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SECOND COMMITTEE

49th meeting
Tuesday, 16 March 1976, at 3.35 p.m.

Chairman: Mr. A. AGUILAR (Venezuela).

Organization of work

1. The CHAIRMAN suggested that the work of the
Committee should be organized along the lines indicated by
the President of the Conference in his statement at the
plenary meeting on the previous day, which could be sum-
marized as follows. First, there should be no general debate
and the Committee should work informally and expedi-
tiously on the basis of the informal single negotiating text.
Secondly, no formal amendments or alternative texts should
be submitted. Of course, delegations could comment on the
articles of the single text and make suggestions, either orally
or in writing, concerning possible modifications to the text.
Thirdly, the work of the Committee should be co-ordinated
with the work of the other Committees through the General
Committee. Fourthly, meetings of the Committee should be
given priority over meetings of regional groups, special
interest groups and so on. Although such group meetings
could in many instances facilitate the Committee's work, the
Committee should be the main organ of negotiation. Ideally,
matters should be dealt with at meetings in which all
members of the Committee participated. For the time being,
there was no intention of establishing subcommittees or
working groups, but if any were established they would be
open to all delegations. Particular care should be taken to
avoid holding meetings of regional or special interest groups
during the normal working hours of the Committee. Fifthly,
the stage of consideration of the single text should be
concluded within a reasonable time, after which a revised
text reflecting the results in the most appropriate manner
would be prepared.

2. In order to proceed along those lines, he suggested that
the following approach should be adopted: (1) informal
meetings of the Committee would be held to discuss Part II
of the informal single negotiating text article by article; (2)
whenever the need arose, the Chairman would hold informal
consultations; (3) the present stage of the work should be
concluded by about the middle of the session. After that, the
Chairman would need some time to prepare a revised single
text reflecting the results of the first stage.

3. Mr. ZEA (Colombia) said that, while it was necessary to
adhere as far as possible to the informal single negotiating
text, not all its provisions were acceptable either in form or
in substance. The main purpose of the present series of
meetings was to determine what modifications must be made
to the text. Amendments were therefore very important, and
anyone who proposed an amendment should explain it
clearly to other delegations so that they would have the
opportunity to comment on it. That would enable the Chair-
man to take the amendments into account when they re-
flected a more or less general consensus.
4. Mr. ARIAS SCHREIBER (Peru) asked whether con-
sultations within regional groups or interest groups were to

be open and, if so, whether the General Committee would
announce them so that all delegations could attend. He also
wished to know whether it was intended that meetings
should be suspended upon the conclusion of the first stage,
when the Chairman would have to prepare a revised single
text. He believed that it would facilitate the Chairman's
work if amendments were submitted in writing and some
indication was given of which countries were proposing
them, so that it could be determined how much support there
was for them. While he appreciated that amendments would
not be formal, delegations proposing them could supply the
texts to other delegations. He agreed with the procedure of
reviewing the single text article by article, but wondered
whether there would be any objection to discussing articles
other than the one under consideration when they were
interrelated.

5. The CHAIRMAN, replying to the representative of
Peru, said that, if the Committee established any sub-
committees, or working groups, the meetings of those bodies
would be open and would be announced; however, consulta-
tions with delegations would, by their very nature, be limited
to the delegations concerned. As to whether the meetings
would be suspended, he said that he intended to work on the
new text as the debate progressed, although none of it would
be made public until it was complete. He emphasized that
amendments would not be formal in nature but would be
submitted informally for consideration by the Chairman.
The form and distribution of amendments would be a matter
for the delegations submitting them. Article-by-article re-
view of the text would be the general rule, but there could be
exceptions. Finally, he emphasized that the single text was
only a basis for negotiation and that support for an article at
the present stage of the work meant only that the text was
accepted as a basis for future negotiations.

6. Mr. MEDJAD (Algeria) said that, as he understood it,
only minor amendments would be allowed and not ones
which affected the substance of any article. However, the
term "minor" was highly subjective. He therefore proposed
that all amendments submitted should be taken into consid-
eration and he asked how they would be dealt with. He
emphasized the importance of the meetings of regional or
interest groups, and said he wondered whether it might not
be desirable to leave half-days free for such meetings.

7. The CHAIRMAN said that the distinction he had made
in his statement was not between procedural and substantive
amendments, but between formal and informal amendments.
Any amendment to the informal text would necessarily be
informal. At the current stage, it would be premature to
submit formal amendments and put them to the vote. With
respect to the suspension of meetings, he reiterated that
priority should initially be given to meetings of the Commit-
tee.
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8. Mr. CALERO RODRIGUES (Brazil), referring to the
article-by-article consideration of the informal negotiating
text, suggested that a time-table should be established al-
locating a specified amount of time for the consideration of
each topic, so as to avoid the possibility that some of them
would be left over and would have to be considered in haste.
9. The CHAIRMAN explained that the General Commit-
tee had considered that point and felt that after the first week
a draft time-table could be prepared.
10. Mr. UPADHYAY (Nepal) stressed the importance
of meetings peripheral to the Conference, which were an
integral part of the negotiating process and urged that official
time should be allocated for the holding of such meetings.
11. The CHAIRMAN said the time had come for dialogue
and the best place for that was in the Committees. Although
meetings of regional or interest groups had proved most
useful in the past, because of their limited composition they
might now prove a hindrance to the progress of negotiations.
12. Mr. AKYAMAC (Turkey) said that some of the pro-
posals contained in the single negotiating text had been
drafted without the participation of all delegations, with the
result that some delegations did not fully understand the
meaning of certain articles. He therefore requested that,
since the previous Chairman of the Committee was not
present, a person of appropriate authority should make
himself available to any delegations which so requested for
the purpose of providing the necessary explanations. While
he appreciated that the general discussion stage was over,
his delegation, like several others, wished to comment on the
single negotiating text and in some cases would submit
amendments. Where such amendments were substantive
they should be submitted in writing and be circulated by the
Secretariat and delegations should have time to consider
them. He agreed with the representative of Brazil and
suggested that, if necessary, more than four weeks should be
allowed for consideration of the single text so that the
Committee would not have to work under pressure of time.
Finally, he asked what the text to be prepared by the
Chairman would be like—in other words, whether it would
be a final text or whether a second reading would be
possible; he would be in favour of such a possibility.
13. The CHAIRMAN said that the procedure must be
kept as flexible as possible. Any delegation would be able to
propose amendments, either orally or in writing, as it saw fit.
The same principle should apply to the distribution of such
amendments to other delegations. Regarding the second
question raised by the Turkish delegation, the possibility of a
second reading was not excluded, but that would be decided
in due course.
14. Mr. DE LACHARRIERE (France) requested that a
consolidated text should be prepared setting out the princi-
ples governing the work of the Second Committee.
15. The CHAIRMAN agreed with that suggestion, but
pointed out that the principles in question would appear in
the summary record of the meeting.
16. Mr. TARCICI (Yemen) said that there were four
possible courses of action: to approve the informal single
text as it stood, to make amendments of form or substance,
to add articles, or to propose a new text. At all events, he
considered it essential that any amendments should be
required to be communicated to all delegations. Moreover,
where a specific article raised difficulties, consideration of it
should be postponed so that meetings and negotiations of

interested groups could lake place in order to settle differ-
ences.
17. Mr. SAHBANI (Tunisia) said it was unwise to leave it
to delegations submitting amendments to decide whether
they should be communicated to other delegations. His
delegation therefore proposed that at each meeting the
Bureau should read out the amendments submitted so that
everyone could take note of them. It was also essential that
the Chairman should set a provisional time-table for consid-
eration of all the articles of the text.
18. Mr. KNOKE (Federal Republic of Germany) said his
delegation agreed with the delegation of Brazil that the
Chairman should establish a provisional time-table. It also
agreed that, once the single text had been revised, there
should be a second reading.
19. The CHAIRMAN said he had already agreed that a
provisional time-table should be established for considera-
tion of the single text. He also agreed that, whenever
necessary, consideration of a specific topic should be post-
poned to enable the interested groups to meet and reach
agreement. As he had already said, it was too early to decide
whether to have a second reading once the revised single text
had been drafted. Lastly, in order to maintain flexibility and
informality in the proceedings, it was better to leave it to
delegations which submitted amendments to the Chairman
to decide whether to communicate the contents of the
amendments to other delegations.
20. Mr. TREDENNICK (Bolivia) said that at the third
session of the Conference at Geneva in 1975 his delegation
had emphasized that negotiations would proceed more easily
through special interest groups. He therefore urged the
Chairman of the Committee to use his good offices to secure
the necessary United Nations services for meetings of those
groups and the Group of Land-Locked and Geographically
Disadvantaged States.
21. The C H A I R M A N pointed out that the Secretariat
could only provide services for a limited number of meet-
ings.
22. Mr. MWANGAGUHUNGA (Uganda) asked what
would happen if an amendment of concern to a specific
group of countries did not obtain the support of a majority of
the Committee.
23. The CHAIRMAN said that the aim of the Committee
was to determine, by a process of collective discussion, to
what extent the single text met the wishes of the States
participating in the Conference. The responsibility for the
revised text—which would also not be binding on delega-
tions until it was adopted—rested entirely with the Chair-
man. He would judge whether an amendment had majority
support in the light of statements and consultations.
24. Mr. ARIAS SCHXEIBER (Peru) said he did not think
that there was any need for amendments to be read out, since
in most cases their sponsors would make them known when
seeking support for them.
25. The CHAIRMAN said that, if there was no objection,
he would take it that the Committee approved the working
procedure proposed by the Bureau, on the understanding
that the reservations expressed by some delegations would
duly appear in the summary record.

// was so decided.

The meeting rose at 635 p.m.
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