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The meeting was c a l l e d to order at 8.45 P.m. 

QUESTION OP THE VIOLATION OP HUMAN RIGHTS AND FUNDAIffiNTAL FREEDOMS IN ANY PART 
OP THE WORLD, WITH PARTICULAR REPERENCE TO COLONIAL AIÍD OTHER DEPENDENT 
COUNTRIES AND TERRITORIES (agenda item 12) (continued) (E/CN.4/1984/L.44 and 
C o r r . l , L.66/Rev.1, L.74, L.77, L . 7 8/Rev.l, L.82, L . 8 5/Rev.l, L . 8 4 - 8 8 ^ e v . l , 
L.96-100, L . I O 5 , E/CN.4/1984/5, chapter I-A, d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s X I I and X V I I l ) 

D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.86 

1. The СНАТШШТ announced that Greece should he added to the l i s t of 
sponsors o f the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n under d i s c u s s i o n . 

2. Mr. M0NTA|0 (Mexico), 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/CN.4/1984/L.86, s a i d 
a comparison w i t h e a r l i e r r e s o l u t i o n s on the same t o p i c showed that the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n had, of coii r s e , i n v o l v e d a process of a n a l y s i s and r e v i s i o n i n an attempt 
to achieve a balance and to c o n t r i b u t e e f f e c t i v e l y to the r e s t o r a t i o n of human 
r i g h t s i n E l Salvador. Every e f f o r t had been made to weigh up a l l the a v a i l a b l e 
elements, r u l i n g out any approach t h a t might d e t r a c t from the meaning of the 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n . The sponsors had sought to i n c l u d e the p a r t i c u l a r aspects 
s t r e s s e d by the S p e c i a l Representative i n h i s r e p o r t (E/CN.4/1984/25), which had 
expressed concern at the d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n 
E l Salvador. The a t t i t u d e adopted i n the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n was one of 
complete respect f o r the Commission's mandate as a monitoring body. 

5. The co-sponsors had accepted v a l u a b l e c o n t r i b u t i o n s from a l l delegations 
that had wished to o f f e r t h e i r p o i n t s o f view. The c a r e f u l and systematic work 
on the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n had begun at the previous s e s s i o n o f the General Assembly, 
and the need had emerged at the present s e s s i o n of the Commission to update the 
te x t i n the l i g h t o f the main elements of the current p i c t u r e of human r i g h t s 
i n E l Salvador. His de l e g a t i o n considered that one o f the c h i e f m e r i t s o f the 
d r a f t was th a t i t a r i i v e d at a sound balance and was based i n a l l respects on 
the r e p o r t by the S p e c i a l Representative. 

4. Mr. SCHIFTER (United States o f America), i n t r o d u c i n g h i s delegation's 
amendments (E/CN.4/1984/L.IO3) to the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , s a i d that he would not 
invoke the 24-ho-ur r u l e . He appreciated the e f f o r t that had gone i n t o framing 
the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n and h i s s o l e purpose i n s u b m i t t i n g amendments was to make 
adjustments which would make f o r yet greater balance. The delay i n p l a c i n g 
the amendments before the Commission was not the doing of h i s d e l e g a t i o n . 

5. A number of changes should be made to the amendments set out i n document 
E/CN.4/1984/L.105. I n amendment 2, the word " r e p r e s e n t a t i v e " shoxild be 
replaced by "recognized" and amendment 3 should be dele t e d . In amendment 5, the 
word " d r a m a t i c a l l y " should be repl a c e d by " s i g n i f i c a n t l y " . I n amendment 8 , 
the words "and to the insurgency" should be replaced by "and al s o to the 
in s u r g e n t s " . Amendment 9 should be deleted and, i n amendment 10, the vrord 
" f o l l o w i n g " should be i n s e r t e d before " o b j e c t i v e s " , the remainder of the 
sentence being deleted up to and i n c l u d i n g the words " i n t e r a l i a " . I n 
amendment 11, the f i r s t part o f the f i r s t sentence should be deleted and 
replaced by the words "Committed to the promotion of n a t i o n a l I n 
amendment 13, the phrase "necessary f o r the economic and s o c i a l problems" 
should read: "necessary to r e s o l v e the economic and s o c i a l problems". 
Amendment 15 should be deleted. 
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6. Those changes were intended to r e t a i n the fundamental t h r u s t of the 
dociment hut to a l t e r the wording i n i n d i v i d u a l paragraphs and provide the 
r e q u i s i t e k i n d of balance. Two amendments had been dropped, as had the 
references to the Contadora Group, which would p r e f e r not t o be expressly 
mentioned i n the context o f the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , 

7 . The aim of i n t r o d u c i n g the f i r s t amendment was to remove the e f f e c t of the 
f i f t h preambular paragraph i n i t s present form, namely that of di s p a r a g i n g an 
e l e c t i o n . I t shotilà be remembered that a r t i c l e 21 of the U n i v e r s a l D e c l a r a t i o n of 
Human Rights upheld the r i g h t to hold e l e c t i o n s . In the case of the s i x t h 
preambular paragraph, the word " r e p r e s e n t a t i v e " should be changed because i t was 
confusing; the f o r c e s i n question were not r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the e n t i r e coxmtry. 
I n the same paragraph, dialogue was indeed d e s i r a b l e , but i t would be extreme to say 
that dialogue was the only way to a s o l u t i o n . 

8. As to amendment 4 , i n t r o d u c i n g a new operative paragraph, the S p e c i a l 
Representative had r e f e r r e d i n paragraph I56 of h i s report and elsewhere to the 
Hviman Rights Commission o f E l Salvador and the Amnesty A c t . The Commission 
g e n e r a l l y followed the p r a c t i c e of welcoming any steps taken by Governments 
to f o s t e r respect f o r human r i g h t s . In the case of amendment 6, the problem 
was that E l Salvador was faced vdth the d i f f i c v i l t i e s of a g u e r r i l l a war, p a r t l y due 
to economic, s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l f a c t o r s , but p a r t l y to e x t e r n a l support f o r those 
engaged i n the s t r u g g l e against the recognized Government of E l Salvador, 

9. Amendment 10 covered an important i s s u e and h i s d e l e g a t i o n had set out 
the b a s i c p r i n c i p l e s that should govern the question o f arms imports to the 
r e g i o n , a matter that should be d e a l t w i t h comprehensively and one which other 
countries f a c i n g ins-urgency should keep i n mind. Amendment 11 emphasized the 
commitment to the promotion o f n a t i o n a l r e c o n c i l i a t i o n and e l e c t i o n s , 

10. He requested a separate r o l l - c a l l vote on each amendment, 

11. Иг, LOVO CASTELAR (E1 Salvador) s a i d t h a t h i s d e l e g a t i o n r e j e c t e d d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.86, which r e f e r r e d to previous r e s o l u t i o n s and a 
report that had v i o l a t e d b a s i c rxales and p r i n c i p l e s o f the United Nations and 
of i n t e r n a t i o n a l law by i n t e r f e r i n g i n a Sta t e ' s i n t e r n a l a f f a i r s . The d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n contained value judgements on e l e c t i o n s h e l d i n E l Salvador, on 
the i n t e r n a l policy-malîing procedrires and on the implementations o f economic 
measures; i t a l s o made a number of unfounded a s s e r t i o n s . Furthermore, i t 
endeavoiired to place the l e g i t i m a t e a u t h o r i t i e s o f the Republic and t e r r o r i s t 
groups on an equal f o o t i n g . I t was tendentiou'-:, c o n t r a d i c t o r y and negative, a 
p o l i t i c a l smear and intended as not h i n g more than a propaganda t o o l f o r 
extremist o p p o s i t i o n groups. I t even sought to deny E l Salvador the r i g h t 
to acquire the as s i s t a n c e and support needed f o r i t s i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l 
defence and s e c u r i t y . I t was biased and not even humanitarian. Should i t 
be adopted, h i s Government would ignore i t . 

1 2 . The d r a f t smacked of Franco-Mexican p o l i c y , part o f a d e c l a r a t i o n by both 
countries which was r e j e c t e d by most L a t i n Amei-ican States as i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t . 
The Mexican Government was t r y i n g to i n g r a t i a t e i t s e l f w i t h i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
centres of t e r r o r i s m through a p o l i c y of h o s t i l i t y towards the co u n t r i e s of 
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L a t i n America, so that t e r r o r i s m woxild not spread to Mexico. But the Mexican 
p r o l e t a r i a t had begun to p r o t e s t against government p o l i c y and the spectre of 
v i o l e n c e loomed over that country. Mexico was one of the world's most 
indebted oovintries and a c l a s s i c example o f bad hand l i n g o f p u b l i c a f f a i r s . 
Another sponsor, Prance, was s u f f e r i n g from the s t r u g g l e s of i t s c o l o n i e s i n 
the Americas to gain t h e i r freedom. I t was s \ i r p r i s i n g that the Government of 
Prance should be su p p o r t i n g t e r r o r i s t gxoups i n E l Salvador when Prance 
i t s e l f was the v i c t i m of a s e r i e s o f i n t e r n a t i o n a l t e r r o r i s t a t t a c k s . Ptench 
f o r e i g n p o l i c y was repudiated throughout the world because i t was c o l o n i a l i s t 
and i n t e r v e n t i o n i s t , as could be seen from i t s c o l o n i a l presence abroad and 
i t s m i l i t a r y involvement i n Chad, The same could be s a i d of the other sponsors of 
the d r a f t . 

13. The Commission should not l e n d i t s e l f to p o l i t i c a l manipulation by some 
of i t s members but should consider human r i g h t s from a u n i v e r s a l and o b j e c t i v e 
standpoint. H i s Government had been co-operating w i t h the Commission, but 
the p o l i t i c a l nature of the debates would b r i n g such co-operation to a h a l t , 

14. His de l e g a t i o n had already explained during the d i s c u s s i o n s on agenda item 19 
the e f f o r t s being made to overcome the d i f f i c u l t s i t u a t i o n o f E l Salvador, 
S u i t a b l e measures to terminate m i l i t a r y and t e r r o r i s t v i o l e n c e were a complex 
matter. I t was a f a c t that the numbers o f v i c t i m s had decreased, y et the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n , d i r e c t l y accused the Armed Forces of v i o l e n c e . I t was h a r d l y 
p o s s i b l e to b e l i e v e that they were bombing urban areas two weeks before a 
n a t i o n a l e l e c t i o n ; that was merely g u e r r i l l a propaganda. Paragraph 12 of the 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n i m p l i c i t l y accused the Government of f a i l i n g to c a r r y out i t s 
duty. P l a i n l y , the Commission regarded i t s e l f as a k i n d of i n t e r n a t i o n a l c o u r t , 
something that was i n no sense p a r t o f i t s f u n c t i o n s . The Government of 
E l Salvador a f f i r m e d i t s absolute adherence to i n t e r n a t i o n a l standards and 
p r i n c i p l e s r e garding human r i g h t s ; and fundamental freedoms. I t acknowledged that 
a s e r i o u s s i t u a t i o n d i d e x i s t and must be overcome. However, the complex causes 
had not even been mentioned i n the Commission. 

15. The c o n f l i c t i n E l Salvador had been i n c i t e d from o u t s i d e ; enormous 
q u a n t i t i e s o f arms had been sent to the o p p o s i t i o n groups, propaganda campaigns 
had been launched and a c o s t l y i n f r a s t r u c t u r e set up to provide those groups w i t h 
f i n a n c i a l support, sometimes even from Governments, In the circumstances the 
CoDffiiission must r e j e c t such a d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n and h i s d e l e g a t i o n c a l l e d on members 
to do so, 

16. te. MOHT/iffO (Mexico) s a i d that the United S t a t e s ' proposals, as amended 
o r a l l y , contained elements which a l t e r e d the balance of a t e x t which, as he had 
already pointed out, c l o s e l y followed the rep o r t of the S p e c i a l Représentative, 
The change i n balance d i d not c o n t r i b u t e to the aim and the s p i r i t o f the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n . The f i f t h preambular paragraph, f o r example, d i d not make a value 
judgement of any Icind on any process o f democratization i n any coimtry. 
S i m i l a r l y , the word " r e p r e s e n t a t i v e " i n the s i x t h preambular paragraph d i d not 
c o n s t i t u t e an erroneous assessment of the true s i t u a t i o n , and dialogue indeed 
was the only way to achieve a n e g o t i a t e d comprehensive p o l i t i c a l s o l u t i o n . 
Admittedly mention of the docianents i s s u e d by the Contadora Group was not 
re l e v a n t to the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , but the balance of the t e x t had been changed 
i n other ways. 
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17. He moved, under r u l e 65, paragraph 2, of the r u l e s of procedure, t h a t the 
Commission should not take a d e c i s i o n on the proposal by the United States o f America. 

18. Mr. DE LA SABLIERE (France) s a i d he agreed t h a t the proposal by the 
United States would s u b s t a n t i a l l y a l t e r d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.86, and he 
supported the motion brought by Mexico. 

19. Mr. SCHIFTER (United States of America) r a i s e d a point o f order against the 
motion, on the grounds that r u l e 64, paragraph 2, spoke of a motion r e q u i r i n g that 
no d e c i s i o n be taken on a "proposal", Document E/CN . 4 / I 9 8 4/L . I O 3 , submitted by her 
de l e g a t i o n , c o n s t i t u t e d an amendment, and under r u l e 64 an "amendment" to a 
"proposal" had to be voted on f i r s t . 

20. Mr. MOMTANO (Mexico), speaking on a poi n t o f order, s a i d t h a t , according to 
r u l e 63, an amendment was a proposal t h a t d i d no more than add t o , d e l e t e from o r 
r e v i s e part of another proposal. Rule 65 should be a p p l i e d , s i n c e the submission 
by the United States was not an amendment but a new proposal, f o r the meaning of 
the e n t i r e t e x t of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n would be changed. 

21. Mr. MASFERRSR (Spain) s a i d t h a t h i s d e l e g a t i o n had followed w i t h great i n t e r e s t 
the statement by the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of E l Salvador, a country w i t h which h i s own 
had very c l o s e t i e s . 

22. The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n was the r e s u l t o f p a i n s t a k i n g p r e p a r a t i o n i n order to 
a r r i v e a t a balanced t e x t , on the basis of the i n f o r m a t i o n contained i n the 
o b j e c t i v e report on E l Salvador. In h i s o p i n i o n , the amendments proposed by the 
de l e g a t i o n o f the United States s u b s t a n t i a l l y a l t e r e d the content o f the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n , d i s t o r t e d i t s balance and detracted from p r i n c i p l e s s et out i n the t e x t 
that h i s d e l e g a t i o n considered e s s e n t i a l . For those reasons, h i s d e l e g a t i o n would 
vote i n favour of the motion brought by Mexico. 

23. Mr. LOVO CASTELAR ( E l Salvador) s a i d that h i s d e l e g a t i o n r e j e c t e d the Spanish 
delegation's attempts to e x p l o i t former l i n k s between the two c o u n t r i e s i n order 
to j u s t i f y a s o - c a l l e d balance i n the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n t h a t d i d not e x i s t . 

24. The CHAIRMAN s a i d t h a t the Coramission had before i t a proposal by Mexico, under 
r u l e 65, paragraph 2, of the r u l e s of procedure, not t o take a d e c i s i o n on the 
amendments submitted by the United States of America. 

25. Mr. SCHIFTER (United States of America) asked f o r in f o r m a t i o n regarding 
United Nations precedents concerning motions to take no d e c i s i o n on "amendments", 
rather than on "proposals". 

26. The CHAIRMAN s a i d t h a t , according t o r u l e 63 of the r u l e s of procedure, which 
preceded r u l e s 64 and 65, an amendment was a proposal and th a t the proposal by Mexico 
was i n order. The Commission had before i t three proposals - the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n 
i t s e l f , the proposal submitted by the United S t a t e s , and the proposal submitted by 
Mexico. The l o g i c o f the system appeared to be th a t each proposal had p r i o r i t y over 
the proposal to which i t r e l a t e d . 

27. Mr. SCHIFTER (United States o f America) s a i d t h a t , i f an amendment was a proposal 
under r u l e 63, then under r u l e 65, paragraph 2, a motion could be made only w i t h regard 
to one proposal, and not to a group of proposals. His d e l e g a t i o n had submitted a 
group of amendments, and had requested t h a t they be considered s e p a r a t e l y . 
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28, Mr. MONTANO (Mexico) said that the rules of procedure were c l e a r i n that 
rule 63 defined an amendment and rule 64 stated the procedure to be followed vrtien an 
amendment was submitted. The United States document, as amended o r a l l y , was a 
single proposal and came under the procedure set out i n rule 65, paragraph 2, 

29, Mr, BENDAÑA (Nicaragua) requested a vote forthwith, under rule 57. 

50. Sir Anthony WILLIAMS (United Kingdom) pointed out that the virtue of rule 65, 
paragraph 2, was precisely the desire not to have a decision taken. Could not the 
Commission be allowed not to decide? 

51. At the request of the representative of Mexico, a vote was taken by r o l l - c a l l 
on the motion by Mexico. 

32, The Philippines, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called upon to 
vote f i r s t . 

In favour; Argentina, Bulgaria, Cuba, Cyprus, France, German Democratic 
Republic, India, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, 
Nicaragua, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of 
Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe, 

Against ; Bangladesh, Brazil, Canada, Costa Rica, Finland, Germany, 
Federal Republic of, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Netherlands, 
Pakistan, United Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay, 

Abstaining; Cameroon, China, Colombia, Gambia, Jordan, Philippines, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Togo. 

53. The motion by Mexico was adopted by I8 votes to I 5 , with 9 abstentions. 

54, Mr. KAMPER (Netherlands), speaking in explanation of vote, said that as a matter 
of principle his delegation had voted against the motion by Mexico because the Commission 
should have been in a position to take a decision on the United States amendments, 

35, At the request of the representative of the United Kingdom, a vote was taken by 
r o l l - c a l l on operative paragraph 15, 

36, Ireland, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called upon to vote f i r s t . 

In favour; Argentina, Bangladesh, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Cyprus, Finland, France, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, India, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, Netherlands, 
Nicaragua, Rwanda, Senegal, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, 

"^S^rainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States 
of America, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe, 

Against : Brazil, 

Abstaining; China, Colombia, Pakistan, Philippines, Uruguay, 

37, Operative paragraph 15 was adopted by 36 votes bo 1, with 5 abstentions. 



E/CN.4/1984/SR.58 
page 7 

58. At the request of the representative of Argentina, a vote was taken by r o l l - c a l l 
on thë~3ixth preambular paragraph, and operative paragraphs 5, 4» 5> 6, 7» i l t 12, 
14, 17 and 1Ô en bloc. 

39. Cameroon, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was called upon to vote f i r s t . 

In favour: Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Cyprus, Finland, France, German Democratic 
Republic, India, Ireland, Italy, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, 
Mozambique, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Spain, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Togo, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, 
Zimbabwe. 

Against ; Brazil, United States of America, Uruguay. 

Abstaining; Argentina, Bangladesh, Cameroon, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Gambia, 
Germany, Federal Republic of, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Pakistan, 
Philippines, Rwanda, Senegal, United Kingdom. 

40. The sixth preambular paragraph and operative paragraphs 5, 4, 5, 6, 7, H, 12, 
14, 17~ând 18 were adopted by 23 votes to 3, with 16 abstentions. 

41. At the request of the representative of the United States of America, a vote 
was taken by r o l l - c a l l on draft resolution E/CN.4/1984/L.86 as a whole. 

42. The United States of America, having been drawn by lot by the Chairman, was 
called upon to vote f i r s t . 

In favour; Argentina, Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Cyprus, Finland, France, 
German Democratic Republic, India, Ireland, Italy, Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mozambique, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Spain, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe. 

Against ; Bangladesh, Brazil, Pakistan, United States of America, 
Uruguay. 

Abstaining: Cameroon, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Gambia, Germany, Federal 
Republic of, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Philippines, Rwanda, Senegal, 
United Kingdom. 

43. Draft resolution E/CN.4/1984/L.86, as a whole, was adopted by 24 votes to 5, 
with 13 abstentions. 

44. Mr. EKBLOM (Finland), speaking in explanation of vote, said that his delegation 
had voted in favour of thü draft resolution owing to i t s deep concern for the 
promotion and protection of human rights in El Salvador and tho well-being and 
froedora of the people. It joined in the appeal to the Government of El Salvador 
and to a l l parties involved to end the violence in order to prevent further 
suffering and to take effective measures to ensure that a l l the Salvadorian 
authorities f u l l y respected human rights. 
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4 5 . His d e l e g a t i o n nonetheless had r e s e r v a t i o n s concerning some matters, which 
were unbalanced and were not a proper r e f l e c t i o n of the f i n d i n g s set out i n the 
S p e c i a l Representative's r e p o r t . I t would have voted f o r most of the United States 
amendments, and had voted against the motion by Mexico because the arguments 
against the r i g h t of one de l e g a t i o n to present amendments were not convincing i n 
the l i g h t of precedents еЛ the present s e s s i o n of the Commission. 

4 6 . Ms G-UO Yuanhui (China) s a i d her d e l e g a t i o n had abstained becau.se i t b e l i e v e d 
that the c a l l by the peoples of the Ce n t r a l American c o u n t r i e s f o r the p r e s e r v a t i o n 
of independence and sovereignty and the promotion of s o c i a l progress was a j u s t one. 
Her d e l e g a t i o n sympathized w i t h the p l i g h t of the people of E l Salvador and supported 
the e f f o r t s of the Contadora Group to defend the r i g h t of the peoples of the 
Central American c o u n t r i e s to s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n . They should be f r e e from 
i n t e r f e r e n c e by a l l f o r e i g n f o r c e s , so that t h e i r peoples could s e t t l e t h e i r own 
a f f a i r s . 

4 7 . Mr. МШБЬВТОН (Canada) s a i d that h i s d e l e g a t i o n had voted i n favour of the 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n because o f i t s profound concern f o r the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n 
E l Salvador. I t d i d not agree w i t h a l l the p o i n t s o r w i t h the phrasing and the 
balance i n every i n s t a n c e . The t e x t contained elements which were u n n e c e s s a r i l y 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l and he wished to emphasize tha.t the human aspects o f the s i t u a t i o n 
i n E l Salvador must be more c e n t r a l to a fu t u r e dra.ft r e s o l u t i o n , whose t h r u s t and 
content should be more f i r m l y based on the recommendations o f the S p e c i a l 
Representative. 

4 8 . S i r Anthony WILLIAMS (United Kingdom) s a i d that i n h i s statement under agenda 
item 12 he had made c l e a r h i s d e l e g a t i o n ' s concern regarding the hTima,n r i g h t s 
s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador. He had c a l l e d f o r a separate vote and voted i n favour of 
operative para.graph I 5 , on the extension of the S p e c i a l Representa.tive's mandate, 
p r e c i s e l y i n order to u n d e r l i n e that concern. His d e l e g a t i o n could have supported 
many other elements and recognized that the co-sjponsors had made some e f f o r t to 
produce a more balanced d r a f t , but i t had experienced some d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h other 
aspects, f o r example i n operative pa.ragraph 9. Again, i t seemed ungracious f o r the 
r e s o l u t i o n not to recognize the co-operation extended to the S p e c i a l Representative 
by the Government, somethJ.ng that a l l d e l e g a t i o n s should a ^ e e on re g a r d l e s s of 
t h e i r views concerning the p o l i t i c a l and human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador. 
H i s Government supported every p o s s i b l e search f o r a consensus and would have been 
happier i f f u r t h e r e f f o r t s had been made i n that d i r e c t i o n . 

4 9 . The United States amendments would have remedied the defects i n the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n and affor d e d a b e t t e r balance. His d e l e g a t i o n had voted to have them 
considered and would have supported the r e s o l u t i o n i f they had been i n c o r p o r a t e d . 
R e g r e t t a b l y , the Commission had not been allowed to consider them and h i s d e l e g a t i o n 
had t h e r e f o r e abstained i n the vote on the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n as a whole. 

50. Mr. SCHIFTER (United States of America) s a i d M s de l e g a t i o n had made a s p e c i a l 
e f f o r t i n order f o r the Commission to demonstrate that the United Nations could 
approach s i t u a t i o n s i n L a t i n America on a balanced b a s i s . I t ha.d wanted t o vote 
f o r the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n i n the e f f o r t to h e l p E l Salvador deal w i t h i t s s e r i o u s 
domestic problems and s i n c e r e l y r e g r e t t e d that the Commission, by the w i l l of the 
m a j o r i t y , had prevented a proper balance from being achieved. H i s d e l e g a t i o n had 
the r e f o r e voted i n the negative. 
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51. He agreed w i t h the observations np.de bj^ the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of China that t h e r 
should be no f o r e i g n i n t e r f e r e n c e of any k i n d . The problem was p r e c i s e l y that tha 
i n f e r e n c e d i d e x i s t i n support f o r i n s u r g e n c i e s . As soon as t h a t could be ended, 
h i s Government v/ould be happy to see that no one from outside meddled i n the a f f a i 
of the r e g i o n again. 

52. Mr. BORGH/iEI) (Federal Republic of Germiny) s a i d i t was unfortunate t h a t the 
Commission had not been allowed to decide on the U n i t e d States amendments. H i s 
d e l e g a t i o n had abstained i n the vote on the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n as a whole. I t was 
deeply concerned about the s e r i o u s s i t u a t i o n i n E l Salvador and the p e r s i s t e n c e oí 
grave v i o l a . t i o n s , as could be seen from the r e p o r t of the S p e c i a l Representative. 
P a r t i c u l a r l y s e r i o u s were the f i n d i n g s regprding the l a r g e number of p o l i t i c a l 
murders, the v i c t i m s of which vrere non-combatants, the defia.nce of the p r i n c i p l e s 
of i n t e r n a . t i o n a l humanitarian law, the a c t s by part of the Armed Forces and the 
b r u t a l a c t i o n s of the g u e r r i l l a s vího attacked the economic i n f r e i s t r u c t u r e and 
jeopardized economic, s o c i a l and c u l t u r a l r i g h t s . 

53. Compared w i t h previous r e s o l u t i o n s , the d r a f t d i d c o n t a i n some improvements, 
but i t was s t i l l one-sided because the appeal was d i r e c t e d l a r g e l y to the Governme 
whose p o s i t i v e e f f o r t s were not taken i n t o accoimt - f o r exajnple, the Amnesty Ac t . 
the establishment of a. Human Rights Commission, the dialogue w i t h the o p p o s i t i o n , 
the s a t i s f a c t o r j ' ' co-operation v i i t h the S p e c i a l Representative and the e l e c t i o n s 
that had been h e l d . A l l those e f f o r t s demonstrated the Government's readiness to 
improve the s i t u a t i o n . H i s d e l e g a t i o n had p a r t i c u l a r l y s t rong r e s e r v a t i o n s w i t h 
regard to operative paragraph 9 , r e l a t i n g to the arms embargo, which one-sidedly 
favoured the g u e r r i l l a f o r c e s . 

54. His Government remained concerned about the human r i g h t s s i t u a - t i o n i n 
E l Salvador and r e i t e r a t e d i t s appeal to a l l p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s to end the v i o l a t i c 
and observe the r i g h t to l i f e and to the p h y s i c a l i n t e g r i t y , freedom and s e c u r i t y 
of the i n d i v i d u a l . 

55. Mr. SEEfE (Senegal) s a i d that the Commission had at the present s e s s i o n begun 
abuse the a p p l i c a t i o n of r u l e 65 , paragra.ph 2, of the r u l e s of procedure, somethii 
that prevented the Commission from t a k i n g d e c i s i o n s i n a democratic and responsibJ 
f a s h i o n . A c c o r d i n g l y , h i s d e l e g a t i o n had p r e f e r r e d to a b s t a i n i n a l l the votes, 
b e a r i n g i n mind nevertheless that i t was the Commission's duty to improve human 
r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n s i n a l l c o u n t r i e s . 

56. I t was to be hoped that the Commission could f i n d a more p o s i t i v e approach 
f o r the submission of d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s that were more i n keeping w i t h the f a c t s 
contained i n the r e p o r t s on the systematic v i o l a t i o n s of human r i g h t s presented b; 
s p e c i a l rapporteurs and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s , so as to ensure b e t t e r p r o t e c t i o n of 
huma.n r i g h t s . 

57. Mr. ВЕТО)AHA (Nicaragua) s a i d that h i s d e l e g a t i o n had voted i n favo\ir of the 
d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n . The concern expressed by delegations w i t h regard to f o r e i g n 
i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the r e g i o n should be drawn to the a t t e n t i o n of those c o u n t r i e s 
which regarded C e n t r a l America as t h e i r backyard and considered that they had a 
h i s t o r i c a l r i g h t to i n t e r v e n e on a m i l i t a r y b a s i s i n defence of t h e i r s o - c a l l e d 
s t r a t e g i c i n t e r e s t s . 
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5Q- Mr. LECroOA II5VIA (Cuba) s a i d that h i s d e l e g a t i o n had voted f o r the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n so as to h e l p put an end to f o r e i g n i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the i n t e r n a l a f f a i r s 
of C e n t r a l America,n c o u n t r i e s . H i s d e l e g a t i o n had j u s t r e c e i v e d i n f o r m a t i o n that 
U n ited S t a t e s troops were concentrated i n Honduras near the border w i t h E l Salvador 
and a United States a i r c r a f t c a r r i e i - and other warships had l e f t the V i r g i n Islands 
f o r C e n t r a l America. His de l e g a t i o n had voted f o r the r e s o l u t i o n p r e c i s e l y i n order 
to prevent that type of i n t e r v e n t i o n . 

59. Mr. MHALO ( P h i l i p p i n e s ) s a i d h i s d e l e g a t i o n had abstained i n the v o t i n g on 
a l l f o u r proposals as a minor form of pr o t e s t against procedural moves which 
obscured the r e a l i s s u e s . There were many elements i n the United States amendments 
which h i s d e l e g a t i o n woxild have been w i l l i n g to support i f they had been voted on 
sep a r a t e l y . S i m i l a r l y , i t would have endorsed many elements i n the o r i g i n a l d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n i f there had been a sepaxate vote on them. 
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6 0 . I4r. IÍAMPER (Netherlands), introduciníí d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.87, on 
the s i t u a t i o n of humain r i g h t s i n Guatemala., the f i n a n c i a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n being contained i n document E/CH.4/1984/L .97, s a i d that Guatemala, was 
a country w i t h a l o n g h i s t o r y of massive v i o l a t i o n s of human r i g h t s , i n c l u d i n g 
imprisonment f o r p o l i t i c a l reasons, t o r t u r e , dlsa-ppearanees a.nd p o l i t i c a l k i l l i n g s . 
Two years p r e v i o u s l y the Commission had requested the appointment of a s p e c i a l 
rapporteur to study the Ьгшап r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n that country and at the present 
session the Commission had before i t the i-eport by Lord Col v i l l e (E/GN.4/1984/30). 
The o v e r - a l l p i c t u r e from that r e p o r t vras b l e a l i i n s p i t e of some p o s i t i v e 
developments, f o r i n s t a n c e , i - n i t i a t i v e s aimed at reforms w i t h a view to improving 
the hiiman r i g h t s 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 c l o s e l y f o l l o w e d the rep o r t 
and represented a f a i r balance of p o s i t i v e and negative elements. As the S p e c i a l 
Rapportexir had h i m s e l f observed, the Cormnission i n t e r e s t e d i t s e l f both i n infringements 
of human r i g h t s as well as i n e f f o r t s t o improve the s i t u a t i o n . 

61. The Government of Guatemala would f i n d i n the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n c l e a r guidance 
as to what vras r e q u i r e d to improve the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n . He would l i k e to 
draw p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n to the references to disappearances and k i l l i n g s , 
measures w i t h regard to the s e c u r i t y f o r c e s , redress of the s i t u a t i o n created by 
the S p e c i a l T r i b u n a l s and the establishment of c o n d i t i o n s e n a b l i n g the j u d i c i a r y 
to uphold the l u l e of law. Although the S p e c i a l T r i b u n a l s had been a b o l i s h e d , the 
sponsors of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n were concerned t h a t a l a r g e number of people 
o r i g i n a l l y a r r e s t e d on charges w i t h i n the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the T r i b u n a l s vrere s t i l l 
unaccounted f o r ; t h e i r s i t u a t i o n should be c l a r i f i e d as soon as p o s s i b l e . 

62. I t should be emphasized tha.t f u r t h e r study and i n v e s t i g a t i o n vrere r e q u i r e d , 
f o r the S p e c i a l Rapporteur was not i n a p o s i t i o n to look i n t o each and every case o f 
v i o l a t i o n s of human r i g h t s . Operative pa.ragrai±i 6 c a l l e d upon the Government to 
al l o w ал i m p a x t i a l and a u t h o r i t a t i v e body to be e s t a b l i s h e d f o r thorough 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f v i o l a t i o n s , but f i r s t and foremost, the Government should of course 
do a l l w i t h i n i t s power to b r i n g them to a h a l t . 

63. H i s d e l e g a t i o n s i n c e r e l y hoped that the r e t u r n to democracy i n Guatemala, vrhich 
c o u l d be a major f a c t o r i n r e s t o r i n g respect f o r human r i g h t s , would proceed unhampered. 
The r e s u l t s o f the e l e c t i o n s should be respected and a new c o n s t i t u t i o n a l Government 
should be formed. The sponsors hoped that the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n would meet w i t h 
broad support i n the Commission. 
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64. Mr. FAJABDO ИА.1Д0ЫДД0 (Guatemala) said that his delegation had not been 
consulted at any time about the draft resolution. After the General Assembly, 
i t now found i t s e l f involved i n the second act of the selective and discriminatory 
performance held every year i n the Commission i n which his country was generally 
one of the favourite targets. 

65. As waa to be expected, the draft resolution was not consistent with the report 
by the Special Rapporteiir, who had been able to observe the true situation i n 
Guatemala. The sponsors had confined themselves to reproducing General Assembly 
resolution 38/1üü, without concerning themselves with the positive aspects of the 
Special Rapporteur's report. 

66. In the third preambular paragraph, the Commission shotild simply take note of 
General Assembly resolution ЗЗ/ЮО and omit the rest of the sentence. The foiirth 
preambular paragraph pressed the inadmissible claim by the Sub-Commisaion on 
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities that an armed conflict of 
a non-international character existed in Guatemala. By what right had the 
Sub-Commission decided any such thing and why i t had deliberately ignored the notes 
of 8 A\igust and 5 September 19Q3 from Permanent Mission of Guatemala i n Geneva 
requesting the Sub-Commission to await the results of the Special Rapporteur's report 
which was soon to be submitted to the General Assembly? In the draft resolution, 
the sponsors had stated yet once again, without any real grounds, that an a r t i f i c i a l 
situation existed in Guatemala, In relation to the sixth preambular paragraph, the 
Commission should restrict i t s e l f to a careful examination of the report of the 
Special Rapporteur and delete the reference to "other reliable information", since 
i t was obvious that such other information had been supplied by the professional 
agitators of the international campaign against Guatemala. 

67. Operative paragraph 1 stressed the negative aspects of the report aad took note of 
the Special Rapporteur's recommendations. However, why did the sponsors not take 
action on those recommendations, for example those recommending that the Commission 
should support the rural development plans by Government ministries and agencies, 
the land distribution programmes and the health and education programmes? Perhaps 
the Commission w?s not capable of encouraging the Government to overcome the 
difficult situation facing i t , 

68. In operative paragra,ph 5 i t would be appropriate to mention that i n Guatemala 
the judiciary \res completely independent of the executive branch. In paragraph 7, 
no mention was made of those who had forcef\illy displaced the indigenous populations. 
Indeed, i t seemed that the sponsors had not taicen sufficient time to read the 
Special Rapporteur's report and i n that connection he would urge them to read 
paragraph 4 ,6, vrhich described facts different from those indicated i n the draft 
resolution. Similarly, paragraph 7 also ignored the section of the report on the 
c i v i l patrols voluntarily organized by the inhabitants of the upland villages to 
defend themselves from the subversive factions vrhich constantly harrassed them. 

69. Operative paragrapli 10 plainly interfered in internal auffairs that were the 
exclusive responsibility of the State, thereby infringing the Charter of the 
United Hâtions and the principle of the sovereign equality of States. Paragraph 12 
•œcgei the Government to adhere to the time-table for the return to democracy, but 
the Government needed no such appeal for decisions, which f a l l exclusively within 
i t s competence. That paragraph also pre-judged the electoral process taking place 
in Guatemala. 
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70. He r e a l i z e d t h a t he would not convince people who had cone to the Commission 
to vote w i t h a p o l i t i c a l mandate of support f o r c e r t a i n groups, something t h a t 
was p a r t o f the p o l i t i c a l game, but h i s delegation d i d not accept or j u s t i f y i t . 
I t r e j e c t e d the t e x t and a l s o urged other delegations which had shown true concern 
f o r respect f o r human r i g h t s to do the same. The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n made no 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the human r i g h t s e f f o r t s being raad^ i n h i s country and i t s s o l e 
o b j e c t i v e was perhaps t o acknowledge, with considerable r e t i c e n c e , the co-operation 
extended to the S p e c i a l Rapporteur by the Government. Nevertheless, the 
Government o f Guatemala would continue t o co-operate w i t h the S p e c i a l Rapporteur 
and ignore the s e l e c t i v e treatment meted out to i t by the Commission. 

71. Mr. SCHIFTER (united States o f America), speaking i n explanation o f 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 ask f o r a separate vote on 
oper a t i v e paragraph 13, on extending the mandate o f the S p e c i a l Rapporteur, 
i n which connection i t would c a s t a favourable vote; i t would vote a g a i n s t the 
remainder of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n . As i n the case of E l Salvador, the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n was not pro p e r l y balanced and i t once again concealed the f a c t t h a t 
f o r c e s from outside were supporting armed insurgency, an und e r l y i n g problem i n the 
r e g i o n . His d e l e g a t i o n was concerned about v i o l a t i o n s o f human r i g h t s , both i n 
E l Salvador and i n Guatemala, r e g a r d l e s s o f who committed them. I t would vote 
i n favour of a d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n that d e a l t f a i r l y w i t h t h a t i s s u e , something 
which was not the case i n the present i n s t a n c e . The S p e c i a l Rapporteur had made 
a s i g n i f i c a n t c o n t r i b u t i o n and h i s mandate should be extended, but the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n d i d not a c c u r a t e l y r e f l e c t the conclusions reached by the 
S p e c i a l Rapporteur. 

72. Mr. GIAMBRUNO (Uruguay), speaking i n exp l a n a t i o n of 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 a g a i n s t the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n on Guatemala. 
The choice o f the S p e c i a l Rapporteur had been an e x c e l l e n t one, because o f h i s 
honesty, i m p a r t i a l i t y and s p i r i t o f j u s t i c e . In the General Assembly, however, 
the f i r s t r e p o r t had been the object of much c r i t i c i s m because i t was not 
complacent and because the S p e c i a l Rapporteur had endeavoured to speak the t r u t h . 
To be o b j e c t i v e was to speak out s e r i o u s l y and t o show up falsehoods. Unfortunately, 
i t was very d i f f i c u l t t o ca r r y out a mandate, s i n c e once someone had been found 
who could do i t o b j e c t i v e l y , the Commission was not capable of f o l l o w i n g h i s 
l e a d . 

73. The Commission had chosen to s p o t l i g h t a s p e c i f i c area of L a t i n America 
w h i l e l e a v i n g a l a r g e p a r t of the r e s t o f the world i n the dark. His del e g a t i o n 
f e l t b i t t e r when i t saw th a t the Commission had taken the wrong road, and was 
t u r n i n g i t s back on the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f Guatemala, who, i n a l l d i g n i t y , l i k e 
the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of E l Salvador, had come to declare h i s country's w i l l i n g n e s s 
t o co-operate. He s i n c e r e l y hoped t h a t the Commission was yet capable o f f i n d i n g 
a means of a c t i n g without passion, o f f o r g e t t i n g p o l i t i c a l circumstances and 
i d e o l o g i e s and of r e a l i z i n g t h a t i t s mission was to defend a l l human beings, not 
only i n Guatemala but throughout the world, who were seeking peace. 

74. Mr. BIANCHI (Argentina) requested a separate vote on the f o u r t h preambular 
paragraph and operative paragraphs 2, 6, 7, 8 and 12 en b l o c . 

75. At the request o f the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f the United States o f America, a 
vote was taken by r o l l - c a l l on operative paragraph 13. 
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76. Yugoslavia, having been drawn by l o t bjr t h e Chairman., шаг eáíled щ>оп Ъо 
vote f i r s t . 

In f a / our; Argentina, Bangladesh, B u l g a r i a , Cameroon, Canada, Costa R i c a , 
Cuba, Cyprus, F i n l a n d , France, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, Germany, Federal Republic o f , I n d i a , I r e l a n d , I t a l y , 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, 
Mozambique, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Senegal, Spain, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Ukrainian Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republic, 
Union o f Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics, United Kingdom, 
United Republic o f Tanzania, United States of America, Yugoslavi 
Zimbabwe. 

Against : Uruguay. 

A b s t a i n i n g ; B r a z i l , China, Colombia, P a k i s t a n , P h i l i p p i n e s . 

77' Operative paragraph 13 was adopted by 36 votes to 1, w i t h 5 a b s t e n t i o n s . 

78. At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of Uruguay, a vote was taken by r o l l - c a i : 
on the f o u r t h preambular paragraph and op e r a t i v e paragraphs 2, 6, 7, 8 and 12. 

79. The United States of America, having been drawn by l o t by the Chairman, was 
c a l l e d upon t o vote f i r s t . 

In favour; B u l g a r i a , Canada, Cuba, F i n l a n d , France, Gambia, German Democra 
Republic, I n d i a , I r e l a n d , I t a l y , Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico 
Mozambique, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Senegal, Spain, 
Sy r i a n Arab Republic, Togo, Ukrainian Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republic 
Union o f Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics, United Republic o f Tanzani. 
Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe. 

Against ; P h i l i p p i n e s , United States of America, Uruguay. 

Ab s t a i n i n g ; Argentina, Bangladesh, B r a z i l , Cameroon, China, Colombia, 
Costa R i c a , Cyprus, Germany, Federal Republic o f , Japan, Jordan 
Kenya, P a k i s t a n , United Kingdom. 

80. The f o u r t h preambular paragraph and ope r a t i v e paragraphs 2, 6, 7> 8 and 12 
were adopted by 23 votes to 3> v-fith 14 a b s t e n t i o n s . 

81. At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of Costa Rica and Uruguay, a vote was 
taken by 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/CN .4/I984/L .87 as a whole. 

82. Tho Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics, 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 . 

In favour: Argentina, Bulgari?., Canada, Cuba, F i n l a n d , France, Gambia, 
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic o f , 
I n d i a , I r e l a n d , I t a l y , Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, 
Mozambique, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Senegal, Spain, 
Sy r i a n Arab Republic, Togo, Ukrainian Soviet S o c i a l i s t 
Republic, Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics, United Kingdom, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe. 
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Against : P h i l i p p i n e s , United States o f America, Uruguay. 

A b s t a i n i n g ; Bangladesh, B r a z i l , Cameroon, China, Colombia, Costa R i c a , 
Cyprus, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, P a k i s t a n . 

83. D r a f t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.87, as a whole, was adopted by 28 votes t o 3, 
w i t h 11 a b s t e n t i o n s . 

84. Mr. BORCHARD (Federal Republic of Germany), speaking i n explanation of vote, 
s a i d t h a t h i s d e legation had voted f o r the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n , despite a number of 
se r i o u s r e s e r v a t i o n s . I t had done so on account o f i t s c o n t i n u i n g humanitarian 
concern f o r the s i t u a t i o n i n Guatemala and i n the expe c t a t i o n t h a t the d r a f t 
r e s o l u t i o n would help ensure t h a t the human r i g h t s and fundamental freedoms o f the 
people o f Guatemala were f u l l y respected. 

85. His del e g a t i o n had s e r i o u s r e s e r v a t i o n s regarding o p e r a t i v e paragraph 11, 
r e l a t i n g t o the supply of arras and other m i l i t a r y a s s i s t a n c e . Moreover, the d r a f t 
ignored the f a c t t h a t the use of fo r c e could not be blamed on the Government alone 
but was a major fea t u r e of g u e r r i l l a s t r a t e g y , a t l e a s t i n the r u r a l areas. I t 
d i d not take i n t o account the Government's e f f o r t s t o improve the human r i g h t s 
s i t u a t i o n under very d i f f i c u l t circumstances. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , the demonstrable 
i n i t i a t i v e s taken by the Government s i n c e 1982, as i l l u s t r a t e d i n the r e p o r t o f the 
S p e c i a l Rapporteur, had l a r g e l y been disregarded. His delegation's a b s t e n t i o n i n 
the en bl o c vote was motivated by i t s r e s e r v a t i o n s regarding the f o u r t h preambular 
paragraph and i n p a r t i c u l a r o p e r a t i v e paragraph 8 . 

86. I t was a l s o r e g r e t t a b l e t h a t the p o s i t i v e t r e n d s i n c e 1982 had not been 
maintained and had r e c e n t l y been reversed. His Government appealed t o a l l p a r t i e s 
t o permit f u l l enjoyment of human r i g h t s and wished to encourage those seeking t o 
introduce a democratic system by peaceful means. 

Draf t r e s o l u t i o n E/CN.4/1984/L.88/Rev.l 

87. Mr. KAMPER (Netherlands) pointed out th a t the word "Rapporteur" i n o p e r a t i v e 
paragraphs 4, 5 and 6 of the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n on the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n the 
Is l a m i c Republic of Iran (E/CN.4/1984/L.88/Rev.l) should be a l t e r e d to "Representative". 

88. Mr; SIRJANI ( I s l a m i c Republic of Iran) s a i d t h a t the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n was based 
on the Secretary-General's r e p o r t (E/CN.4/1984/28), which f a i l e d to r e f l e c t the 
human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n the I s l a m i c Republic o f Iran and disregarded many noteworthy 
developments i n th a t country. His del e g a t i o n v i g o r o u s l y r e j e c t e d the unfounded 
a l l e g a t i o n s contained i n the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n . His country was perhaps the only 
one i n the world which provided humanitarian s e r v i c e s t o detainees, i n the form 
of f a c i l i t i e s f o r s p o r t , education and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n , and arrangements t o permit 
p r i s o n e r s t o meet with t h e i r f a m i l i e s , i n accordance w i t h the enlightened 
g u i d e l i n e s of Islam r e l a t i n g t o the humanitarian treatment of a l l persons. 

89. The misle a d i n g opinions r e f l e c t e d i n the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n were the obvious 
r e s u l t o f m a l i c i o u s propaganda by the opponents of the People's I s l a m i c Revolution 
i n the Isla m i c Republic o f I r a n . H o s t i l e S t a t e s , i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n with a n t i -
r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s i n s i d e and outside the country, were aware of the p o p u l a r i t y of the 
r e v o l u t i o n i n the I s l a m i c Republic of Iran and among the oppressed masses of the 
t h i r d world and were determined t o harm i t i n order to safeguard t h e i r own 
i l l e g i t i m a t e i n t e r e s t s by r e s o r t i n g t o outrageous l i e s . In a previous statement 
he had e a s i l y demonstrated t h a t the claims by Amnesty I n t e r n a t i o n a l i n i t s 1983 
r e p o r t concerning p o l i t i c a l p r i s o n e r s and the s t a t u s o f r e l i g i o u s m i n o r i t i e s were 
i n v a l i d . In f a c t , many r e l i g i o n s c o - e x i s t e d i n the Is l a m i c Republic of I r a n , i n a l l 
honour. 
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90. Some c o u n t r i e s were s t i l l b l i n d t o the f a c t t h a t h i s Government had taken the 
i n i t i a t i v e by i n v i t i n g the Secretary-General's r e p r e s e n t a t i v e to v i s i t the I s l a m i c 
Republic of Iran so as to o b t a i n f i r s t h a n d i n f o r m a t i o n about human r i g h t s . 
F o l l o w i n g t h a t i n i t i a t i v e , the Commission had at i t s t h i r t y - n i n t h s e s s i o n decided 
to force tha v i s i t o f the Secretary-General's r e p r e s e n t a t i v e on the I s l a m i c 
Republic of Iran and had then proceeded to condemn the country without w a i t i n g 
f o r the r e p o r t requested. The only c o n c l u s i o n to be reached was t h a t the 
Commission's d e c i s i o n was based on a p o l i t i c a l stance and not on f a c t u a l accounts 
of the s i t u a t i o n . He h i m s e l f was simply t r y i n g to f u l f i l h i s duty i n removing 
any doubts regarding the human r i g h t s s i t u a t i o n i n h i s country. 

91. At the request of the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the S y r i a n Arab Republic, a vote was 
taken by 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/CN.4/1984/L.8ü/Rev.l, as o r a l l y amended 
by the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of the Netherlands. 

92. The United States of America, having been drawn by l o t by the Chairman, was 
c a l l e d upon t o vote f i r s t . 

In favour : Argentina, B u l g a r i a , Canada, Colombia, Costa R i c a , F i n l a n d , 
France, Germany, Federal Republic o f , I r e l a n d , I t a l y , Jordan, 
Mexico, Netherlands, Rwanda, Spain, Togo, Ukrainian Soviet 
S o c i a l i s t Republic, Union o f Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, Uruguay. 

Against; Bangladesh, Cuba, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Nicaragua, P a k i s t a n , 
S y r i a n Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania. 

A b s t a i n i n g ; B r a z i l , Сгияегооп, China, Cyprus, Gambia, German Democratic 
Republic, I n d i a , Japan, Kenya, Mozambique, P h i l i p p i n e s , Senegal, 
Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe. 

95. Draft r e s o l u t i o n S/CN.4/1984/L.88/Rev.l, as amended o r a l l y , was adopted by 
21 votes to 7, w i t h 14 a b s t e n t i o n s . 

94. Mr. EL FERJANI (Libyan Arab Jam a h i r i y a ) , speaking i n e x p l a n a t i o n of vote, 
s a i d t h a t the Commission should not have taken such a hasty d e c i s i o n , without 
c a r e f u l l y examining the p o l i t i c a l and h i s t o r i c a l background and the complex s e c u r i t j 
s i t u a t i o n f a c i n g the I s l a m i c r e v o l u t i o n . I t had to be remembered th a t SAVAK, 
the i n t e l l i g e n c e agency t h a t had e x i s t e d before the Revolution, had acted i n c l o s e 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n w i t h the CIA i n hatching p l o t s a g a i n s t the v i c t o r i o u s r e v o l u t i o n i n 
the I s l a m i c Republic of I r a n . Where had the States which had now e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y 
condemned the I r a n i a n r e v o l u t i o n been some years p r e v i o u s l y , when the SAVAK 
machinery had been t o r t u r i n g hundreds of thousands of I r a n i a n freedom-fighters, 
throwing thera i n t o tha Shah's p r i s o n s , executing people without a f a i r t r i a l and 
l i q u i d a t i n g them a l i v e w i t h chemical products. Every r e v o l u t i o n had i t s enemies 
and every r e v o l u t i o n had to face s p e c i a l circumstances and c o n d i t i o n s . His 
delegation had voted a g a i n s t the d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n because i t considered t h a t , i n 
a l l o b j e c t i v i t y , the Commission should not have been so p r e c i p i t a t e i n a r r i v i n g 
a t i t s d e c i s i o n . 

The meeting rose a t 11.55 P-t"-




