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The nmeeting was called to order at 3.40 p.m

CONSIDERATION OF AND ACTION UWN DRAFT RESOLUTIONS ON AGENDA ITEMS 46 TO 65 AND 144
(continued)

The CHAIRMAN: As | announced this norning, the Conmittee will take

action on draft resolutions incluster 12 -draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1
and L.54 - and in cluster 6 - draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.27, L.44 and L.50,

W turn first to draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1,

M. BUTLER (Australia); on behalf of the delegations of France, the

Federal Republic of CGermany, Iceland, the Netherlapds, Norway, Sanpa, Sweden, the
Uni ted Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and ny own delegation,| have
the honour to introduce the draft resolution contained in docunent
A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l. On 6 November, in this Conmittee, speaking on behalf of the
same group of sponsors, | introduced draft resolution a/C.1/41/L.71. Since the
time at which that draft resolution was introduced, its sponsors have entered into
intensive consultations with other delegations, and as a consequence of those
Consul tations have issued a revised version of the draft resolution, that is, the
text in docunent a/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1.

| mght also say inmediately that since that time further consultations have
taken place, and in this statenent | shall be reading out two further small
revisions to that document, which are the consequence of those consultations.

First, however, | should like to invite the attention of menbers of this
Committee to the terms of draft resolution a/€.1/41/L.71/Rev.1, as a whole and in
principle. It is now 10 nmonths since the Secretary-General brought to the
attention of this body - and one could indeed say to the attention of the world
comunity - the situation then prevailing with regard to the position of Director
of the United Nations Institute for D sarmanent Research (UNIDIR).

Mr, Perez de Cuellar nmade it clear that the failure of M. Liviu Bota to return
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(Mr. Butler, Australia)

fromhismshome country to Geneva to resumethe directoreiip of the United Nations
Inn ti tutewasa matter for serious concernand amatter which was danagi ng the
conduct of the affairs of that Institute. He indicated his willingness to use what
hae since beencalled quiet diplonmacy to try to solve the problem and bring about
M. Bota's return to his proper functions in Geneva at the earliest possible tine.

Two weeks ago in this Committee afurther report, the |atest, was given on
behal f of the Secretary-General by the Under-Secretary-General for Disarmamen®
Affaire, Mr. Jan Mar teneon. That report appear s in the verbatimrecord of the
proceedinge of this Conmittee for this session. It does so, of course, because we
have on our agenda in this Commttee agenda items 62 (e) and 62 (f), which relate
to the work of the United Nations Institute for Diearnanent Research, Because this
subject is validly inscribed on our agenda, a report on the Secretary-General's
efforts with regard to the directoranip of the Institute was requested and was
given, on behalf of the Secretary-General, by Mr. Jan Martenson.

That report gave us a chronol ogi cal and factual account of what had happened
since Decenber 1985 and of the efforts that have beennma& to rectify the
situation. In particular, it was made clear that it was the view of the
Secretary-General and of the Advisory Board on Disarmamen® Studi es, which serves as
the Board of Trustees of the Institute, that the absence of tae Director of the
Inetitute from his job was causing harmto the work of the Institute. The
Institute was simply not functioning anit should be, because its head, its
Director, was not present. The report also ciear |y descr ibed the efforts that have
been made quietly, behind the scenes, to solve the problemand to allow M. Beta to

return to his post wi thout further delay.
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(M. Butler, Australia)

Some dimcussion of that report then too& place in this Conmittee. There was
what is politely called in our circles an exchange ofviews. | think it is now
clear to delegations in this room that the problem at present remains unresol ved.
That is apoint which | amboundto emphasize. There is a problem It is the

probl em of the directorship of the ™mited Nations Institute for)isarmament

Research, a probl em which has arisenbecause the Director is not present. That

probl em remains unsol ved.
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(M. Butler, Australia)

Because of the sponsors® concern that that problem should be solved, we have
decided to proceed with the draft resolution, the text of which is given in
A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l, The fact that a revision has been issuved nakes clcar that we
have, as | said earlier, entered into extensive consultations and taken into
account the views of others.

I want now to revise orally the text ofdraft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l
to provide two further changes that are the consequence of consultations. On
page 2 of the English-language version of the draft resolution, in operative
paragraph 1, the sponsors propose that the first word, *"Depiores,® be replaced by
the word “Regrets”. That is the fir at of the two changes.

Turning to operative paragraph 2 on page 2, the spons-xs propose that, in the
second |ine of the English text, tha words “end Member States™ be del et ed.

Taat {8 the ful extent of the changes that hwe been suggested, with the
exception that, in operative paragraph 2, for correc iess in English, the comma
will have to bedeleted and word “and® will need to beinserted between the words
"Secr etary-General,"” and "the Advisory Board cm Disarmament Studies,” so that the
sentence would read “the Secretary-General and the Advisory Board on Di sarmanent
Studi es”.

what is at issue in this draft resolution is an inportant matter, and J want
to say with clarity - and | hope quietly, butwith all possible force - on behalf
of the sponsors of the draft resolution that we have submtted it for Me decision
of the First Conmittee because of our conviction that this is an issue of deep
practical and principled inportance to all of us. It is summed up in the second
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution, vhere.eference is made to Article
100 of the united Rations Charter. The fact and principle at issue there is that

of the independence and integrity of the Secretariat of the Unied Nations.
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(M. Butler, Australia)

We sponsors are deeply aware that tne Secretariat of the United Nations is a
Charter organ. It is integral to the efficient and fair conduct of the business of
the United Nations, and this is what is enshrined in Article 100 of the Charter.

We firmy believe it in the interest of all of us to see the integrity and

i ndependence of the secretariat of the United Nations protected. It is for that
reason, and that reason alone, that we seek a decision of tnc Fir St Cormittee on
this matter which would ftndamentally enable the Secretary-General to pursue his
qui et diplomacy with those concerned in order to see that the problem | referred to
earlier is solved: that is, that the Director of the united Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research be returned to his job.

W make this proposal in defence of a Charter organ of the United Nations. W
make this proposal inthe interest of the efficient functioning of the Organization
and in the belief that all of us in this roomare deeply committed to the Charter
and to the efficient functioning of wne Charter organ known as the Secretariat.

In conclusion, the changes that have been made fromthe first version of the
draft resolution to revision 1 are extensive, and they do reflect, in the operative
paragraphs, the concerns ofmany del egations. The two changen I have suggested
today further reflect those concerns. The sponsors believe they have been
sensitive and that the draft resolution should now command Wi despread support.

I should like to say, quietly, that there has been some ‘suggestion in the
corridrs that the draft resolution is in some way directed against the Government
concer ned. on behalf of the sponsas, | reject that. The draft resolution is
directed towards the defence of principles and the defence of an institution that
is vital to all of us. The draft resolution quite specifically seeks to facilitate
the process - one that, by the way, the Government concerned says it wants

facilitated - whereby the Secretary-CGeneral may further conduct quiet diplomacy or
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{(Mr. Butler, Australia)

geek whatever ot her m.ans are required to renedy this situstion and to solve the
problem i nvol ved. On behalf of the sponsovs, | commend the draft resolution to the
support O the First Committee,

Mr. MARINESQU (Romania) (interpretation from Prench): After having
studied the revised version of draft resolutionA/C.1/41/L.71, my del egation woul d
lire categorically to reiterate its position, nanely, thatthe draft resolution is
unacceptable in content, in wer-all tenor ad with regard to the body to whi=h it
is being submitted.

The few changes t he sponsocre have felt constrained to make should not mislead
anyone, Beth the draft resolutionand the problem that has btsn artificially
mooted in the Committee have nothing to do with the First Committee's workand are
dwoi d of any connection with the problems of disarmament ad international
secur ity that form the burden of the wor k to w'.ich the Commi ttee shov 3 be
dedi cat ed.

The draft resolution, as presently worded, continues to be a clear attenpt to
interfere in the internal affairs ofa Member State end to de.1l1 with a problem
purely within the purview of Romania as a swvereign State - «, indeed, of any
other state - in dealing vith one of its own citizens. Once again, the sponsors of
the draft resolution have clearly denonstrated that their purpose is not to find a
genui ne solution to the probl em nder discussion in accordance with the interests
and rights of the parties concerned, but, rather, to i nvol ve the Committee in a
political diversion: since the sponsors cannot adnit their true political
purposes, they are attempting to dlsgquise them by a purported concern over the
nornal functioning of the United Nations Institute fa Disarmament

Rasearch (UNIDIR).



RM/6 A/C.1/4)/PV. 47
9-10

(Mr. Mar inescu, Romani a)

The draft resolution opens the door tc many problems. rhe Romanian side is
fully interested in the smooth functioning of the Institute. Because rather
hi gh-fl own | nguage has once agai n been used this afternoon,| should |ike to paint
out that in its conclusions the report ot the Secretary-General on the activities
of UNIDIR confines itself to stating that to date the Institute has discharged its
functions in away that has won the confidence of it8 Mvisory Board and the States
members of that boay. The continuation of the Institute’s work under satisfactay
oonditions is largely reliant on sufficient financiel resources and proper staffing.

As we havn already stated, the necessary step to that end can easily be taken
wi thout the need for mydraft resolution. What we require is a true spirit of
co-operation nd non-interferntce in a matter which can be solved in a manner
satisfactoryto allthe parties concernedonly through the process indicated in the
Advisory Board ‘s report, aprocess that is within the exclusive purview of the

Romanian authorities nmd the Secretary-ieneral.
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(M. Mar inescu, Ronani a)

The draft resolution before us, we are profoundly convi nced, canonly harmt
possibilities of reachingcuch & e oluticn. We have never recognized the right of
any State to interfere in such matters, or indeed in any other matter pertaining to
the sovereign right of another State. We do not Wi sh to enter into the details of
this matter.

Any del egation ofgood faith thatwould Like to |earn the viewoint of the
Romanian delegation can do so by rereadi ng the statement made by the Romanian
del egation on 4 November, in document A/C.1/41/PV, 31.

In 14wt of the foregoing | wish, ¢n behal f ofny delegation to raise a point
of order and officially request that no decision be taken on draft resolution
L.71/Rev.l. | regquw at that this proposal be putto a vote immedi ately, under
rule 121 of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly. According to that
rule, wny motion calling for a decision on the conpetence of the General Assembly
O the Conmittee to adopt a proposal submitted to it shall beput to the vote
before a vote is taken on the proposal in question., In rising to this notion ny
delegation is notivated by its devotion to the Committee's proper per formance of
its tasks relating to disarmament and international security.

Mr. MOREL (France) (interpretation from French): The representative of
Romani a has just denied the competence of the First Committee on the matter bhefore
us and in that connectioninvoked rule 121 of the rules of procedure of the General
Assembly. On that point| should like to nuke two comments: W have already heard
the Legal Counsel of the United Nations, who, after considering the matter,
expressed in no uncertain terms the view that the First Committee was competent.
Are we t0 suppose that the Legal Counsel made a mistake and that consequently

rule 121 should apply? My delegation thinks exactly the opposite.
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(H. Morel, France)

Fur thermore, | note that the Romanian del egation itselt in document
A/C.1/41/L.84 2255+ @ bnitted a number of amendments to the draft resolution
contained in document L.71/Rev.l. |t therefore recognizes ipso facto tre
competence of our Committee ® inw it hamofficially submitted draft amendments
under agenda item 62 (e) ad(f ) .

The CHAIRMAN: The reprecentative of Romania has asked thar a decision be
taken under rule 121, Rule 121 reads as follows:

“Subject to rule 119, any motion calling for a decisica on the competence
of the General Assembly or the Committee to adopt a proposal submitted to it
shall be put to the vote before a vote is taken on the proposal in question.”

M. BUTLER (Australia): | have sought t0 speak on a point of crder
pursuant to the statenent bythe representative of France cm t he procedural
prop: sal made oy the Romanian representative nder rule 121. My point of order is
this: | believe that whai wie FPrinch repcesentative has said is factual in that
the lagal Counsel hus already ruled on the niter whichwe are being asked to
consi der under rule 121. |f that is not the cas  perbaps the | agal Counsel can
tell us othexwise; but if we do already have a ruling, that the matter is within
the competence of the Firat Committee, then, I submit, it 1is unnecessary to seek a
further ruling.

The CHAIRMAN: According to the question raised bythe representative of
wrance and by the reprwentative of Australia, | should |ike to say that the
representative of Romania hus officially requested that a decision be taken unde
rule 121. The statement by the representative of the Ofice of Legal Affair6 the
other day was not a ruling. Therepresentative of the Uffice of Legal Affair6 is
only i~ a position to give acvice to the Cowmittes. But the request of the

Romanian representative was to have a decision taken on the competence of the
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(The Chai r man)
Committee on the action which we are going to take on draft resolution L.71/Rev.l,

and that is up to the Committee to decide.

M. van BOHEMEN (New Zeal and) 3 Before we proceed to vote on the matter |

should like to ask the Leqal Counsel again to give us his advice on the auestion
whet her the Committee has the competence to consider this issue.

The CHAIRMANt | do not think there is any necessity of again asking the
represen.ative of the Office of Legal Affairsto give hi 6 opinion, because that
opinion waé duly reco.ded in the verbatim record of the weeting at which the matter
was discussed. This was just nowconfirnmed by the representative of the Ofice of
Legal Affair6 - that it is not within his conpetence to make a ruling: he may only
give advi ce.

Rulings fall within the competence of the Chairmen or the Committee itself.
Therefore | consider the motion made by the representative of Romani a under
rule 121 to be in accordance with the rul es of procedure.

If there 18 no other objection | sha_. put the proposal of the Romanian
representative to the vote and | =hall now call ». the Secretary of the Committee
to conduct the voting.

M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): The voting will now begin on
the proposal nade by the representative of Romania.

Al those representatives vho feel that It is within the conpetence of the
Committe. ~ consider the proposal should vote ®"yes®3 those who feel that it is not
within the comprienceof the Committee with respect to rule 121 should vote "no";
and those who wish to abstain should signify accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN: | call upon the representative of Australia on a point of

order.
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Mr . BUTLER (Australia) : | apologize for intervening while voting is
tak ing place. Normallythat would not occur. Nor would it occur that a
description of what representatives are voting on would take place while voting is
already under way. May | therefore respectfully suggest that we start again, turn
the machine off and the Secretary of the Committee be given whatever time he
requires to explain with crystal clarity what the proposal is. Therefore we will
know how to vote yea or no, according to our opinions . and only thereafter will the

process of voting begin.
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Mr. MARINESCU (Romania) (interpretat ion fromFrench)1 On a point of
order, ny delegation has no doubt whatsoever about what we are voting ©n. Those
who are not satisfied with the results of that vote, which has been conducted in a
perfectly regular way, can explain why. I think we have voted in favour of or
against the procedural notion aspresented.

Tha CHAIRVAN.  We are n~w at the stage of the voting process. The
Secretary of the Conmittee tried to explain to the Committee what was the subject
of the voting. He wasrepeating what | had already indicated. On apoint of
order, the representative of Australia has askedthat the voting process he started
aqgai n. M/ intention ias to call again on the Secretary of the Committee and, after
his expl anati on of what we are going *o vote on underrule 121 concerning the
competence of the Committee on the proposal before us, we shall start the voting
process again.

I call on therepresentative of Australia on another point of order.

M. BUTLER (Australia) ¢ First ofall, may | nay this. It is, in my
experience, unprecedented - | have never seen it before - that an exnlanation js
given of what States are voting upon after thevoting has commenced. The chairnman
has agreed that we should therefore start again, butj with all respect, | also
proposed that the machine should be turned off and let go back to zero and that we
follow the correct proceduror that we aretold what w are voting on before the
machine is turned on. Quite frankly, | heard del egations around we saying, “Wat
are we voting on?* ay | please ask thatwe go back to zero, havea full
expl anation and then conmence the voti .

The CHAIRVAN. W shall therefore start fromthe beginning, after

listening to the Secretary of the Committee. The VvOting machine has been turned

off.
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(The Chairman)
I call on the represente*ive of Romaniato speak on a point of order.

Mr. MARINEBSCU (Romania) (interpretation from French) ¢ My notion was
presented as followss "On behalf of ny delegation, | officially request that no
deci sion be taken on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.}*, That was how ny motion
was worded and that is what| ® sksdthe Chairman toputto the vote immediat2ly.

My motion wasrai sed under rule 121, which reads:

any notion calling for a decision on the competence of the General
Assenbly or the committee to adopt a proposal submitted to it shall be putto
the vote before a vote is taken on the proposal in question.*

O course this must be interpretsd inthe |ight of the wording of the proposal
put forward by the Romanian del egati on.

The CHAIRMAN: | had already informed the Committee that the Romanian
representative's notion fell underrule 121, on the conpetence of the Committee. |
shall now call on the Secretary beforewe cone to thevoting, and | would like all
menbers of the Committee to |listen to the Secretary of the Committee before voting.

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary ofthe Committee) : After having consulted - in
theintervening period -~ the representative of the Office of Legal Affairs,| can
only repeat what!| said earlier: we arevot ing on the notion nade by the
representative of Romania within the framework of rule 121, which reads:

“Subject to rule 119, anynmotion calling for a decision on the conpetence
of the General Assenbly or the committee to adopt a proposal submittedtoit
shall be put to the vote before a vote is taken on the proposal in question.*
I will now repeat what | said earlier with respect to the vote, something that

% have al ready repeated twice, butif | amrequested,| shall do so a third time.

The CHAIRMAN: The Secretary must conpl ete the explanation befure the

machine i s unlocked. There is, however, another point of order by Australia, which

makes t he voting process very difficult, i must say.
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M. BUTLER (Australia): | amnot prepared to accept comment8 about who
is or is not making the votiry process difficult. Let Nt make it simple for the
representative of Romania. The proposal that he has submitted | a that no decision
be taken. wWith all respect, that |a not rule 121. This i{s why our secretary is
havi ng such aif f icusity.

Rule 121 relates to the competence Of the General Assembly. | submit that the
only notion that can be put under that rule is to say: *“I submit that this
Assembly is not conpetent to consider that issue®, |f the Romanian representative
wishes t0 submit that nbtion, we will vote aeccordingly, and that vote will be
accurately taken under rule 121. | woul d welcome the advice of the Legal Cou: .el
if ¥ amwong, hut | do not believe | am.

If, on the other hand, the Romanian representative wishes to say that his
notion la that we take no decision on thir matter ~ which is aquite different from
the auestion of conpetence - that falls underanother rule, andthere myassistance
stops, because T am notactually prepared at this stage to tell himwhich it is.

Re canfind it for hinself.

Mr. MARINESCU (Romania) (i nterpretation from French): On a point of
order, it seems to usthat we are in the niddle of avoting pr -:edureand rule 128
is ouite clear about that. Whatthe representative of Australia has told us is
® iniply a lesson on how to vote after thevoting has started. | think we ® hould
abi de by what 1s stipulated in this very cl ear rule, which is so very often invoked
and respect ed.

The CHAIRMAN: Tht notlon raised bythe representative of Romania was
made under rule 121 and | again call on ttr: Sscretary of the Committee in order to

conduct the voting proceas.
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M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): | hopel do notsound like a
broken record, butonce again we are on rule 121 and | will repeat whatl said

earlier. Those who feel thatit is within the Committee’s competence to consider
the proposal before the Committee, that 18, in document A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l, vote
“yes®; those who feel that the Committea is not conpetent to take action on that

proposal, vote "no"jthose who wi sh to abstain, signify accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN.  |Is there still uncertainty on the action té be taken? |
think it is clear and we can proceed to the vote.

I call on therepreeantative of Peru, who has asked to speak on a point of
order.

M. MORFLLI (Peru) (interpretation from Spaniah): In the attenpted vote
of a few moments ago, those who voted "no", did so thinking very clearly that what
t he representative of Romania had reauested was that thie Committee be decl ared not
competent onthis matter. Those ofus whovoted ® non are voting agai nst that
procedural posit ion, as subnmitted by Romani a; but what the Secretary has just said
creates a great deal of confusion and makes me think that | should vote the
opposite. So T think we must be absolutely clear onwhat we are voting on.

The CHAIRMAN: For the third or fourthtine, rule 121 reads:

“Subject to rule 119, any motion calling for a decision on the conpetence
of the General Assenbly or the Committee to adopt a proposal submitted to it
shall be put to a vote befora a vote is taken on the proposal in question.”
The representative of Romanis has made this notion underrule 121, that the

Committee has to deci de on the competence of the Committee to take action on the
draft resol ution contained in document A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1. That 12 the motion
under rule 121, and that covers not only the conpetence of the General Assenbly:

it is the conpetence of the Committee as well, because rule 121 Concerns actions

taken by the Committee,.
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(The Chai rman)
Therefore, | shall again call on the Secretary of the Commnittee to repeat what
we are qoing to vote on.
M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee): | think there is confusion
only because there may be sone mieunderstandi ng anong delegations: | can see very

wel | that there is nodding on one side of the room and that hands a~e waving on the
ot her side. However, the manner in which I put the vote - which should be rather
cl ear on the proposal made by the representative of Rowsnia under rule 121 would
be as follows during the voting procedure, and | will repeatit very slowly.

Those who feel that the Committee s conpetent to act on the proposal -

The CHAIRMAN: 1 call on the representative of Romania who has asked to
speak again on a point oforder.

Mr. MARINBSCU (Ronania) (interpretation from French) : T think the
representative of Peru gave a very adequate sunmmary of the situation and the
problemwe are faced with. Wy should we not proceed in the sinplest, nost |ogical
way? Let us vote on the proposal which was made. Those who are in favour of the
proposal, or the notion if you will, put forward by the Romanian delegation wil |
votein favour, and those who are against that nmotion will vote against it. That
is ny proposal.

The CHAIRMAN: | c¢«ll on the representative of Australia, who has asked
to speak on a point of order.

M. BUTLER (Australia) : Forthe second time, natters having been
clarified, the Secretary of tte Conmmittee has comrenced stating the true position.
The true position is that rule 121 deals vith the competence of thisbody to deal
with an issue, not,my | say, to adopt it or reject it - that is for the comittee

to decide - hut to deal with it: the conpetence to deal with an issue.
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(Mr. Futler, Australia)

Romania has put a proposition under rula 121 to the effect that the Committed
i8 not oonpetent. Therefore the issue is claar: Those who believe that this
Conmittee is conpetent to deal with the ismue should vote “yes™y those who believe
it is not should vote "no*; and, of course, we all know what abstention neans.

I think that is the only viable proposition that can be put under rule 121,
because it deals only with conpetence, not with sone other substanrive notion, just
competence.

The CHAIRVMAN: | call on the representative of Romania, w4Yo has asked to
speak on a point of order.

M . MARINBSCU (Romania) (interpretat .om fromFrench) ¢ |In connection with
what hae just been said, ny proposal was not to the effect that the Conmttee
shoul d not deal with the issue. Th= proposal was |inked to the process of decision
making; that the Committee should not take a decision = which is quite different.

The CHAIRMAN: Hay | ask the representative of Romani a agains the motion
which he made under rule 121 is on the conpetence of the General Assenbly or the
Conmittee to adopt the proposals subnmitted. Rule 116 is the rule which refers to
adjournment of the debate, and under rule 116, a decision may be taken not to take
action. SO one is a question of competence and the other is a question of not
taking action, which would come underrule 1l16.

I call on the representative of Rcmania on a point of order.
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M. MARINESCU {(Romania) (interpretation from French): | apolcgize for
having to repeat what | have just said.

Mr. Chairnman, if you put to the vote the nbtion | have introduced the
conclusion will be quite clear: thatthe First conmmittee has no decision to take
on draft resolution L.71/Rev.l. |If, on the other hand, our notion is rejected, the
Conmittee will proceed to vote onthe draft resolution as revised.

In other words, | think we mustvote on the basis of the actual wo: ‘ng of the
proposal made by del egation. Those in favour of that notion will vote "y 3% thuse
against it will of course vote “no”.

The CHAIRMAN: The representative of Rommnia has repeated his request for
a vote ona notion basedonrule 121s nanely, that the Conmttee is not competent
to take a deci sion on the draft resolution before us. Those in favour of the
notion proposed by the representative of Romani a woul d vote “yes®™; those against it
woul d vote “no”. That is now clear. The notion has been fornulated under
rule 121.

After that clarification hy the del eqati on of Romania,l think we can ow
begin the voting process.

I Call uponthe Secretary of the Comittee.

M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Conmittee) s To repeat what you said,
M. Chairnman, on the basis of the new wording provided by the representative of
Romania, his notion is that the Comrittee is not competent to take a decision on
ti.e proposal before the Conmittee. Accordingly, thosein favour of Ronania's
nmotion woul d vote "yes®) those who are agai nst thenotion - that is, thatthe
Committee is conpetent - would vote “no”; and those abstai ni ng would signify
accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN: The Conmittee will now prorzed to the vote on the notion

of the del egation of Romania under rule 121 of the rules of procedure.
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A recorded vote ham beenrequested.
A recorded vote was taken.
In favour: Af ghani st an, Al bania, Angole, Bangl adesh, Benin, Bulgar ia,

Burki na Faso, Burwmdi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Chi na, Comoros, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denpcrat c Yemen, Et hi opi a,
Ger man Democratic | &ublic, Quinea, Hungary, Indanesia, Kuwait,
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, Malayaia, Mali, Mongolia, Mozambigue, Pol and,
Romania, Rnanda, Somalia, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisi a,

Ukr ai ni an Sovi et Soci alist Republic, Uniori of Sovi et Soclalist
Republics, Viet warn, Zambia, Zimbabwe,

Agai nst_: Argentina, Australia, Austcria, Bahamas, Bel gi um Cameroon,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, CBte A'Ivoire, Donmrk,‘ncuador,
Finland, France, Germany, PFederal Republic of G eece, Guatenal a,
Iceland, Ireland, Israwl, Italy, Japsn, Lesotho, Luxembourg,
Nepal, Nether lands, New Zeal and, Nocway, Paraguay, Peru,
Phi | i ppi nes, Portugal, Samoa, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Spain, Sweden, United King&m of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United Staten of America, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Abstaining,: Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Congo, Egypt, Chana, India, Kenya,
Li beria, Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Niger, N geria, Oman,
Sri Lanka, Suri nane, Turkey, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzani a,
Yugosl avi a, Zaire.

The motion was rejected by 42 votes to 38, with 22 abstenti ons.

The CHAIRMAN: We ball now consider the draft resolution in docunent
A/C.1/4)/L.71/Rev.1l, as orally revised by the representative of Australia.

M. MARINBESCQU (Romani a) (interpretation from French): The anmendnents
contained in docuammt A/C.1/41/L.84 are, | think, fairly clwar in their purport and
in harmony with what we said on 4 November.

May | first draw attention to the new pyveambular paragraph we have proposed,
which i S intended t0 emphasize that international civil servants notonly have
righta butal so have obligations and duti es.

In connection with the operative paragraph that calls on all interested
parties to co-operate, this, | think, is a veryimpor tanti dea All those who are
really anxious to find a satisfactory solution to the problem being discussed here

shoul d supportit - precisely in order to facilitate such a sol ution.
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The wording is the same as that ued in the report of the Secretary-Genetal on
the activities of the Governing Council of UNIDIR.

The anendnenta could be put to the vote at the same tile.

The CHAI RVAN: Does any other delegation wish to make a statement or to
comment before we take action cn this &aft resolution? It appears not.

| shall now call on those delegations ny wishingto explain their votes before
the vote.

Mr. HEPBURN (Bahamas): Before | get into the reason for ny asking to
speak, | ahould like tosay that it is very heartening to ny delegation to note
that the representatives of the First Committee have finally had their procedural
hapti w.

Besides |istening vey carefully to the &bate on the question of the MAvisory
Board on Di earmament Studies and the United Nations Instfitute for Disarmament
*search (UNIDIR), | have participated in many discussions with representatives on
all sides of the question. Cne factor that seldom came through cleuly to me,
however, was the niddle position on W relationship between the Institute end the
United Nations in its efforts to pronbte general and complete disarmament. Some
presentations of views were oftentiner clouded with personal concerns and

face-saving devices.
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It seemed at the Qutset that polariaation had already set in and that

delegatiors were already expected to act inone way or another. That is very
unfortunate. M/ del egation canno. profess to undexstand the matter in its
entirety, butthere is nodoubtin our minds that the issue before us involves a
nunber of sensi tive aspects, including the legal, the financial and the

humanitar ian, My delegation further realixea that at almost all stages of the
exchange ofviews greater priority was given to national intereats than tothe role
O the ynited Nations, which provides the platformfor airingthese differences.

My delegat: realises, above all, that human nature prevents us frombeing totally
objective about matters that touch us closely, and that we therefore tendtoignore
the “every-dog-has-its-day” syndrone until it is too late. We fail to be m ndful
of the simple truth that right cnoices at the beginning of all negotiations save us
from the threat of unfair treatment at a later stage; that is, precedent ensures
bat all guestions betreated or considered On their individual nerits. But |
suppose that if sucha truismwere applied life ingeneral would bedull indeed.

In the early stages of our deliberations on this matter my delegation was
extrenmel y ambivalent ad evensensed an ill wind that could bring no good. The
wani ng of much of the scepticism!| had was due in par tW.e wisdom of the
sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71 in revising the text. The revision,
though still inperfect for a number of reasons, manages to present the issue
wi t hout commicting the grave sin of interrerence. On the other hand, it seens to
ny delegation that the amendments c :tained i n docunent A/C.1/41/L.84 call for the
elimnation of sone of its aspects; this could negate the role of the United
Nations in upholdinc the pr inciples of the Charter. An affi.mative vote by the

“ahamas del ega tion, then, while it does not ignore the congcicus or unconscious
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political nuances,, will becast first and foremost i n support of the work of the
Institute as a neceswary body, and with aview to seeing its lifespan extended and
to ensuring that it is given the Proper requivrements for its effective operation.

Mr. EXEI'S (Sweden): The Advisory Board on Disarmament Studi es, which

serves am t he Board of Trustees of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament
Research (UNIDIR) , #tated unaniminously in its latest report that it found itself
faced with a very difficult situation ip GNIDIR ow ng to the absence of the
Director. Furthermore, the following was stated:

*The serious impairment to the work ofthe Institute caused by the
continued abssuce ofthe Director -«as noted by many metiers of the Board. It
was felt that the effect was particularly critical at the present state of the
Institute’s devel opment when the presence of an active Director was vital. It
was decided tnat the Secretary-General should be given every support by the
Board in his efforts to find asolution oatiafactory to all concerned”.

(A/41/666, para. 26)

It is self-evident that, in the faoe ofthe alarmng information provided by
the Board, the First Committee cannot remain inpaaaive. Dr ft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.7)1/Rev.l, as orally revised, embodies a necessary statement to be issuved
by the General Assembly as a reaction to the report on ‘the severe problenms wthin
UNIDIR.

bocument A/C.1,’41/L.84 contains pccposed amendments t0 draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l. The members of the First Conmittee should share the view that
it is the Committee's duty to acton the problem oft he absence of the Director of
WIDR The Committee has just decided that it is canpetent to do so. Agreement
having been reached on that fundamental pint, it now remains to deci de on the

ccntentr of the draft resolution finally to be adopted by the conmittee.
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I wish to state the following with regard to the amendnents proposed in
docurment A/C.1/41/L. 84 : apart from sane languagedesigned to play dowr the harm
inflicted cn UWNIDIR, the amendments include a call upon all concerned to co-operate
in finding asatisfactory solution. W have all beeninforned that during a period
of some 11 months the Secretary-Ceneral has been carrying cut quiet diplomacy
marked by numerous propasalsand initiatives in order to rectify the situation.
gecondly, the Advisory Board - the Board of Trustees of UNIDIR - has spent
considerable tine and effort in the search for asolution. Thirdly, Member States
have discreetly and consistently tried indifferent waysa to resolve the mattei in a
ncn-confrontation4l way. Only one of the parties oconcerns d has made no effort
whatsoever, in spite of the numerous appe~1ls directed to it.

In the light of those facts and ~f the great efforts of the Secretary-General,
it woul d be singularly unfair to the Secretary-General to call upon iim to
co-oper ate, bearing inmnd what is crystal-clear to all in this room,including
the del egation sponsor ing docunent A/C. /4 |/L. 84z that it is only one concerned
Gover nment that has consistently refused to co-operate inthe efforts to resolve
the matter. pocument A/C.1/41/L.84 must therefae be rejected.

Only draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l, as orally revi-=d, contains what is
needed to reach an agreed solutionto the problem, nanely a call upon the
Gover nnent concer ned to woperate inresolving the matter. The |anguage is
| ow- key md non-provoca Li ve, but cl ~ar enough to be understood.

By rejecting document A/C.1/41/L.84 and roting in favour of draft resol ution
A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev .1l as orally revised, this Committee will support the efforts of

t he Secr etar y-Gener al .



MS/11 AIC.1/ 41/PV. 47
34-35

Mr . MEISZTER (Hungary): The Hungarian delegation wishes to ® pakin
® xplanaticn. of vc. e before the votingon draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev .1 as
orally revised. The Hungarian del egation participates in the work of the First
Committee with a clear mandate: t0 be party to any deliberation or action nmeant to
lead to, or foster, a real disarmanent process. To translate thatinto plain
BEnglioh, this means, With rrpect to the present stage of our work, that my
delegation is ready to vote on alldraft resolutions that have a clear bearing on
true disarmament issues.

But,in our view, the mainthrust of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1 has
nothing to do with disarmanent measures. This is proved indirectly, inter alla, by
the fact that the same question was allocated for discussion in the Fifth Committee
on the basis ofa report of the Secretary-General dated 10 October 1986, entitled
“Per ® +B[® (ues tions: Respect for the privileges and i mmunities of officials of
‘& United Nations and the specialized agencies and related organizationa”

(A/C.5/41/12) .
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I hops that no one wWill question the Secretary-General's ability correctly to
inscribe an issue in the category in which it properly belongs. Taking that into
® ooont, | voted accordingly a few moments ago or t he procedur-l noti on made by the
fomanian delegation. The motion was not carried. 'That being the case, and bearing
in mind the fact that we are prepared to vote only on substantial disarmament
issues, | feel obliged to inform delegation8 that the Hungarian del egation will not
participate in the voting.

Hr. BUTLER (Australia): | have soughtbriefly to explahg m/ delegation's
vote befae the voting -~ obviously, not on the draft resolution concerned, because
we are ® pnroca, but., in fact, on the amendments to it subnmitted by the lelegation
of omania i n docunent A/C.1/41/L.°

A few moments ago the representative of Romani a stated that the sponsoring
delegations were "constrained to nake amendments®™ to their resolution. | should
like to say, quietly and firnmly, that there was no such constraint. ‘je are free
delegations., The amendments Wwe made were made voluntarily in order to make the
most ser ious and constructive approach we could make, in the light of the views of
other deleg tions mdin order to assist the process of solving the problem at hand.

It was al sO suggested that the United Nations Institute forDisarmament
Research was in no difficulty and that we had suggested t hat the opposite was true
and that it was experiencing some difficulty by way of nasking, in some way, a
political motive. Row, -

The CHAIRMAN: | call uponthe representative of Iomania, who has asked
to speak on a point of order.

M. MARINESQU (Romania) (interpretation from French): P% traps the Chair
could ask the representative of Australia what heis talking about. W are

discussing the amendmentsto the 4raft resolution. Instead of that,we are for the

nth time hearing a speech on the United Nations Institute for D sarnmanent Research
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and its working conditions anda new plea for the &aft resolution that has been
submi tted and r esubmi tted. Per hapsthe speaker could hew to the subject under
discuesion, |f ha wishesto address t he amendments, he may do soj as 4 sponsor,
however, he should not again discuss draft resolution A/C.1/4l/L.71/Rev.1.

The CHAIRMAN: | would ask the representative of Australia, ashehimself
indicated he was going to do in speaking i n explanation of vote, to speak to the
amendments submitted in document A/C.1/41/L.84. Wth that understanding, | again
call wupon him.

M. BUTLER (Australia): To be quite specific: cne of the amendments in
document A/C.1/41/L.84, paragraph 3, reformto

“the continuing absence ofthe Director of the United Nations Institute for

Disarmament Research and the serious effect that this is having on the wotk of

the Institute”.

That is the amendment | am addressing, and | am, therefore, speaking to the subject.
| €ound it incompr shensible that the charge be made that we are in some way
suggesting that the Institute is not in difficulty.

In any case, it does not matter. The Ambassador of Sweden has read into the
record paragraph 26 of the Advisory Board's report. I was going to do exactly the
same tting, but it {8 now no longer necessary. That hasanswered the point utterly
and entirely. As is stated therein, the United Nations [nstitute for Disarmament
Research (UNIDIR) is in deep trouble because of the absence of its Director. It is
unnecessary to read it into the record again, and | think that that answers the
point Romania has made.

Bringing ny statement to a conclusion, there is really nothing nore for ne to
say with regard to the amendments in A/C.1/41/7..84, It has all been said admirabl,
and conpletely by the representative of Sweden. 1 ose anendnents will not

strengthen t he hand of the Secretary-General in the way we all most surely desire
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that it be strengthened in order that he may solve this deeply regrettable

praoblem. Under those circunstances, ny delegation will vote against the ameadments.
M. KAROUI (Tunisia) (interpretation from French): | should like to

expl ain Tunisia s vote before the voting on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1l

relating to M. Bota's prolonged absence from his post as Director of the United

Nations Institute for Diearmament Research (UNIDIR).

My del egation believes that this is not a matter that should figure on the
agenda of the Fir at Commi ttee, whose essential duty is to deal with matters
conected with disarnament. Tunisia therefore feel8 that matters relating to
Un ef Nations civil servants and their working conditions ~ particularly outside
the organization's Headquarters - should be taken up in other United Rations bodies
that are nore co-tent and authorized to deal with personnel matters. Hance ny
del egation cannot. support the dratt resolution.

Nevert hel ess, ny delegation would like to reserve its right to speak to the
substance of this matter in due course in the appropriate forum

The CHAIRMAN: Since there are no other delegationa w shing to make
statenents in explanation of vote befcre the voting, the Conmittee will now begin
the voting on draft resolutions in Custer 12. Before taking action ondraft
resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l, the Committee will vote upon the anendments to that
draft resolution wntained in document A/C.1/41/L.84.

pafore voting on the anendnents in A/C.1/41/L.84, | would renind del egations
that draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l has already beenorally revised by the
representative of Australia. Paragraph 4 of A/C.1/41/L.84, therefore, is not the
subject of a vote, since thatrevision has already beennmade orally by the

sponsora, (perative paragraph 2 of draft resolution L.71/Rev.l now reads:
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“Fully supports the continuing efforts being made by the
Secretary-General and the Mvisory Boardon pDisarmament Studies to rectify
this situation’.
| shall now put the amendments in document 3/C.1/41/L.84 to draft

resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1l, as orally revised, to the vote. The voting covers
paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6.
| call om the representative of Mexico, who has asked to speak on a point of

order .

M . GARCI A ROBLES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): I should like

to request a separate vote cn paragraph 3 of the amendnents submitted by Romania in

docunent A/C.1/41/L.84.
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The CHAIRMAN: There has just been a request for a separate vote on
paragraph 3 of the amendments to the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.1/41/1..84. |f there are no objectioas we will vote separately on pargraph 3.
I call ontherepresentative of NewZeal and on a point of order.

M. van BOHEMEN (New Zealand): 1 sho:ld just |like a clarification. |

had understood that we were to vote on al ? these anendnents as a group, as inacad
had been suggested by the sponsor of the anendnents, Romani a.

The CHAIRVAN. As representatives know, any delegation has the right to
request a separate vote on a particular paragraph, and we have taken into account
the request that was nade by the representative of Mexico for a separate vote on
par agraph 3 of the #=¢ndments.

There being no request to have a separate vote on each of the amendnents, we
will take paragraphs 1, 2, 5 and 6 as a group. Then we will have a separate vote
on paragraph 3.

If there is no objection we shall act acwdingly.

It was so decided.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In_f avours Af ghani st an, Angol a, Bangladesh, Bul gari a, Burkina Faso,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, China, Comoros, Cuba,
Cxechoel ovaki a, Denocratic Yemen, Ethiopia, German Denocratic
Republic, Iran (Islamc Republic of) , Irag., Kuwait , Lao People 's
Denocratic Republic, Madagascar Nbngolia, Mzanbique, N catayua,
Ooman, Pol and, Ronmnia, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia, Syrian Arab
Republic, Tunisia, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet Nam, Yemen- Yugosl avi a, Zaire,
Z imbabwe

Agai nst : Australia, Austria, Belgium canada, Chile, Colonbia,
cOte A'Ivoire, Denmark, Bcuador, Finl and, France, Gernmany,
Federal Republic of, lceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg,
Net her | ands, Now Zeal and, Norway, Paraguay, Philippines,
Portugal, Samoa, 8tagapore, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom of
Geat Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Uruguay, Venezuela
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Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Rotewana, Brazil,
Burundi, Caneroon, Congo, Egypt, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Quyana, India, Israel, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Mauritania,

Mexi co, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Pakirtan, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, United
Republic of Tanzania, Zanbia .

Par agraphs 1,2, 5 and 6 docunment A/C.l1/41/L.84 were adopted by 36 votes to 31,

with 36 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: \\¢ will now vote on paragraph 3 of docunent A/C.1/41/L.84

on which a separate recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:

Against:

Abstaining:

Af ghani stan, Angol a, Bangladesh, Bul garia, Burkina Faso,
Byelorussian Sovi et Socialist Republic, China, Comoros, Cube,
Czechosl ovaki a, Denocratic Yenmen, Ethiopia, German Democratic
Republic, India, Irag, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republi c,
Madagascar, Mauritania, Mexico, Mbngol i a, Mozambique, Ni caragua,
Ni ger, Philippines, Pol and, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia,
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Republic of
Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yenen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Australia, Auatria, Belgium Canada, Chile, Colonbia, Denmark,

Fi nl and, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland, Ireland,
Italy, Japan, Luxenmbourg, Netherlands, New Zeal and, Norway,

Par aguay, Peru, Portugal, Sanmpa, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, United
Ki ngdom of Geat Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
Anerica, Venezuel a

Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Burundi, Caneroon, Congo, Ecuador, Egypt, Chana, G eece,
Guatemala, Guyana, |ran (Islamic Republic of), Israel, Kenya,
Lesotho, Liberia, Nepal, N geria, Oman, Pakistan, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda,

Ur uguay

Par agraph 3 of docunment A/C.1/41/L.84 was adopted by 41 votes to 28, with 33

abstentions.

The CBAIRMAN: W will now take a decision on the draft resolution as a

whol e.

I call on the representative of Australia on a point of order.
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Mr. BUTLER (Australia): On behalf of che sponsors of the draft
reeolution contained in L.7L/Rev.l | move now, under rule 118 of the rules of
procedure of the General Assenbly, Eor a suspension of the neeting for 30 minutes
to enable consideration of further action on this subjectto be undertaken by
del egati ons

The CHAIRMAN: 1Ifthereis no objection, it will beso decided.

It was so decided.
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The meeting wan suspended at 5.05 p.m and resumed at 6.05 p. m

The CHAIRMAN: W still have before us draft resolution
A/C. :/41/L.71/Rev.1l, as orally revised and subsequently amended.

Before we cone to the vote on this draft resolution. | shall call upon the
representative of Australia.

M. BUTLER (Australia): Before we proceed to vote on draft resolution
L.71/Rev.1, as orally revised and then as amended by the process of voting in the
Committee on the basis of the amendments subnitted by Romania in docunent L.84, |
have been asked to make a bri ef s*atement on behal f of the follow ng del egations.
in addition to nmy own: the del egations of France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Icelan e Netherlands, Norway, Samoa, Sweden and the United Kingdom of G eat
Britain and Northern Irel and.

The draft resolution we have submtted in document L.71/Rev.l, asorally
revised by us, has now been amended by a vote of the Conmittee. The ef fect of
those anmendnents, in ourview, i8 to change the thrust and purpose of our draft
resolution in fundanental ways and in ways that are notacceptable to us.Tn
par ticular, inplications are ma&in the amendments with regard to the conduct of
the present Director of the United Rations Institute for Disarmament Research as an
international civil servant - inplications which we can’ in no ray suppor t, because,
inour view, they have beenin noway substantiated. VW will not be associated
with such inplications.

Inmpl ications ar e al so nade about the conduct of the Secretar y-Gener al in his
attenpts to solve the problemwth regard to the directorship of the tmited Nations
Institute, and those implications aboutthe conduct of the Secretary-General are

equally inplications with which we utterly di sassoci ate ourselves.
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Under these circumstances, as you kn-w, M. Chairnman, the ruler of procedure
are such that, as the draft resolution has been anended in the way that ours has,
we are of course no longer sponsor ofit. 'rhoge are the rules of procedure, butI
do want to underline that point and, consistent with what I have just said on
behal f of the sponsors of what was L.71/Rev.l, we will bevoting on the amended
draft resolution accordingly.

M. MARIWEBQU (Romania) (interpretation from French): Tuae situation in
which the representative of Australia finds himeelf ad his inconvenience ara quite
under st andabl e. Actually, inmmediately after the draft resolution was submitted in
its initial form two of the original sponsoacssaw fit immediately thereafter to

wi thdr aw.
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% w ~ - that the draft resclution is beconing a millstone and that the list
of spsrsoc. is shrinking before our very eyes. The fact that some ideas now
embodied in the &aft as amended by the will of this Committee are not Mleasing to
the gponsors 18 quite undcrstandable because, in the final analysis, what does this
draft resclutlon say in its amended form? It simply tays in the preambular Hart,
wi t hout waking any specific charges, that an international civil servant notonly
enjoys privileges ad rights, but has obligations md duties a8 wel|. Aad ne of
thoee obligations, which is to befound in the first article of the Staff
Ragulations, is that he is nct allowed to beinvolved in activities which are at
variance with his being an international c¢i 11 ervant.

.econdly, and above all, we said - ni these repeated statements, particularly
fromthe representative of Australia, have convinced us of this wen nore = that
what is being Jought ess: tially is nota solution to the so-called probl em of tha
directorship 01 che Unived Nations Institute for Disarmament -search (UNIDIR), a
probl em which could be very sinply and quickly resolved; the desire has been to
create a confiontation and a political diversion as wel|l as a false problem. For
that reason, there ha8 t.eeninadnissible abuse of the name and authority of the
Secretary-General by trying to convince this Committee that everything done on
behalf of these sponsocs, who now find it very awkward that their signature is on
this draft, has been, as they say, by authority of the Secretary-General, That
assertion nust be categoricallyandfirnmy rejected. The creation of a
non-exi strnt problemis abundantly clear.

Those who gentrinely want a solution have only one true and reasonable way out
of the provlem, t' e way in which such problems are normally resolved in
satisfactory way, satisfactory to all parties irnvolved and concerned - and thatis
t hrough di al ogue and through di scussion between the Secretary-General md the

Romanian authorities, the only recuple whoaredirectly and properly oonoecned, and
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rho are entitled, therefore, t0 make my judgoment about a matter relating to a
citizen of our state.

This unfortunate episode should, | think, teach us all a lesson .or the
fucure , because we cannot allow ¢ O Sta tes, which today are no longer prepared to
be ® goneae, to ® cro+te to themselves the right to interfecre in matters which are
not their concern andto beguilty thus of sate of intervention in the internal
affai 8 of other States. [f now this draft is no lomger to the liking of the
delegations which ociginally sponsored it, that of course is their affair. so far
as \\é e ra oconoerned, our attitudeto this draft, bothinits original and present
form, has | think been clearly explained and all delegations am, in a fully
informed way, adopt what ever decision they feel to bethe most judicious and the
met likely to resolre this affair which har been used as a prevaxt to create g
false problem and whioch hu ao abused the precious t.me Oof the Pirst Comnuittee in
the name Of so-called disarmament matters.

Mr. CROMARTIE (nmited Kingdom of Geat Britain and Northern Ireland): My
delegation cannot support draft resolution A/C.1/4'/L.71/Rev.l as it has now been
amended by t he adoption of the amendments in A/C.1/41/L.84. We were i n favour of
the text ae it appeared in A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1 ad were among its sponsors.
However, the draft resolution a8*t now reads appears to endorse the allegation by
the del egation of Romania that the Direata of the United Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research {UNIDIR) hasengaged in ® ctivitieo that are incompatible with
hisofficial duties. That is certainly not an issue on which this Committee is
compatent {0 pronounce itself.

Moreover, we very deeply regret the implici tcc iticism of the
Secretary-General in the draft reeoluticn asit now stands. We shall ther:.ove

vote againrt the draft resolution in its preseat form
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(M. Cromar tie, Ur Lted Kingdcm)

Wwe have supported and continue to support ths efforte of the Secretary-General
to bring this macter t0 a speedy and satisfactory conclusicu,

Mr. ROCHE (Canada): This afternoon has been a time of some confusion in
the Committee because of the manner in whict. our discussions have developd.
Throughout that confusion, Canadahas tried to keep one thought central to us, and
that one central thoughtis to express fairness to Mr. Bota. We believe, noreover ,
that the whole Committee has an obligation t0 express fairness to t he Dirsctor of
UNIDIR. Wewantto ® ONZ amessage ~ a clear, unequivocal message - oOf fairneaa to
Mr. Bota nd we vnt to strengthenthe had of the Secretary-General of the United
Nations to carry outhis responsibilities to ensurethat there will be fajrness to
Mr. Bota.

Now, we have exanined the draft resolution that is now going to be voted on by
the Committee as it has been amended, md we find that there have been brought into
the amended draft resol-ation thoughts which arecontrary to the orig.nal intention
of the sponsors of the draft resolution to ® xpreal fairness, and thatindeed what
we now have before uais an ® an&d draft resolution that in fact endortes
unsubstantiated allegations against M. Bota.

Therefore, in our considered viw, Canada will vote "no™ on this draft
resolution because we vnt to express our clear, unequivocal desire to all the
relavant authorities that fairness must be exer tee tcwvards Hr. Bota, and it is only
through a "no™ vote that such fairness will be manifestad.

Finally, Canada’ s ocommitment to an effective United Nations [nstitute for
Disarmament Researchis clear. T annot going to dwell on that now, but we have to
remember t hat equal’ lear i S the commitment by all of us to the principles
enbodied in the United Na tions Charter nd the Convention on the privileges and

immunities concerning the international character of the Secretary-General and him

staff.
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(Mr. Roche, Canada)

S8imply put, W thout universal respect for theme principlas the United Nations
could not function. W have been disturbed that the work of UNIDIR has for e ome
10 wmonths been nerioualy hanpered because the Director has been unable to return ¢co©
his post. W have made our concerns known to the appropriate parties, and we have
been uneauivocal in support of the Secretary-General in hig @ fforta to have the
® jtuation rectif |ed.

Now '@ | 0ok to those who have the power to do soto respect the pr inciples of
tha Charter and the privileges and immunities of the United Nations and to nend a
clear, unequi vocal messagein prccection of the Director of UNIDIR and in fairness
tuwards him by voting “no”.

Hr. van BOHEMEN (New Zealand); New Zealand attaches the highest

imporiance to the United Nations. | would like to recall some of the principles on
which this Organization was bared.

It nhould have an i ndependent secretariat. The Secretary-Ceneral is its chi ef
administrative of ficer. The secretariat is a principal organ of the
Uni ted Nations. States areobliged to respect its independence and integrity.
These principles are set outin Chapter XV of the Charter. Al Membersof this
Coomittee have undertaken a legal obligation to obsarve those provisions.

The draft reaolutlon in docunent L.71/Rev.l and the amendments in L.84 touch
directly on those principles. Contrary to what some have mai d, the objective of
L.71 was not to generate a battle between onu group of States and another. The
objective was to uphold the authority of the Secretary-General and to encourage him
in the efforts he has been naking to resolve the moat unfortunate situation of
M. Botain accordance with the Staff Rules o the Organization.

The role of the Becretary-General ta not an easy one. If he IS to carry it

out properly, he mustha're the support and co-operation of Member St at es.
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(M. van Bohemen, Mew Zeal and)

In the opinion of the New Zeal and del egation, the amendments to I..71/Rev.1
t hat have been adopted coul d seriously undermni ne ef Ports the Secretary-Genera: hae
been naking to reaolve the altuation. |ndeed they al nbst amount to a negation Of
the efforts he has nade so far.

As was pointed out by therepresentative of Sweden, it is not the
Secretary-CGeneral who has Fail ed to co-operate; it {s the one Cover nment
concer ned.

W findit npst disturbing thatin the amendments the efforts of the
Secretary-General should be euuated with the acti on8 of that Government.

Por that reason We will vote: againot the draft resolution as amended.

The CHAIRMAN: | call on the repreeentntive of Australia on a point Of
order.

M. BUTLER (Australia): Yes, I do have a point of order, Mr. Chairnman,
which, as | think you will recognize, it ‘8 my right to make. | am sorry if that

disappoints you. T will be brief, and | will not hold up the voting procedure any
further.

I simply want to make the point of order that on five occasionsa during his
statement the representative of Romania referred to “the sponsors of the amended
resolut lon®. 1 spoke on behalf of nine States, indicating that we were no longer
sponsors, and, of course, according to the rules of procedure, once a draft
resoluti on has been ao amended there are no sponsors. So | think it is very
important before we vote that representatives in thisroom recognize the fact that

the draft resol ution on which we are shout to vote has no sponsors.
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Jhe CHAIRMAN: | shall now put to the vote the draft resolution contained
in document AC. 1/41/L.71/Rev. 1, ws orally revised and subsequently amended. It is
entitled “Review of the inplenmentation of the recomendations and decisions adopted
by the General Assembly at its tenth special session: Advisory Board on
Di sarmanent Studiesjy and United Nations Institute for Di sarnanent Research".,

A recorded vote hae been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

I n_favour: None
Agai nst : Australia, Austria, Belgium Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Col onbia,

CB8te A'Ivoire, Denocratic Yemen; Ecuador, Fi nl and, France,
CGermany, Federal Republic of, Geece, CGuatenala, Iceland,
Ireland, Italy, Luxenbourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nurway,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Samoa, Singapore, Spain,
Sweden, United ingdom of Geat Britain and Northern Irel and,
United States o« America, Uruguay, Venezuel a

Abst ai ni ng: Argentina, Bahamas, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Burki na Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon,
Chana, Cuyana, India, Iran (Islamc Republic of), lraa, larsel,
Japan, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Mldives, wauritania, Mexico,
Nepal, Nicaragua, N ger, N geria, Oman, Pakistan, Rwanda,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sonalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinane, Togo,
Trini dad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, Unlted Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Tanzania, Yugosl avia, Zaire, Zanbia, Zi nbabwe

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.1, as orally revised and anended, was
rejected by 34 voteo to none, with 54 abetentione.

The CHAIRMAN: W shall hear the explanations of vote after the vote on
draft resolution 1 .71/Rev.1 tonmorrow because we can extend this meeting by only
30 mirutes, However, the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany has
asked to speak, and | call on him.

M. FISCHER (Federal Republic of Gernany): Ara forner sponsor of draft
resolution L.71/Rev.1l, we should |like, given thesituation, to use this opportunity

to speak on our vote after the vote.
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(M. Fischer, Federal Republic of
fermany)

The sponsors of draft resolution L.71/Rev.l !ntended it to give solid support
to the neceoaary further actions of the Secretary-General to restore the proper
functioning of the United Nations Institute for Diearnmament Research (UNIDR).

Mich to our regret the amendnmentn to thedraft resolution introduced -

The CHAIRMAN: | amaorry to interrupt the representative of the Federal
Republic of Cernmany, but | would askhimkindly to be as brief aspossibls, because
we have only one minute to go, and | havereauested representatives wi shing to
speak after the vote to do so tomobrrow norning. Please takeinto account ny
personal appeal. | call oa therepresentative of the Federal Republic of Gernany.

M. FISCHER (Federal Republic of Germany) : M. Chairman, | pronmise to be
brief, but we think that what we have tosay is inportant.

Much to our regret the amendnments introduced into the draft by virtue of
docunent L.84 |eft my del egatfon no choice but to vote “no”. It 18 our conviction,
despite this situation, that the Secretary-General, in contacts with the one
Government concerned, will continue to apply his efforts in order to solve the
probl em before us. He, the Secretary-General, Will, as in the past, have the full

support of my Covernnent.
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The CHAI RVAN: In view of the |lateness of the hour, | propose that
remaining delegations W ehing to speak in explanation of vote after the voting on
draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.71/Rev.l, as orally revised and further amended, do so
at tomorrow nDrning *s neeting.
ORGANIZATION OF WORK
The_ CHAIRMAN: Qur programme for tomor row norning will be as follows: Ve

shall first conclude our consideration of draft resolutions in cluster 12 - that is
draft rrolution A/C.1/41/L.54, the financial i{mplications of which are eet outin
document A/C.1/41/L.85, which hae been reissued for technical reaeone. V& shall
then take up draft resolutions in cluster 6: A/C.1/41/L. 27, L. 44 and L.50.

Atterward. in conformty with the Committea's programme of workend timetable,
the Committee Wil|l procede t0 general debate and consideration of and action upon
agenda item 66, "Question of Antarctica®. Wth a view to making effective and
efficient useof the facilities set aside for the consideration of that item,|
urge delegation8 kindly to place their names on the 1ist of speakers as soon as
possible. | therefore suggestthat the list of speakers on agenda item 66 be
closed tonorrow, Truesday, 18 November, at 12 noon. May | take it that the
Committee agrees to that proposal ?

It was ¢ 0 decided.

The CHAIRVAN. I urge delegations wiehing to subnmit draft resolutions
under agendaitem 66 kindly to make everyeffort to neet the deadline for the
submission of draft resolutions under that item which is also tomorrow et 12 noon.

I call now on the Secretary of the Committee.

AL Sovdie s ans daee el S et by
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M. KHERADI (Secretary of the Commttee): | wish to point out that ow ng

to the rush of events associated with the issuance of the revised text of draft
resolution a/C.1/41/L.27, which was circulated this afternoon in a'provisiona
"blue" version as docunent A/C.1/41/L.27/Rev.l, the |ist of sponsors does not
Correspond to the situation as it evolved subsequent to the issuance of the
original draft resolution. The list of sponsors of draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.27/Rev.1 shoul d read as foll ows: Prance, Roland and Sweden. The
docunent will be re-issued tomorrow in final formg that-change woul d, of course,
be reflected in the final version

The neeting rose at 6.35 p. M




