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CONSIDERATICN AND ADCPTION OF DRAFT RESOLUTIONZ (ID/B/L.15/Rev.2, ID/L/L.17/Rev.l,
D/B/L.19) (continued)

ID/B/L.19

Mr. VLADOV (Bulgaria) anncunced that the ssmonsors of dreft resolution
ID/B/L.1C would net csk for it o be put to & vote; they propcsed that the text
should be inclvded in the Board's report.

It waz sn decided.

D/B/L.17/Rev.1

ir. OLUMIDE (Nigeria), su~pcrted by Mr, ARTD (Pakistan), Mr. SAHLOUL
(Sudan) and Mr. PATRIOTA (Brazil', asked whether the Jordanian delrgation's approval
of an amendument to draft resolition ID,/B/L.17/Rev.l at the previous meeting meant

that it wished to become a srtonsor of the draft resclation again.

The PRESIDENT, speaking as the representative of Jordan, said that his

delegation was glad to resume its sponsorship of the draft, which as amended,

protected the interests of the developinz countries to & great extent,

Mr. LOBANOV (Union of Soviet Cocialist Remiblins) nrotested against &
procedure which was not authorized by any provision cf the riles of procedure. A
delegotion could surely not resume its sponsorship of a draft resolution which no
longer existed as such, If Jordan had wished to become a spons>r again, it should

have said so before the draft resclution was adonted,

Mr. OLUMIDE (Nigeria) and Mr, AHMED (Pakictan) pointed out that they had
not submitted any proposal that the Jordan delegation should resume its sponsorship.
They hed merely wished to state their interpretation of the situation and to ask
vhether that interpreataticn was correct. ,

Mr. Iubbers (Netherlands), Vice-President, took the Chair.

After a discussion in which Mr. TELL (Jordan), Mr, PISANI MASSAMORMILE
(Italy) end Mr LOBANOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Renublics) took part, Mr ARMED
(Pakistan) observed that the Jordanian delegati~n had given the confirmation
requested of it, and that settled the matter; he therefore formally proposed that
the discussion on the questiocn should be closed,

[
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The PRESIDENT proposed that the discussion should be closed, in

accordance witn the Pakistan representative's proposal, and that delegations
wishing to do so should be invited to explain their positions on the draft
regolution.

It was so decided.

Mr. FORTHCMME (Belgium) said he believed that a m sber of changes should
be made in the French text and requested that the necessery action should be taken.
Mr. Tell (Jordan) resumed the Cheir.

Mr. KOFFI (Ivory Const) recalled that it had been decided that two
passages relating to the draft resolution would be included in the report. In
that connexion, hie delepation would have some objections and reservations unless
the words "the Board folt" vere repluced by the words "the majority of the Beard
felt",

TURBETTIKI(QW1tzezland) sald, with respect to paragreph II (E), that
his delegation hesitated to endorse & formula which would arouse hopes that could

not be met with the limited rescurce. availsble. His delecation was not convinced
of the need at the current stage.:o tnelude among the activities listed in
paragraph 2 (F) (vii) such activities as selection of processes, technologies and
machinery and equipment, preparation of invitations for tenderxs, or evaluation of
tenders. His delegation would have ebstained on those two passages if separate
votes had been taken on them. Nevertheless, Swizerland was ready to help in
achieving the objectives of the resolution, and in that spirit it had supported it.

1D/B/L.15/Rev.2

Mr. AHMED (Paxisten), introgucing draft resolution ID/E/L.15/Rev.2, sald
that it contained two basic proposals. The first was that a pledging conference
ghould be convened in accordance with General Assembly resolution 2152 (XX1),
paragraph 23 (a), while the second related to the utilization of the approprinte
resources of the regular programme of technical assistance, provided for in

peragraph 22 (c) of that resolution, The first proposal had already been discussed

[oon
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(Mr. Ahmed, Pakistan)

at length in the Ad Hoc Committee on the United Nations Organization for Industrial
Develnrment; the developlng countries represented in the Committee had all pressed
for the inclusion in the resolution establisiing UNIDO of a pro?iuion concerning o
pledging conference. During the debates in the Ad Hoc Committee and the Second
Committece, the developed countries had agreed to that unanimous request. The
developing countries hnd believed that UNIDO would hsve to have fesources of its

own if it was to enjoy the autoncmy prescribed in resolutlon 2152 (XX1), pert I.
Paragraphs 22 #nd 23 of that resolution clearly stated the ways i1 which operational
ectivities should be financed, and paragraph 1 of the draft resolution was the
logical follow-un to paragraph 23 (a).

With regard to the resocurces of the regular progrerme of technical acsistance,
it should be berne in mind thot all the soecialized agencies had, like the United
Netions, theii cwn technical assistance programmes. As an organ of the General
Asserbly, UNIDO would participate in the United Nations programme cf technical
assistance. The sponsors felt that it would be better to include a separsnte
appropriztion in the budget of the United Nations to »rovide i>r the nrogramme of
technical assistance in industrial develo ment. If UVIDO was to be able to fulfil
its mandate, it was important that, its autcnomy sho:.ld be protected and that it
should te given adequate resnurces, It was in resprnse to the unanimous wish of
the deveioping countries that the sponsors were recommuending the convening of @&
pledging confere:ce, and in oxder to t-ke acrount »~f the position of the developed

countries vhich felt that such action wculd be vremature, they were nrovosing that

the conference should be convened during the twenty-third session of the Genersnl
Assembly. They were certainly not trying to force Gover.ments to take part in a |
pledging conterence, especially since resolution 2152 (XXI) provided for other

i ways of making voluntary contributions, Lut they earnestly hoped that Governments

would contribute to UNIDO's work in conformity with the provisions of their draft

resolution. There was a drafting amendment in the fifth preambular paragraph,

where the words in sub-section (a) should be replaced by the following:

"esteblishing in the budget of the United Nations a separate, appropriation for the

programme of technical assistance in industrial development".

/oo




ID/3/5R.36
English
Page O

Mr. MUZIK (Czechoslovakia) said that nis country hnd already indicated 1cs
readiness o meke a voluntary contribution at the appropriate time: his delrgation
continued to think that a pledglag conlerence was not nccegsary and that tochnical
gssistance programmes should be financed by vola.tary cor Lriburtions, and not under
the regular budget of the United Nations. It would thererore be unable to vote for

the f£ifth preambular paragreph or for operative paragraph z (a).

Mr. M'BAYi (Guinen) said that the draft resclition was the culmination of
long years of efforts to create a body carcble of meeting industrial Aayalopment
neceds. No organization could be dynemic and effective nnlecs it enjoyed financial
autonomy. The sponsors were avare that many delegations were urable to vote for a
pledging conference, but they hoped that arter the closure of the session those

delegations would try tn win their Governments over to the idea of such a c-nference.

Mr, GOLDSCHMIDT (United States of America) said that his cdelega’io.. had

already stated 1ts position on the principle of a pledging confereace. He anpetled
to the sponsors to reconsider their atti.ude and to leave the quection over to
a later session of the Board.

Operative paragraph 2 (a) ran counter to the trend of developments in the United
Netions. To make separate budgetary provision for the activities of UNIDO would
mean cutting the developing countries off from far greater resources. In the
past two years, the funds allocated to industrialigation nrojects had amounted ©n,
one sixth of the total recources of the regular programme of technical assistance.
If requests for assistance were mnre numerous, there was no doubt that the
proportion could increase.

Everyone agreed that it was for the recipients of assistance to determine their
needs. The Board could, of course, establish guidelines in that regard, but to make
it an intermediary between countries requesting aid and those providing it would
hardly be desirable, end there was the question when the Board would meet to approve
requests. For all those reasons, his delegation could not support the draft
resolution.
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Mr. VIAUD (France) agreed with the representative of Guinez that UNIDO
would not te viable unless it had resources of its own. Nevertheless, since its
resources came mainly from a few countries, decisions anad reccmmendations must
take the views of those countries into account, and that did not appear to be
entirely the case in the present instance. France had always mairtained that the
operational activities of the United l.aticns suould be financed by voluntary
contributions, and not under the rcgular budget, which siiould te used for
administrative expenses only. That position was unchaunged, but it was worth
repeating, since there were still scme countries putting forward a draft
resolution like the one before the Board. If the draft was put to a vcte, his
delegation would vote against the fifth preambular paragreph and operative
paragraph 2. As far as the pledging con‘erernce was cuncerned, the French
Government knew what it was willing or able to do, but it was not its intention
to prevent other Govermments from follcwing their own course. On that pcint,
therefore, France would abstain.

In explanation of the differences in those positions, he pointed out that to
make use of the regular budget did not seem in accordance with the principles and
practices of the United Nations. In that rega-d - and such was still France's
position - many members had seemed to agree in bodies cther than the Foard that
appropriations under the regular budgets of the United Nations and the speciaslized
agencies for technical assistance purposes should cease and should be merged in a
single broad technical assistance programme, in order to avoid the danger of
dispersion. It was essential to the United Nations and to UNIDO that all technical
assistance activities should be brought under a single policy-making,
administretive and supervisory authority. Lastly, France's assessed contribution
to the regular budget was not entirely commensurate with its influence on
decision-making, and the draft resolution called for the establishment of a new
budget without its being known whether the mein contributing countries would be
able to exercise their rightful influence.

As far as the pledging conference was concerned, that was a matter of
procedure and method. The real question was whether many countries were prepared
to give direct aid to UNIDO. Thet was probably the case, but some Govermments
might prefer the choice of a procedure for announcing their contributions to be
left to them. They might prefer to use the Special Fund or to announce their

[ovs
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(¥r._ Vizud, France)

contribution to the Scerziary-Glersd dir-eb. The draft resolulion tined at
¢~lari Ing the Board, and concouentl, Governiens, tevarns a single solution which
»ight not be the one which Covern.ern's would choosa. That wes somewhat maledroit.
towever, while France wouid gbstnin, iu did not take a per.tive and sterile
ettitude, for it was not opposed to tle principle of woluntary contrihutions
and had already expressed its intertion of giving direct assistance to UNILCO. By
abstaining, France wished to signify its feeling that it was not affected by the
decision.

The intention ~f comne delegntions to recourrend & resumed session of the Board
did not scem either cdesirable Or necessary. It w~uQ nerely serve to reopen
discussion of 2 work projramme which l.ad been drewr up with greet difficulty. In

any event, his delegation would not wich to Jjoin in such a recommen:atioil.

Mr. TARASOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation

greatly sympathized with the efforts of the developing countries to ensure the
firnancial autonomy of UNIDO. 1In that regard, the Soviet Union had clearly
indiceted its intention of making direct contributicns. However, it had some
objections to the draft resolution, an ixportant part of which dealt with the
regular budget of the United Nations. UNIDO was merely an ovgan of the United
Nations, and it wes not for the Board, but for the Fifth Commnittee of the General
Assemtly, to take decisions ir the matter. It vas reelly surprising that the
sporsors had not thougnt of that.

e regular programme uf technicel assistance had not hitherto pleyed any
part in industrialization. Its rescurces were only about $1 million, and it could
scar~cly be expected to finance the projlects of all countries wishing to
jndus=-ialize. The fourth preambular parsgraph wes therefore unaccepteble. As
far o3 the financing of technical assistance under the reguler budget was concerned,
it &1 w8 be terminated and replaced by voluntary contributions. The USSR had

contrimted more than 4 million roubles to finance technical assistance activities,

but its contribution was lying untouched among the assets of the United Nations.
It was therefore unable to agree to the fifth preombular paragraph, or to operative

paragraph 2, since the technical assistance programme was too complex & matter to

be modified without first being thoroughly studied.
/oot
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(1r. Tarasov, USSR)

Lastly, therc seemed to te nc unanimity on the pledging conference, even though
it was more or less a procedvral question. The sponsors might do vell to abendon
the idea, which would onlv deeren the differences among members of the Board. The
matter could rmernaps be left to the wisdom of the Sceretary-Teneral, particularly

as resclution 2152 {¥V1) provided for seversel di‘ferent modes of financing.

Mr. KURTH (Faderal Republic of Germeny) said that his delegation
reparded a vledging conference as prenature, IT the draft resolution was put to a
vote, it would ebstain on operative paragraph 2 because the Federal Republic of
Germany, not beirg a Member of the United Vations, did not consider itself

competent in the matter.

Mr. SAHLCUL (Sudan) pointed out that the recommendation for a pledging

conference was in conformity with resolution 2152 (XXI), which had been approved
unanimousiy by the General Assembly. The resolution establish2d three modes of
finsneing for the activities of UNIDO. Two of them had already been applied, and
it was only natural that an attempt should be made to use the third, the more so
as the draft resolutiop did not involve the donor countries in any obligation to
participate in the conference. Whatever the outcome, there was no reason to fear
that it wculd deepen the differences, as some had claimed. Besides, several
countries had already esnnounced their intention of contributing to UNIDO direct. He
hoped that their examnple would encourage others.

Some members had said that the SIS prograrme was sufficient to absorb the
voluntery contribtions. It was true that the programe hzd been of great assistance
to Wi.T, tut ity pdraocedures were tending to grow more complicated and it would soon

PS

be inadejuate,

Mr. 77277 (Uni%cd Arab Roputlic) seid tlat the two operative parsgraphs
had 2 sinzle purpose, which was to ersure UNINO's financial independsnce. No

country was obliged to take part in the pledging conference and it might serve to
stimiate the flow of contributions. Moreover, an increase in the level of

sllocations under the regular budget would enatle UNIDO to cope with the increase
in requests,

/‘.‘
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Mr. PISAFI MASSAMORMILE (Italy) stated that he would etstain on operative

paragraph 1 since he did not wish tc prevert any mem:er from participating in a

pledging conference. Nevertheless, as 10 Governrernt had yet pledged any
contribution, to adopt the draft resolution would be tr convene @ conference to no
purpose. It mignt therefore be hetter not to press for thre acoption of a text
which would not have the unanimous support necessary and to incorporate it in the
Board's report. That would be an equally good method of swaying the Governments

vhich were hesitating.

Sir FPdward WARNER (United Kingdom) seid he could not support the draft
resolution since to ectablish a separate aprropristion in the budget of the United

Nations to provide for the programme of technical ascistance in industrial
development conflicted vith the principle that the budget should be vased on the
requests of the countries in question. Furthermore, if UNILC's needs vere
indisputable, it could use UNDP resources to meet them; & pledging conference vas

therefore pointless.

¥r. OLUMIDE (Nigeria) appealed to the developed countries not to use the
holding of a pledging conference without their full approval es an occasion for
freezing all types of financial assistance, particularly gince their reluctance was
caused by procedural consideraticns. ioreover, the conference would not take place
before the twenty-third gsession of the General Asserbly, ty which time some

countries might have been able to overcome their reluctance.

tr. M'BAYE (Guinea) urged the Board not to prevent the convening of &
pledging conference - unless it wished UNIDO to become & kind of unfinished

symphony through lack of financial indenendence.

Mr. REISCH (Austria) considered that it would be inopportune to convene
8 1) 2ging conference during the twenty-third session of the General Assembly, when
the Loard would already have held its seccnd segsion and the situation might have
vecome clearer. Furthermore, the draft resolution in document ID/B/L.18/Rev.1l, of
vhich his country wvas & SpONEor, requested the Executive Director to formulate
guidelines on the use of voluntary contributione and it would be well to avait his
report in order to take a fully informed decision. Moreover, the debate had shown

[eoo
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(Mr. Reisch, Austria)

that the principal donor countries were spparently wewilling to take part in the
proposed ccnference.

His delegzatiou did not consider that tle measures recommended in operative
raragraph Z were likely to meke UNIDO uore effective and would abstain on the draft

resolution as a whole.

¥r. FORTHOME (Belgium) encountered the same difficulties as a number of

other delegations in regard to operative paragraph 2. To convene the conference
would imply that there was an atmosphiere of unenimity which did not, in fact, exist.
Although it agreed with the principie of voluntary contributions, his delegation

would votc against the draft resolution.

Mr. BRALY (Canada) endorsed the United States reprecentative's comments
and for the same reasons could not supncrt the draft resoluticn. He shared the
views of the French and Belgian rerresentatives on operative paregraph 1. His
Government had clearly stated its intention of making contritutions direct to UNIDO
but he questioned the need to do so at a conference. In recent years, his
Government had progressively increased its contritution to the resources of United
Netions bodies and had now announced its intention of reising its multilateral and

bilateral developrent assistance to 1 per cent of its gross national vproduct.

Mr. LUBBERS (Netherlands) recalled that his delegation lad already
outlined its position on the issue during the discuscion of acenda item 10. The
pledgins conference proposed in overative paragraph 1 was premature while the
measurec recommended in operative paragraph 2 vere hirlily complex and needed
further study. Moreover, they were contrary to current practice in regard to
technical assistance and the sponsors did not appear to have considered their
implications for the United Netions budgetary cycle. He was therefore unable to

vote for the draft resolution.

Mrs. KODIKARA (Philippines) said that she would vote in favour of
operative paragraph 1 and sub-paragraph (a) of operative paragraph 2. She would
abstain on sub-paragraph (b) since she was unable to take a decision with full

knowledge of the facts. B8he requested a roll-call vote.

/oo
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Mr. TURBETTTINI (Switzerland) said that he coula not suppert the draft

resolution. Obviously, the representatives of the irdustrialized countries
considered that it would be premature tc convene a pledzing conference. He
himself felt that it was for each doror country to decide how it intended to
finance UNIDO's activities.

Mr. BERGQUIST (Sweden) observed that UFIDO expenditure was usually charged
to the United Nations regular budret or to UKDP funcs. His Government, which had

mode a contribution to the programme cf Specicl Industrisl Services, did not rule

out other possible ways of financing operstional activities. It would, however, be
preferable to begin consideration of them after the work programme for 1968 had
been submitted tc the Board.

r. UGCGELDAHL (Finland) felt that it would be premature to convene &
pledging conference during the Genersl Assembly's twenty-third session.

Mr. ABE (Japan) said thut he could mot vote in favour of operative
paragraph 2 of the draft resolution. It would be difficult, at the present stage,
to reviev the guidelines for the regular programme of techrical assistance, which
were still controversial. The same applied to the question as to vhether technical
assistance activities should be finenced by vcluntary contributiors or charged
under the regular budget. With referernce to operative paragreph 1, the
psyciological conditions necessary for the success of the conference did not appear
to exist. He would be grateful if the sponsors of the draft resolution did not

press for a vote on it.

Mr. KOFFI (Ivory Coast) said that the developed countries which
considered the convening of a pledging conference inopportunc should state how they
proposed to implement the provisions of operative pareiraph 23 of General Assembly
resolution 2152 (XXI). The sponsors of the draft resolution and the representatives
of t..e developed countries might work out a compromise in regard to the date of
the conference. The powers which the draft resolution would confer on the Board
should in any case be upheld.

Mr. WARSAMA (Somalia) said that, in recommending tle convening of a
pledging conference, the sponsors hed in no way intended to restrict the

possibilities open to donor countries in regard to voluntary contributions.
- /‘ .
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Mr. AHMED (Pakistan) recnlled that, -cccrding to paragraph 22 of
General Assembly resolution 2152 (XXI), Governmen:s could choose among several ways
of makirg voluntary contributions. The date of the confecence had been chosen in

the light of the objections of certain delegations which felt it would be premature
to hold it in 1967. ‘he sponsors were aware thot only the General Assembly could
increase the level of the allocations to industrial development projects within the
totel appropriations under part V of the regular budget, The Board was being asked
to recormend that the Assembly should take that step -nd provide for separate
approval of those allocations. The Assembly could give effect to that recommendation
by adding a new section to pert V or by cresting a special part. It could also
impute those allocations to another section of the budget. The establishment of a
sererate appropriation for the programme of technical assistance in industrial
develorment would be the logical consequence of the Assembly's decision to establish
UNIDO. Without excluding a priori the possibility of transferring funds from one
section of the budget to another, he considered the establishment of a separate
appropiatinn essential if UNIDO was to be truly independent. The Board should

have the same povers as the UNDP Governing Council, especially since it was asking
not for increased total appropriations under part V of the regular budget dbut only
for incrensed allocations tc industrisl development projects.

The French representative had stressed the advantages of a common fund on which
all United Nations bodies could drew, Nevertheless, the specialized agencies now
enjoyed a financial independence which some delegatinns, for reasons which were
nct clear, hesitated to grant UNIDO, The Austrisn representative's proposal was
in no way incompatible with the draft resolution under consideration. Of course,
the finnneial arrangements had given rise to long and painful discussions and it had
been easy to foresee that some developed countries would nppose the draft

resclution, However, its sponsors vere convinced that it would help to overcome
existing disagreements,

Mr. TARASOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) expressed regret that
the sponsors had bdeen unsble to accept his delegation's suggestions. He would
agree to change his position if the words "Conscious of" at the beginning of the
fourth preambular paragraph were replaced by the word "Noting".
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Mr. GOLDSCHMIDT (United Stetes of America) said that 1t would be
preferable to include the text ~f the draft resolution in the Board's report.
Although his delegation could not change {ts position, it would be advigable
to replace the words "separate appropristion” in operative peragrarh 2 (a), by
the words "separate section in pert V",

Mr. ARMED (Pakistan) accepted the suggesticns of the Soviet Union
representative and of the United States representative on behalf of the sponsors.

Mr. VIAUD (France) requested a roll-call vote on the fourth and fifth
preambular parsgraphs and operative paragraph 2 of dreft resolution ID/B/L. 15/Rev.2.

A roll-call vote wasg taken on the fourth greambular paragraph of draft

regolution ID/B/L.15/Rev.2, as amended.
Colombis, having been drown by lot by the President, vas called upon to vote

first.

In favour: Colombia, Cuba, Ghene, Guines, India, Indonesia, Iran,
Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines,
Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Thailend, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay, Zembia,
Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Camerocn, Cansda, Chile.

Agajnst: Czechoslovakia, France, Japen, Netherlands, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Bulgaria.

Abstaining: Federal Republic of Germany, Finland, Italy, Romenia, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Belgium.
» fourth oreambular raph of draft resolution ID/B/L. .2
vas ~1-pted hy 70 votes to 6, with 8 abstentions.
A roll-crl. vote wag taken on the fifth preambular peragraph of draft resolution

ID/R/ L. 15 B, 2,
Treri. . haviog bear drevn by lot by the Pres dent, was calle n to vot

In favouc:  Erazil, Cameroon, Chile, Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesis,
Iran, Ivory Cosst, Jordan, Kuwait, Nigeris, Pakistan,
Philippines, Rwanda, Somelia, Sudan, Thailand, Turkey,
United Arab Republic, Zambila.
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Against: Bulgaria, Canada, Czechosl :vekla, Finland, France, Italy,
npan, Netherlands, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America, Belgium.

Abgteining: Colombia, Cuba, Federal Republin of Germany, Romania, Spain,
Switzerlond, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Argentina, Austria.

The fifth preambular paragraph of draft resolution ID/B/L. 15/Rev.2 was adopted
by 21 votes to 13, with 10 abstentions,

A roll-call vote was taken on operative ‘paragraph 2 of draft resnlution
In/B/1.15/Rev.2, 38 amerded.

Guinea, having been drawn by lot by the President, was called upon to vote
first,

In favour: Guinea, Indin, Indonesie, Iran, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan,
Thalland, United Arab Republic, Zambia, Cameroon, Chile,
Ghana.

Againgt: Ttaly, Japan, Netherlands, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canads,
Czechoslovakia, Finland, France.

Abstaining: Romaniz, Spain, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
Urugusy, Argentins, Austria, Brezil, Colombia, Cuba, Tederal
Republic of Germany. ‘

Operative paragraph 2 of draft resolution ID/B/L. 15/Rev.2, as amended, was
adopted by 19 votes to 13, with 12 abstentions,

A roll-call vote was taken or ¢ ~ft resolution ID/B/L.15/Rev.2, as & wholg,
as amcnded.

Canada, having been drawn by lot by the President, was called upon to vote
first,

——————

In favour: Chile, Cuba, Ghana, Guinea, Indiz, Indonesia, Iran, Ivory
Coast, Jorcen, Kuwait, Nigeria, Fakistan, Philippines, Rvanda,
Somalia, SuCan, Thailand, Trinided and Tobago, United Arab
Republic, Uruguay, Zembia, Argentina, Brazil, Cameroon.

foos




ID/B/SR. 36

English

Page 19

Against: Canade, Feferal Republic ~f Cermany, Frence, Jopan,
Netherlends, Swedea, Switzcrland, Unlicc eodon of freat

Britoin snd Northern Irelend, United States of Ar:uica,
Belgium.
Abstaining: Colombla, Cgechoslovskie, Finland, Italy, Romania, Spatn,
Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Austria,
Bulgaria.
Draft resolution ID/B/ L. 15/Rev,2, os amended, yas adopted by_24 votes to 10,
with 10 abatestiong. '

The wecting rose at 6,30 p.n.
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