was c a l l e d upon to 
vote f i r s t . 

I n favour; B v i l g a r i a , Cuba, Cyprus, Prance, Ghana, I n d i a , I r e l a n d , 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Poland, 
Uganda, U k r a i n i a n S o v i e t S o c i a l i s t R e p i i b l i c , Union of S o v i e t 
S o c i a l i s t R e p u b l i c s , U n i t e d Republic of Tanzania, Y u g o s l a v i a , 
Zimbabwe, . -

Against; Argentina, A u s t r a l i a , Bangladesh, B r a z i l , Canada, Colombia, 
Costa R i c a , F i n l a n d , Оегтацу, F e d e r a l Republic of, Japan, 
Netherlands, P a k i s t a n , P h i l i p p i n e s , Senegal,. United_^Kingdom of 
Great B r i t a i n and Northern I r e l a n d , Uruguay, U n i t e d States 
of America, 

A b s t a i n i n g ; China, F i j i , Gambia, I t a l y , Jordan, Togo, Z a i r e , 

5 0 . The motion of the Mexican d e l e g a t i o n was c a r r i e d by 18 votes to 17, 
with 7 abstentions., the Mozambican d e l e g a t i o n , vj-hich had i n i t i a l l y abstained, 
having changed i t s vote. 

3 1 , Mr. GHARRY SAJyiPER (Colombia) s a i d t h a t the l a c k of calm and f a i r n e s s w i t h 
which the procedure had been conducted vrould determine h i s vote, 

3 2 . Mr. SOLEY SOLSR (Costa R i c a ) s a i d he was most concerned over the way i n which 
the procedures had been a p p l i e d , ¥hat had happened d u r i n g the vote on the motion 
t a b l e d by the Mexican d e l e g a t i o n r e f l e c t e d a t o t a l l a c k of calm. The d e c i s i o n 
j u s t talcen, which had been f a c i l i t a t e d by the Chairman, would i n f l u e n c e the way i n 
vriiich each member of the Commission would vote on the substance of the matter. 

3 3 . The CHAIRMAN reminded delegations t h a t , when they requested the f l o o r to 
spealc on a p o i n t of order, they should r e f r a i n from d e a l i n g w i t h questions other 
than those r e l e v a n t to the order of the d i s c u s s i o n s . 

34. He could not prevent members from i n v o k i n g the r u l e s of procedure, which he 
was o b l i g e d to apply whenever a d e l e g a t i o n a v a i l e d i t s e l f of them. 

35. Mr. MARTINEZ ( A r g e n t i n a ) , e x p l a i n i n g h i s vote before the vote, s a i d t h a t h i s 
d e l e g a t i o n would vote against the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s or amendments on the q u e s t i o n 
of E l Salvador (documents E/CN . 4 / 1 9 B 3/L . I 8 , L , 4 8 and L . 5 3 ) , the p r o v i s i o n s of 
which exceeded the sphere of competence of the Commission on Human R i ^ t s , even 
though some of them r e f l e c t e d s i n c e r e concerns. He had p a r t i c u l a r r e s e r v a t i o n s 
r e g a r d i n g c e r t a i n phrases e x p r e s s i n g a judgement on the conduct of E l Salvador's 
i n t e r n a l a f f a i r s , which i t v/as not f o r the Commission to do, as h i s d e l e g a t i o n had 
already emphasized on various occasions, e s p e c i a l l y i n .connection w i t h the 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n of • agenda items—11.^бша."12,- - He-e3cplained,...that he was. r e f e r r i n g . s o l e l y 
to dociments already f o r m a l l y submitted to the Commission.-
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56:, Viscount COLVILLE of CULROSS (United Kingdom) said that h i s d e l e g a t i o n would 
a b s t a i n i n the vote on d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / I ' » 4 8 because o f i t s 
r e s e r v a t i o n s regarding o p e r a t i v e paragraphs 5» 6 and 7. I t had already clearly-
expressed i t s concern over the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador and would 
have l i k e d to vote i n favour o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . I 8 , submitted by 
the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n , subject to an examination of the r e v i s e d v e r s i o n o f 
that dociiment. I t was r e g r e t t a b l e that the Commission might not even be able 
to consider that d r a f t , 

3 7 . His d e l e g a t i o n was, however, i n favour of extending the S p e c i a l Rapporteur's 
mandate; i n order to make i t c l e a r that i t regarded that as a p o s i t i v e step, 
i t requested that a separate vote should be taken on ope r a t i v e paragraph 1 1 
of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C K . 4 / 1 9 3 3 / L . 4 8 . 

3 8 . Mr. GI&KBRUNO (Uruguay) said that h i s d e l e g a t i o n would vote against dra,ft 
r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 whxich i n i t s o p i n i o n was unbalanced and i n c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h the e s s e n t i a l task of the Commission, namely to make a l l p o s s i b l e e f f o r t s 
to i n i t i a t e a dialogue w i t h Governments. Moreover, the a t t i t u d e of the 
Government o f E l Salvador towards the Commission should have encouraged members 
to study more s p e c i f i c ways and means of ensuring the success of the co-operation 
which was d e s i r a b l e . The Canadian delegation's proposal had seemed to come 
cl o s e to that i d e a l o f co-operation. The Uruguayan d e l e g a t i o n objected to the 
procedural devices which had prevented the Commission from c o n s i d e r i n g that 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n ; E l Salvador was e n t i t l e d to have i t s s i t u a t i o n considered w i t h 
the deepest r e s p e c t , which d i d not appear to be the case. 

39. Mr. GHARRY SAMPER (Colombia) s a i d i t was r e g r e t t a b l e that the Commission had 
allowed i t s e l f to adopt most i l l - a d v i s e d , m i l i t a n t p o s i t i o n s when i t should be 
:e x c l u s i v e l y concerned w i t h h e l p i n g to r e s o l v e human r i g h t s problems. H i s 
d e l e g a t i o n detected i n the Commission's work a ki n d o f f a v o u r i t i s m which meant 
that some c o u n t r i e s were never the subject o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n s and never received 
v i s i t s from S p e c i a l Rapporteurs; the l a c k o f f a i r n e s s i n the treatment o f the 
var i o u s cases was obvious, and the f a c t that most of the c o u n t r i e s whose cases 
were considered were L a t i n American was no coincidence. 

4 0 . The Government o f Colombia, which was l i n k e d to E l Salvador by a long 
t r a d i t i o n o f f r i e n d s h i p , had o f f e r e d i t s good o f f i c e s and welcomed the i n i t i a t i v e 
taken by Costa R i c a , a country o f exemplary democracy, to organize a meeting o f 
a l l M i n i s t e r s f o r Foreign A_ffairs o f the C e n t r a l American c o u n t r i e s i n order to 
f i n d a concerted, peaceful and l e g i t i m a t e s o l u t i o n to the problems o f E l Salvador. 
I t went without saying t h a t the M i n i s t e r f o r Foreign A f f a i r s o f Colombia would 
take part i n that meeting. 

4 1 . I f the Commission was j u s t i f i e d i n drawing a t t e n t i o n to the a c t s of v i o l e n c e 
r e c e n t l y committed i n E l Salvador, i t should a l s o , i n the i n t e r e s t s o f j u s t i c e , 
take note o f the Salv a d o r i a n Government's announced i n t e n t i o n to organize e a r l y 
e l e c t i o n s d u r i n g 1 9 8 3 . That was an important development, 

4 2 . The c o n d i t i o n s i n which the procedure had been conducted obliged h i s 
d e l e g a t i o n to a b s t a i n i n the vote on d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 4 8 , 

4 3 . Mr. S 0 L E Y SOLER (Costa R i c a ) s a i d t h a t the matter under c o n s i d e r a t i o n was of 
p a r t i c u l a r concern to h i s coimtry, which c l e a r l y understood t h a t unless the 
upheavals i n the C e n t r a l American r e g i o n were brought to an end, exemplary 
regimes such as the Costa Rican democracy might c o l l a p s e . 
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44» His delegation would have liked.to he apprised of a l l the draft resolutions 
which might assist the Commission in taking i t s decisions. It would also have 
liked tîertaln delegations which actually represented only a narrow majority to 
intearpret better the desire of the Central American cotmtries to see peace 
restored i n their region, 

4 5 . Draft resolution E / C K . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 18, submitted by Canada, was balanced and 
motivated by a genuinely humanitarian concern. Draft resolution E/CIi . 4 / 1 9 8 З / L . 4 8 , 
on the other hand, reflected s t r i c t l y p o l i t i c a l interests. The Canadian draft 
resolution and i t s future revised version Were f u l l y consistent with the 
Commission's terms of reference. It was therefore highly regrettable that 
procedural manoeuvres, against which he had already protested, had prevented the 
Commission fmm taking a decision which could help to restore a lasting peace 
in Central America. 

4 6 . Costa Rica was concerned over respect for human rights and fundamental 
freedoms and over the lot of its. sister countries. As the representative of 
Colombia had emphasized, a productive dialogue must be instituted between the 
States of the region. It was with that consideration i n mind that Costa Rica 
had invited a l l the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of those countries to meet i n 
order to work out a p o l i t i c a l solution. 

4 7 . Draft resolution E/CN.4/1983/L .48 was totally unrelated to the Commission's 
principles and objectives. If the Commission adopted that draft, i t would 
disappoint the States of the region and give the impression that i t was not 
really concerned with respect for h'lman rights and fundamental freedoms. It 
would appear that certain interests i n E l Salvador and other countries..of the 
region were anxious for no solution to be reached. It was easy to pontificate 
when adults and children were dying for the cause of freedom i n other countries. 
That, however, was the effect of the decision just taken by a narrow majority, 

4 8 . Costa Rica would not participate i n the vote on draft 
resolution E / C I T . 4 / 1 9 8 3/L.4 8 . 

4 9 . Mr. HEREDIA PEREZ (Cuba) said i t was regrettable that the Commission did not 
yét have before i t the revised text of draft resolution E/CII .4/1983/L . I8. 
However, the situation would be no different even i f that draft were ready. If 
document E/CN .4/l983/L,18/Rev.l had been issued i n time, his delegation wptild 
s t i l l have requested the Commission to give precedence to consideration of draft 
resolution E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 , which his delegation was ready to support. There 
could be no denying that the latter draft resolution was entirely consistent 
with General Assembly resolution 3 7 / I 8 5 . By adopting i t , therefore, the 
Commission would merely be following along the lines mapped out by the Assembly. 
It was unacceptable that delegations which had abstained i n the vote which had 
led to the adoption of General Assembly resolution 3 7 / 1 8 5 should now be seeking 
to direct the Commission's work. 

5 0 . It was not by sending the Salvadorian Government $60 million i n arms and by 
training people to fight i n other countries that the situation in E l Salvador 
would be improved. His delegation would therefore have opposed the adoption of 
draft resolution E/CN,4/l983/L.18/Rev.l had i t been issued, for the reasons 
which would lead i t to vote i n favour of draft resolution E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 . 
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5 1 . Mr. SGHIFIER (United States of America) s a i d that, d u r i n g the general debate 
on agenda i t e m 1 2 , he had already'- s t a t e d h i s delegation's views on the s i t u a t i o n of 
Ьгшап. r i g h t s and fundrjnentai freedoms i n E l Salvador. His deloga-tion had been 
ready to accept the Canadian d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , which \ia,3 balanced and motivated by 
hxmanitarian concerns. D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n Е / С Н . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / Ь . 4 а , on the other hand, 
pinned r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador on one side and called.upon 
the Government of a State Member of the United Nations to negotia.to v/ith armed .• 
groups supported by other c o u n t r i e s . Moreover, that d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n f a i l e d to 
take account of tho f a c t that a c o n s t i t u e n t assembly had been Gsta,blished i n 
E l Salvador and t h i i t e l e c t i o n s vrould bo h o l d i n tho countr:>'- i n the n c r r f u t u r e . 
D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN . 4 / 1 9 8 3/L . 4 8 V4a,s i n no sense l i k e l y to c o n t r i b u t e to an 
improvement i n tho s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador, and the United States v;as t h e r e f o r e 
unable to support i t . 

5 2 . Mr. TALVITIE (Finland) s a i d that hi.s d e l e g a t i o n would vote i n favour of 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n Е / С 1 Г . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 f o r p u r e l y humanitarian reasons and because i t was 
anjcious that the c o n t i n u i n g v i o l a t i o n s of human r i g h t s i n E l Salvador should be 
brought to an end. 

5 3 . Nevertheless, h i s d e l e g a t i o n would have p r e f e r r e d a compromise s o l u t i o n based 
on d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 1 8 . Some p a r t s of d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 , p a r t i c u l a r l y o p e r a t i v e paragraphs 5, 6 and-7, wore 
d i f f i c u l t to accept. I f a separate vote v/as taken on para,graphs 5 and 6 , h i s • 
d e l e g a t i o n v/ould a b s t a i n , and i t vrould vote against paragraph 7 i f that were put to 
a separate vote. L a s t l y , h i s d e l e g a t i o n had r e s e r v a t i o n s concerning some of tho 
wordings used i n d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8, which were p a r t i a l and d i d not 
a c c u r a t e l y r e f l e c t the report prepared by the S p e c i a l Representative on the' 
s i t u a t i o n of hiiman r i g h t s i n E l Salvador. 

54» bur. KGOIJIVIANS (Netherlands) s a i d he vrould have p r e f e r r e d a problem as s e r i o u s 
as that of E l Salvador t o be discussed i n a d i f f e r e n t atmosphere. During the 
general debate on that q u e s t i o n , the Netherlands had already emphasized the need 
f o r a dialogue between a l l f o r c e s i n E l Salvador i f a p o l i t i c a l settlement v/as to 
be reached. Although h i s d e l e g a t i o n had d i f f i c u l t y i n a c c e p t i n g the wording of 
operative paragraphs 5 and 7 o i d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / 1 . 4 8 , and p a r t i c u l a r l y 
the f a c t that no mention was made of the h o l d i n g of e l e c t i o n s , i t would be able to 
vote i n favour of that d r a f t , 

5 5 . Шг. SENE (Senegal) s a i d he vrould have p r e f e r r e d the Commission to abide by 
i t s procedure i n an o b j e c t i v e and calm manner. Unfort u n a t e l y t h a t had not been the 
case, des p i t e the appeal which Senegal had addressed to the sponsors of 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 4 8 . The Commission had thus taken v/hat, to say the 
l e a s t , had been a. questionable vote, since one d e l e g a t i o n had subsequently gone back 
on i t s d e c i s i o n . The Commission would have to be more r e s o l u t e i n f a c i n g up to 
i t s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n the f u t u r e . 

5 6 . The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n submitted, by .the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n i n 
document E/CN . 4 / 1 9 8 5 / L . I 8 was l a r g e l y motivated by humanitarian concerns. The 
Senegalese d e l e g a t i o n wotild thus have been able to .support i t . I t a l s o b e l i e v e d 
that a s a t i s f a c t o r y consensus co u l d have been found on the b a s i s of the r e v i s e d 
version- of the t e x t . 

5 7 . Although Senegal was i n a p o s i t i o n to support d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 , 

i t n e v ertheless considered t h a t v i o l e n c e and armed st r u g g l e would not l e a d to a 
s o l u t i o n i n E l Salvador, As the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of tho Netherlands had s a i d , 
sooner or l a t e r there vrould ha.x'e to be a dialogue t o r e c o n c i l e a l l the f o r c e s 
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v d t h i n the coTontry. There were hopeful signs i n that regard i n , t h e ' i n v i t a t i o n 
extended by Costa R i c a to the M i n i s t e r s f o r F o r e i g n i L f f a i r s of the c o u n t r i e s of the 
r e g i o n with a view to mediation. I t v/as a l s o p e r m i s s i b l e to hope that the v i s i t 
of Pope John Pa-ul I I to the r e g i o n v/ould improve the prospects f o r rapprochement 
between the Salvadorians who had l i s t e n e d to h i s message. F i n a l l y , the f r e e 
e l e c t i o n s t o be h e l d i n E l Salvador i n lü months' time sho"ld provide a b a s i s f o r 
dialogue to that s t r i k e n and ravaged country. . 

5 8 , By adopting d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C I Í . 4 / 1 9 8 3/L.48, the Commission would h e l p the 
Government of E l Salvador to r e s t o r e peace and respect f o r hximan r i g h t s i n that 
country. 

5 9 , Mr, BEHBMDS (Federal Republic of Germany) s a i d he regnretted the i n a b i l i t y 
o f the members of the Commission to reach agreement on a g e n e r a l l y acceptable t e x t 
and the use of procedural manoeuvres v/hich had prevented a compromise s o l u t i o n 
from be i n g found. D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CI . 4 / 1 9 8 3/L.4 8 was not c a l c u l a t e d to 
c o n t r i b u t e to a s o l u t i o n o f the problem i n E l Salvador and i t contained c e r t a i n 
elements, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n o perative paragraphs б and 7 , which the Federal Republic 
of Germany found unacceptable, since the S a l v a d o r i a n Government was portrayed 
as b e a r i n g e x c l u s i v e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the s i t u a t i o n . The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n a l s o 
contained i n a p p r o p r i a t e a s s e r t i o n s r e g a r d i n g the o r i g i n s o f the c o n f l i c t and 
s u p p l i e s of arms. The Federal Republic o f Germany would a b s t a i n i n the vote 
on that d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n . 

6 0 , The С Ы А Д Ш Ш i n v i t e d the Commission to f i r s t talco a d e c i s i o n on paragraph 11 
of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 4 8 . 

6 1 , At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of Mexico, a vote was taken by r o l l - c a l l 
on paragraph 11 of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 3 3 / L . 4 8 . 

6 2 , F i . i i . having been drawn by l o t by the Chairman, was c a l l e d upon to vote f i r s t . 

A u s t r a l i a , Bangladesh, B u l g a r i a ? Canada, Cuba, Cypri.-"^; ^^гЗ.лгА-, 
Б'гапсе, Germany, F e d e r a l Republic o f , Ghana, I n d i a , I r e l a n d , 
I t a l y , Japan, Jordan, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, 
Netherlands, îTluciragua. P e k i s t a n . P h i l i p p i n e s , Poland, Senegal; 
Togo, Uganda, U k r a i n i a n Soviet S o c i a l i s t R e p u b l i c , 
Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Re.publiC3, Uràted Kingdom of 
Great B r i t a i n and Northern I r e l a n d , United Republic of Tanzania, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Yu g o s l a v i a , Zimbabwe. 

None. 

A b s t a i n i n g ; A r g e n t i n a , B r a z i l , China, F i j i , Gambia, Z a i r e . 

6 3, Paragraph 11 of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/1983/L .48 v/as adopted by 54 votes to 
none, vdth б a b s t e n t i o n s . 

6 4 . The CHAIRMAN i n v i t e d the members o f the Commission to take a d e c i s i o n on 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CIT .4/1983/L .48 as a whole. 

I n favour; 

Against ; 
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65. At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f Mexico, a vote was t a k e n b y r o l l - c a l l 
on d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CTT.4/1985/L.48 as a v/hoïel 

66. The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. having been drawn by l o t b y the Chairmant was 
c a l l e d upon to vote f i r s t . 

I n favour; B u l g a r i a , Cuba, Cyprus, F i n l a n d , France, Ghana, I n d i a , I r e l a n d , 
I t a l y , Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, Netherlands, 
Nicaragua, Poland, Senegal, Togo, Uganda, U k r a i n i a n Soviet 
S o c i a l i s t R e p u b l i c , Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t R e p u b l i c s , 
United Republic o f Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe. 

Against ; A r g e n t i n a , Bangladesh, B r a z i l , P a k i s t a n , United States of America, 
Uruguay. 

A b s t a i n i n g ; A u s t r a l i a , China, F i j i , Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic o f , 
Japan, Jordan, P h i l i p p i n e s , u n i t e d Kingdom o f Great B a i t a i n and 
Northern I r e l a n d , Z a i r e . 

67. D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 5 / L . 4 8 as a whole was adopted by 25 votes to 6 . 
w i t h 1 0 a b s t e n t i o n s . 

6 8 . Mr. GONZALEZ!̂  de IMOÏÏ (Mexico) s a i d i t was unfortunate t h a t some del e g a t i o n s 
had m i s i n t e r p r e t e d the vj-ay i n which h i s d e l e g a t i o n had invoked the r u l e s o f 
procedure t o secure the adoption of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / l 9 8 5 / L . 4 a , which had been 
submitted by s i x d e l e g a t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g h i s ovm. I t had been e s s e n t i a l f o r the 
Commission to adopt that d r a f t . Three weeks p r e v i o u s l y the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n 
had taken the i n i t i a t i v e o f submi t t i n g a d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n (E / C N , 4/1985/L.18) 
without c o n s u l t i n g the sponsors o f the f i v e r e s o l u t i o n s on E l Salvador adopted 
i n previous years by the Commission and the General Assembly, which was con t r a r y 
to the u s u a l p r a c t i c e ; the n e g o t i a t i o n s viith. t h a t d e l e g a t i o n by the time o f the 
morning meeting, had not yet enabled a t e x t commanding the approval o f the sponsors 
o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L . 4 8 to be worked out. The t e x t proposed by Canada 
d i f f e r e d q u i t e c o n s i d e r a b l y from the previous r e s o l u t i o n s and d i d not a l t o g e t h e r 
meet the concerns o f the sponsors o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 5 / L , 4 8 . The 
Canadian d e l e g a t i o n ЬаД then announced t h a t i t could confirm the p o s s i b i l i t y o f 
reaching an agreement by 4 p.m. and had asked f o r more time i n which t o submit a 
t e x t . A few minutes a f t e r 4 p.m., having r e c e i v e d no c o n f i r m a t i o n o f th a t 
agreement, the Mexican d e l e g a t i o n had requested the Commission t o give precedence 
to c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N . 4 / 1 9 8 5 / L . 4 8 . The sponsors of th a t d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n deeply r e g r e t t e d t h a t i t had not been p o s s i b l e to a r r i v e at an agreement 
w i t h the Canadian d e l e g a t i o n . 

6 9 . Mr. McKINNON (Canada) s a i d he a l s o v/ished to e x p l a i n what had happened. H i s 
d e l e g a t i o n had submitted a d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n on the s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador 
(E/CN . 4 / 1 9 8 5/L . I 8 ) because i t was concerned over t h a t s i t u a t i o n . Convinced t h a t 
the o n l y way of a c h i e v i n g r e s u l t s was to enstire that the proposed d e c i s i o n s were 
supported by the m a j o r i t y o f members o f the Commission and were agreed t o , at l e a s t 
t a c i t l y , by the country concerned, h i s d e l e g a t i o n had endeavoured i n good f a i t h to 
negotiate a t e x t w i t h the sponsors of the other d r a f t . I n the course o f the 
morning i t had submitted d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN . 4 / l 9 8 5/L.18/Rev.l, which i t had 
u n f o r t u n a t e l y laot been p o s s i b l e to c i r c u l a t e at the expected time. H i s d e l e g a t i o n 
had been a w a i t i n g the agreement o f the Ottawa a u t h o r i t i e s and, j u s t when i t had 
been t r y i n g to o b t a i n c o n f i r m a t i o n o f that agreement, s h o r t l y before 4 p.m«> a 
procedural motion had been t a b l e d c a l l i n g i n t o question tho agreement i t s e l f and the 
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p o s s i b i l i t y o f adopting a t e x t by consensus. I t was-<juestionable whether, by 
p r e c i p i t a t i n g events and adopting a t e x t by o n l y 23 votes, the Commission had 
r e a l l y served to improve the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n E l Sálvadoi^i 

70. Иг. COLLIAKD (Prance) a s s o c i a t e d h i m s e l f w i t h the statement made by the 
Mexican d e l e g a t i o n and expressed deep r e g r e t at the t u r n of events i n regard to 
the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n submitted by Canada. While n e g o t i a t i o n s had been conducted 
v/ith some of the sponsors of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n Е / С И " . 4/198З / Ь . 4 8 , of which Prance 
was one, h i s d e l e g a t i o n had not g i v e n i t s agreement to any t e x t such as t h a t 
contained i n the mysterious document E/CN .4/1983/L.18/Rev.l, of which i t had not 
been d i r e c t l y a p p r i s e d . The sponsors of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/1983/L .48 had 
acted e n t i r e l y i n good f a i t h and out of a d e s i r e t o h e l p t o put an end to- the 
s u f f e r i n g s of the S a l v a d o r i a n people. I t was i n no way t h e i r i n t e n t i o n to pass 
judgement on the p a r t i e s i n v o l v e d o r to d i c t a t e a course of a c t i o n to the 
Sal-yadoriah people, which alone was e n t i t l e d to make the b a s i c choices. 

7 1 . The СНАДиШГ s a i d he took i t that the Commission d i d not i n t e n d to consider 
the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n and d r a f t amendments contained i n docujnents E/CN .4/1983/L . I8 
and L .53 . 

7 2 . I t was so decided. 

D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C I I.4/1985/L.^7 ' 

7 5 . Mr. AiraONIO (Mozambique) proposed that the Commission should take the 
f o l l o w i n g d e c i s i o n : "The Commission decides to d e f e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/1983/L .37 concerning the s i t u a t i o n of h-uman r i g h t s and 
fundamental freedoms i n Poland to i t s f o r t i e t h session''. He requested t h a t 
p r i o r i t y should be g i v e n to h i s motion concerning d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN .4/1983/L .37 , 
pursuant to r u l e 65 of the r u l e s of procedure. 

74* The CHA.IHMAN s a i d that the Commission v & a c a l l e d upon to take two d e c i s i o n s : 
one on the request to give p r i o r i t y t o the Mozambican motion and the other on 
the proposal i t s e l f . ' 

7 5 . Viscount COLVILLE of CULROSS (United Kingdom) s a i d i t would seem strange to 
h i s d e l e g a t i o n i f , a f t e r such a l o n g d i s c u s s i o n on the s i t u a t i o n i n Poland, thé 
Commission were unable to take a d e c i s i o n on the matter, p a r t i c u l a r l y as i t could 
-adopt such a d e c i s i o n i n the l i g h t o f the doc-umentation submitted to i t . The 
Mozambican motion had one major drawback, namely t h a t , by d e f e r r i n g c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C F . 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 3 7 to i t s next s e s s i o n , the Commission would be 
f a r l e s s vre l l p laced: at the current s^ession, i t had before i t an. up-to-date 
rep o r t on the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n Poland, whereas i n 1 9 8 4 i t would-not have 
any new i n f o r m a t i o n e n a b l i n g i t to take a s e n s i b l e d e c i s i o n . His deÍega:tion was 
i n favour of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E / C N , 4 / 1 9 8 3 / L , 3 7 , which wotud enable the-- Commission to 
consider the matter f u r t h e r at i t s next s e s s i o n and to be i n possession o f 
comprehensive i n f o r m a t i o n . I t t h e r e f o r e opposed the Mozambican pr o p o s a l . 

The second part of the summary record of the meeting was i s s u e d as 
do cument Е / С Ж .4/198 з/SR.5 2/Add,1] 




