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AGENDA ITEM 58 

Draf t international covenants on human rights 
( A/ 2714. A/ 2636, chapter V, sec:lion I, E/ 2573, 
A/ C.:l/ 574) (rontinlled) 

G ENERAL DERAT£ (conc/Hded) 

1. Mr. PAZH W AK ( Afghanistan). speaking under 
rule 11 6 of the rul!!s of procedure, said that he wished 
to avoid any misunderstanding, such as that implied by 
the Costa. Rican representative's statement at the 576th 
meeting, with regard to the objections raised by the 
representatives of some Moslem countries to tbe word­
ing of a rt icle 18 o f the draft covenant on civil and politi­
cal rights ( E / 2573. annex I) . As a churchman, t he 
Costa Rican representative mi~ht convey that misunder­
standing to other persons of his faith. 
2. In advancing the I slamic point of view on the draft 
nrticle, the representa tives of Moslem countries had in 
no way intended any specific reference to Christianity. 
I ncleed, he him;;elf had referred in his statement only to 
Moslems ::md non-Moslems. The millions of Moslems 
whom he represented would be grieved if they thought 
that their religious feelings were heing misrepresented 
to the Ch ristian world. The Costa Ric<ln representative 
had expressed the view that the Moslern countries' ob­
jection to the drafting of article 18 represented a serious 
res<.> rvation to freedom of religion and had spoken of 
the Christian philosophy of free will and the free judg­
ment of the human conscience. He had also stnted that 
Christianity allowed other religions to be presented to 
followers of the faith. Islam was in perfect ag reement 
with that point of view .: the only difference lay in the 
method of presentation of certain other religions. It 
could not he said that difference of presentation implied 
any interference with the free judgment of the human 
will and conscience. 
.1. The Moskm religion, which had come into being 
some centuries after Christianity, entailed belief in 
Christianity as a divine rel igion. I n fact, any Moslem 
who did not believe in Christianity as a divine religion 
was not a true Moslem. Every Moslem re~arded the 
Hible :ts n holy book on the same level as the Koran, 
which was itself a history of previous religions. I slam 
ofJered every individnal freedom to study all religions. 
The Moslem countries did not believe that the principle 
in d raft article 18 was inconect. but considered that 
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the wording should be improved, in order to comply 
with a philosophy which was common to the religions 
of the world. 
4. H e hoped that he had made it qui te dear that his 
original statement had not been disparaging of Chris­
tianity and that Islam did not claim to he the only 
champion of the free will of man and of freedom of 
conscience. 

5. I\~r. F OMIN ( Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), 
speakmg under rule 116 of the rules of procedure, said 
that he had been constrained to speak again because the 
United States representative had not confi ned herself 
to stating her Government's position with regard to the 
draft covenants, but had expatia ted on the differences 
between various delegations' interpretations of their 
provisions. If that attitude were followed to its logical 
conclusion, and every delegation were to assume that 
differences of opinion automatically meant t hat co­
operation was impossible, any work on the draft cove­
nants would he vain. T he United Sta tes representative 
had illustrated her remarks with references to the views 
of the USSR on matters not connected with the draft 
covenants. It should be borne in mind that the United 
Nations was not an anti-Communist institution or a 
United States committee on un-American activities. I ts 
purpose was to promote co-operation among countries 
with different political and economic structures. The 
Third Committee was no place in which to raise the 
false issue of different ideologies and it should not be 
used as a forum for attacks on the Soviet Union. 

6. In connexion with the question of self-determina· 
tion, the United States representative had quoted J. V. 
S talin as saying that the right should be subordinate to 
the right ~f the wo~king class. to strengthen its power. 
Tbe practice of us1ng quotatiOns out of context was 
always questionable ; in that case, the United States 
rep resentative had attempted to use a short excerpt from 
a speech to prove that the Soviet concept o f self­
determination was di fferent from that of other countries. 
The U nited States representative had d istorted the 
meaning of J. V. Stalin's statement. In fact, Stalin's 
statement had been intended to expose certain dange.rous 
trends at a particular historical period in the Soviet 
Union towards differentiating between groups of citi­
zens. It had. been made at a t~me when certairl groups 
had been trymg to create enm1ty between the differen t 
nations of the Soviet Union and had attempted to put 
an end to the very existence of the Soviet State and 
Stalin, replying to that attempt to use the right or' self­
determination to sow hatred, had stressecl the need fo r 
unity and had poin ted out that it was inadmissible to 
pursue such attempts under cover of the right of nations 
to self-determination. 

7. The representative of the United States of America 
had repeated the old stories about the individual in the 
Soviet Union being subordinate to the State. She had 
also made that assertion in order to prove that individual 
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and collective rights were interpreted .jiffcrently in the 
Soviet Union. In his speech at the 182rd plenary meet­
ing of the General Assembly. held on 10 December 1948, 
Mr. Vyshinsky, Chairman of the Sovi(t delegation, had 
already shown how untrue 1 hn,;e storio:s were. In fact, 
conflict between the individual and the State was due 
to the rise of antagonistic classes. In sccieties where the 
State was represented by the ruling class, which used 
its power against the interests of othe:· classes, conflict 
naturally arose, but in the USSR, wh•:re there was no 
class antagonism, there was no such prc·blem. He would 
not take up the Committee's time by replying to the 
rest of the United States representative's stories about 
the Soviet U nion . They had been men·:ioned for a pur­
pose which had nothing to do with the Committee's 
essential work, and they were entirely without founda­
tion. T he United S tates representative was t:n titled to 
her own views, but her attempt to in :roduce the idea 
that ideological differences made co-operation in the 
preparation of the covenants impossible •vas quite out 
of place. T he Committee's task could be accomplished 
only by a frank exchange of views and an attempt to 
achieve a rapprochement. 
8. Mrs. TSALDARIS (Greece), speaking under rule 
116 of the rules of procedure, stated, in reply to the 
United Kingdom representative's comments on h€r own 
references to the question of minori ties, that the United 
Nations had special organs which dealt •vith that matter . 
Minorities within the national territory of a soYereign 
State enjoyed the special rights and protection accorded 
to such groups. The purpose of the article on the right 
of self-determination was to protect national majorities 
which did not r!Overn themselves and t) give them the 
opportunity of expressing their vie...,"S en their politic<ll 
status. It was surprising that those who questioned the 
right of national majorities to self-de tennination wished 
to extend that right to minorities. 
9. Mrs. AFNAN (Iraq), speaking urder rule 116 of 
the rules of procedure, pointed out, in connexion with 
article 18 of the draft covenant on cHI and political 
rights (E/ 2573, annex I ). that every rdigion was uni­
versa l in principle. U nfortunately, relig ous discrimina­
tion and intolerance existed, not only bdwecn different 
faiths bnt between sects of the same reli1~on , and article 
18 should be considered against t hat background. The 
Iraqi delegation considered that the pr< vision for free­
dom to change one's religion was superfl1ous. It had no 
objection to it in principle, hut thought that, as no re­
ligion could differ from another in ethical concepts, the 
article should be uniYersal and applicable to every re­
ligion, sect and individual. 

P ROCEDURAL PROPOSAL Sl'BMITT ED BY COSTA RicA 

10. The CHAIRM AN pointed out tha:, in accordance 
with its own decision ( A/ C.3/ L.409), the Committee 
had only five meetings to devote to the discussion of the 
draft covenants. It might be pos~ible to urange to hold 
two or three more meetings on 6 and 7 D.!cember. 

11. Mr. NU~EZ ( Costa Rica) stress<:d the need for 
a detailed discussion of the questions v•hich had been 
dealt with in broad outline during the ~eneral debate. 
H e therefore proposed that the Committ-~e should, first, 
regard its work during the current se~sion as a fi rst 
reading of the covenar1ts. in order to pr~clude the pos­
sibility of continuing th:1.t reading at a ~ ubsequent ses­
sion ; secondly, ask the General Assembl) to invite Gov­
ernments to submit con1ments on and amendments to 
the covenants within approximately six months; and, 

thirdly, request the Secretary-Genera l to submit to the 
Assembly at its tenth session a working paper containing 
the comments and amendments, together with the state­
ments made in the Thi rd Committee. 
12. The CHAIRMAN added that the proposed time 
limit of six months would not preclude delegations from 
submitting proposals and amendments up to the time 
of the second reading. 
13. Mr. NUSEZ (Costa Rica) agreed. 
14. The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee of his 
suggestion tha t there might be a second part of the first 
reading, limit1:d to a single statement by each delegation 
and including that delegation's proposals, amendments 
and observations with regard to individual a rt icles of 
the draft covenants, without prejudice to the right to 
submit other proposals and observations up to the time 
of the second reading. 
15. Mr. BAHOODY (Saudi Arabia) said that he was 
unable to see how the general debate, or a second part 
of it, could be regarded as a ti rst reading. I t had been 
decided to hold a general debate in order to establish 
the positions of delegations. All speakers had stated 
their positions and had deal t with matters of substance, 
but there h.ad been no amendments o r draft resolutions. 
A first reading would have entailed an article-by-a rticle 
examin<>.tion of the draft covenants, in the course of 
which delegations would have made their propo~ls and 
offered their amendments and observations. 
16. The o ther suggestions made by the Costa Rican 
representative were perfectly acceptable. 
17. Two procedures seemed to be open to the Com­
mittee. First, delegations could submit their proposals 
and amendmeuts immediately and the remaining time 
could be used in discussing them or, if there was not 
enough time, the discussion could be carried over to the 
nex t session. It was more important that the draft 
covenants should be carefully considered than that they 
should be put into force quickly. Secondly. an actual 
first reading could be begun. 

18. Mr. M ATTHEW (India) ag reed that the general 
debate just ended could not be called a first reading. It 
\vas generally accepted that a first reading entailed an 
examination of the text article by article. If the Com­
mittee's work fo r the session was to be described as a 
first reading, the draft covenants would have to he 
considered artide by article during the next five meet­
ings. There was no need, however, to introduce amend­
ments and proposals at the meetings; time would be 
saved if delegations submitted them between meetings. 

19. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) said that it would 
be impossible to carry out a proper fi rst reading in five 
meetings. H e had opposed the suggestion of a general 
debate. hoping that the first reading could begin im­
mediately. That he had been right had been shown by 
the fact that the general debate had produced no new 
ideas, but only a restatement of positions which had 
been well known for several sessions. A second part of 
the first reading would probably mean another restate­
ment of those positions, and would bring the Committee 
no nearer to a first reading properly so called. 

20. The Committee's immediate task should be settled 
before the Costa Rican representative's suggestions were 
considered. It would be useful for the Committee to 
devote the remaining meeting~ to attempting to settle 
such outstanding problems as the questions of reserva­
tions and of the implementation articles and to preparing 
a working paper on them for the next session. 
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21. In principle, the Afghan delegation agreed with the 
Costa Rican representative's f'uggestlons and hoped t1:at 
he would make them in wri~ing. It \Vould be t;sfJul if 
he made it clear that the purpose of the Secn:_'tilrbt 
\Vorking paper would be to facilitate an .artide-by-article 
examination of the draft covenants at the next ~essiotl, 
Experience at the current session had shmvn that the 
draft covenants could not be examined quickly or easily, 
The tenth session of the General Assembly sho::lc: there­
fore be devoted entirely to human rights. It would bt 
advisable for the \vrittcn Costa Rican proposals to indi­
cate the date from which the suggested six month's time 
limit '"vould begin and to make it dear that the obserYa­
tions and amendments by Governments shcmld be final, 
that is. that they sho:tld be ln a form 1-vhich would serve 
as a basis for the reading of the d::::it covenants at the 
tenth session. 

22. Mrs. AFN AN (Ira~) thought thnt, if the Com­
mittee had at the next session to deal not onlv with the 
hundred articles of the draft covenants, bttt abo with a 
large number of amendments; the work on the draft 
covenants would prohahl~' not be complei:t>d then. It 
appeared advisable for the Committee to give up all 
idea of a first reading at the current session; it shou!d 
merely report that the general debate had been held. 

23. Mr. l\UREZ ( Cnsta Rica) did not think that the 
Committee shon1d continue to be plagued by donht about 
what constituted a first reading; he \vould be ·willing to 
substitute any oth('r suitable term in the first part of his 
suggestion. The end ln vic\•,c was simply to prevent the 
indefinite protraction or postponement of \vork nn the 
draft covenants. The .Afghan reprt:sentative's st~ggcstion 
that the work of the Third Committee at the temh scs·· 
sion of the General Assembiv should he devoted ex­
clusively to human rights was ~a good one. 

24. Miss BERNARDINO (Dominican I{epuhlic) 
said that a protracted procedural discussion should be 
avoided. The Costa Rican proposal should be suhmittcc 
in writinr; and should be discussed at the ne..xt meeting. 

25. The CHAIRMAN observed that the agenda ior 
the next meeting should be settled before the Costa Rican 
proposal was discussed. 

26. Mr. PAZHW1\K (Afghanistan) proposed. first, 
that the Committee should begin the second part of the 
first reading immediately aftei- the prPcednral qne:::tion 
had been settled, it being tmderstood that eYery delega­
tion shou!d be entitled freely to express its dcvrs on the 
draft rovenants in one statement, and. secondlv. that the 
Costa Rican suggestion should be discussed ;t the end 
of the second part of the fi"t reading. 

27. Mr. Nr;!\EZ (Costa Rica) accepted the second 
pat of the Afghan proposaL 
28. ~fr. AZKOUI. (Lebanon) said that :he Afghan 
proposal was a good o~c, but ddegat:otlS shm1ld nn.t be 
entitled freelv to express their views on thZ' cLtire draft 
covenants, be>cause thf'y h:td already done so il: tho.: 
general difcussion. They should he limited to giving 
their views on specific articles, 
29. ~1r. KOS (Yngosbvh) agreed with the Lehanese 
representative. There wouhi he no time to conduct a 
reading article by artici(~ and many dc1cgatirms wnukl 
not be able to take a definite stand on all the d~ccft 
articles, Accordingly, while delegations should suhmit 
specific proposals. no derision should he talu:n on tht'm" 

30. ~fr. PAZHWAK (Afghani,tan) said that no dele­
gation was likely to range over the whole of draft cove-

uants once the general debate had taken place; that had 
been implicit in the decision taken by the Committee at 
the oHtset. The Lebanese representative's point had 
already been COV('red by that under::;tanding. The only 
further AJghan suggestion had been that during the 
secnnd part o-£ the first reading the Conn:1ittee might 
aiEo deal with 11l1Settled rruestions, He agreed \Vilh the 
Yugoslav rcpre;;,entative that few delegations conid take 
any defn:ite stand at the current session; they \VOttld not 
be asked to do so. 

31. l\k JUVIG!'\Y (France) said that the decision 
on ir.unediate procedure would in fact have to be taJ-:en 
in the light of the Costa Rican representative's proposal. 
There s<:emed to he a c:nnsens11s in favour of the second 
anU third par:.s of it. \Vhn.t the Committee rcnllv wanted 
was worklng documentation which \llOtdd en~lble it to 
start work immediately at the tenth session of the Gen­
eral Assembly. Consl'quently, Governments h:l(] tn he 
able to do as much work as possible ln the way of draft­
ing amendments and new propo~uh in the i:tterval be­
t\veen the ninth and t{:'nth sessions. ]n the light of that 
consideration, time mlght be saved i£ delegations v,·hich 
had amendments o:: proposals ready subrr:ittcrl them at 
the current session. Governments \Yould thus -~·ain some 
idea of vvh.1.~ other Governments intended. No Con·rn­
ment would be prcdudcd frorn submitting further 
amendments during the interval between the sessions or 
<1t the tenth session. If no delegation was ready to 
submit proposal:c, there seemed no good r:::·a::;on \\hy 
the Comrnittee should seek at all costs to fill out the 
rt"maining mefting-s. Conversely, the Committee mi;:!,'ht 
fo1IO\V the Afg~'.2:1 suggc.s~ion tlmt the {]Uestion~ left 
unsettled by t~1e Commission on Htanan Rights might he 
discussed at thos{' nwc-tings. allhough manv delegations 
had alrcr..dy touched upon them during- the g-eneral de­
bate. In anv case, the time set aside for the consideration 
of the draft coven::tnts was almost exhattstecl. 

32. The idf'a] procedure in connexion wiih the Costa 
Rican suggestion wm1~d he for the Secrcrarv~Gcncral 
to suhmit the workinJ: paper embodying the :ml::wiments 
to Governments so that thev could submit sub<tmc!Jd­
ments before the tenth sess~on. It was unJikclv, how­
ever, that thf'rC' woufcl be time enough for th~~L The 
Secretary-Gene-ral mig"l1t perhaps be requested to cir­
culate the docume1~ts to Governments for information 
as soon as he could aH(l. in any case, not less tlnn ~ix 
\veeks before the opening of the tenth ses!lion. He hoped 
that the Costa Rican rcpresentatiYe 1.vould bear that 
suggestion in mind when he put his suggestion intO final 
iorm. 
33, l\Ir. TUNCEL (Turkey) said that the Committee 
should no1 encroach upon £he twenty meetings. to be 
devoted to the remainder of its agenda by devoting 
undue time to the dndt covenants. H·e agreed with the 
Saudi Arahian representative that it would be better to 
s!ow down work on the covenants in the interest of 
obtainin~ the great<:st possible number of ratifications 
thnn to adopt too rigid a timetable. He agreed. al;o. 
\Vith the Yugoslav r~presentativc that few delegations 
cot:ld yet take a defimtc stand on most articles. Delega­
tions might, however, use the two remaining meeting-s 
to be de-voted to the draft covenants for submitting new 
proposals or ;,mcndmcnts. That would f{O some ·way 
towards putting into practice the spirit of the Costa 
Hican sug;zestirm. 
34. :Mr. FOMI~ (Gninn of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics) asked the /\fghan representative whether the 
Connnittee might not discuss the Costa Rican proposal, 
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if there were no speakers o n the draft covenants at the 
next meeting . 
35. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan ) replied that he 
would be willing to support th e US~;R representative 
if such a proposal became necessary, but would prefer 
that a vote be taken on his o wn proposal first. 
36. Mr. AZKO U L ( Lebanon ) poir11 ed out that some 
delegations might be ready to speak o n certain articles, 
hut not on all of them, in a single statement. 
37. The C HA TRMAI\ said that he ~aw no reason for 
limiting; delegations to a sing-le statem~nt. 

38. M r. P AZHW AK ( A fghanista:1) thought that 
there might be a time limit on seconc. s ta temen ts, but, 
if delegations were to he permitted to speak very often, 
the Committee would not be ahlc to c-1mplete its wo; k 

~9. :VTr. HOOD (Australia) hope( that the Costa 
Rican propo~al wonld he before the Committee at its 
next meeting, at least for study. 
40. Mr. P AZHWAK ( Afghanistan ) pres~ed for a 
vote on his p roposal. If there were n J speakers at the 
next meeting, any delegation would h : entitled to pro· 
pose an agenda. Not to take a vott· on the Afghan 
p roposal unti l the next meeting would be tantamount 
to sheh·ing it. 

41. l\fr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) cc•nettrred in the 
A fghan representative's v1ew. 

42. rvfrs. HARMAN (Israel ) would support the 
Costa Rican representative's suggestic n that the Cnm­
mittee should devote its tenth session wholly to human 
rights. There woulrl however be othet important items 
on the agenda. Accordin~!y, she rev<·rtcd to the sug­
gestion she had made heforc that an r.d hoc committee 
on human rights might be set up under rule 98 of the 
rules of procedure. Governments would thus he able 
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to appoint expert representatives and the committee 
would be able to set up dra(ting sub-committees where 
necessary. 
43. The C HA IRMAN suggested that the vote should 
be taken only on the fi rst part of the Afghan proposal 
- that the Committee should begin the second part of 
the first reading at the next meeting, on the under­
standing that every delegation would be free to submit 
amendments to new proposals for, or observations on, 
the draft a rt icles. 
44. Mr. P AZHWAK (Afghanistan ) objected that 
snch a procedure would stultify his proposal. There 
would be no sense in deciding what should be dis­
cussed fi rs t if no decision was taken on what would 
be d iscussed afterwards. The Israel representative had 
raised a point that should really h ave been discussed 
in connexion with the Costa Rican proposal. Such a 
procedure would make the Committee's work too com­
plicated. 
45. The CHAIRMAN explained that his idea had 
been to avoid a procedural discussion at the next meet­
ing. H the Committee decide<! to discuss the Costa 
Rican proposal at the end of the second part of the 
first reading, a two-thirds majority would be required 
if, after all, the Committee decided to discuss it, in the 
absence of speakers, at the next meeting. 
46. ~h. F OMIN (l:nion of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics) said that he would not press his suggestion . on 
the unders t-anding that, as the Afghan representative 
had agreed, delegations could propose at the next meet­
ing that the Costa Rican proposal shou ld be c!iscussed 
if there were no speak ers on the fi;s t rtading. 

T he A fghan 1~>ru(>osa l m :s adoptPd b-v 50 7'0tt•s to 
nom•. w ith 1 abste1rlion. · 

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m. 
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