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Draft international covenants on human rights 
(A/27l4, A/2686, chap!Rr V, section I, E/2573) 
( co11tinued) 

PROC:EDtrll: FOR CO:XSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT COVE-

NANTS (continued) 

1. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) considered that 
it was less important to decide on thC time-tabie of 
meetings than on the substance of the Committee's 
deliberations. He had proposed formally that the cove­
nant should be considered during the current session 
by the Third Con•mittee and that the first reading 
should be hegun forthwith. The Committee would be 
conducting its \vork in an orderly manner ii it were 
to accept those proposals at once. 
2. He asked the Egyptian representative for a further 
clarification of wha: he meant by a first reading in 
the form of a genera) debate. The covenants had been 
on the agenda of the United Nations for many years; 
it would be most undesirable to delay their completion 
any further, especially as they were in a form which 
could be regarded as finaL If a general debate were 
held, it was doubtful whether a first reading con!d be 
completed at the current session. l\1oreover: the Com­
mission on Human Rights had suggested in its re­
port that the first reading should relate to the drafts 
in their present state (E/2573, para. 39). The Egyp­
tian and French representatives, v>ho had been among 
the authors of the Commission's obsenration, seemed 
to differ in their views on the procedure to be adopted. 
In his opinion, a first re.:1.ding of the drafts in their 
present state shouJd mean consideration article by 
article. 
3. Mr. AZMI (Egypt) explained that he was in fa­
vour of having two readings, the first to begin im~ 
mediate1v and to continue for some weeks and the 
second tO continue for as long as was necessary during 
the tentb session. Some confusion might have arisen 
from the use of the term "general debate''; it might 
be better tn refer to a 11general discussion'', Such a 
discussion might include both general reflections and 
reference to specific articles. Representatives would be 
free to use whatever methods they chose to clarify their 
governments1 vie\vs. The onJy limitations to the dis­
cussion would be that of time and that there would 
be no decisions on specific points. 
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4. Mr. MATTHEW (India) thought it would be 
better to deal with the draft covenants at consecutive, 
rather than alternate, meetings. 

5. It was essential to define the scope of the proposed 
general discussion clearly. The Committee had to make 
a definite step forward and agree that the general 
discussion or first reading should be concluded during 
the ninth session. 

,._'itfr. 1.\'Uilez (Costa~R-ica), Vice-President, tooh flit' 
Chair. 

6. Mr. TUNCEL (Turkey) agreed with the view 
of the officers of the Commission on Human Rights 
that the two readings should be distinct and take place 
during two sessions. The problem was to define the 
scope of the first reading, The Commission's report 
referred (E/2573, para. 39) to rhe method of two 
readings used by the Intemationa( Labour Con­
ference. Under article 34, paragraph 4, of the Stand­
ing Orders of the Conference, unless the Governing 
Body had otherwise decided, a question placed on the 
agenda of the Conference should be regarded as having 
been referred to the Conference with a view to double 
discussion. With regard to the methods of the first 
phase of such discussion, article 39 of the Standing 
Orders provided that the basic documents should be 
reports of the International Labour Office, which con­
tained the opinions of all States members of the ILO 
on the question at issue and were accordingly more 
complete than the draft covenants. The reports were 
submitted to a discussion by the Conference either in 
full sitting or in committee; the scope of the discus­
sion was not specified, It should be noted that the 
first phase of the double discussion did not entail a 
reading1 since no draft was prepared for the initial 
debate, The Conference at that stage merely decided 
whether the question should be the object of a con­
ventlon and, on the basis of that decision, the Inter­
national Labour Office prepared one or more texts, 
which were communicated to governments for com~ 
ment. The fundamental difference between the posi­
tions of the Conference and of the Committee was that 
the Committee had a text before it. It was to he in­
ferred, therefore, that the ILO system provided no 
solution for the Committee's procedural problem with 
regard to the first stage of the double discussion. 

7. It was therefore essential to define the nature and 
scope of the first reading. Two solutions hatl been 
proposed. The first was to hold a general discGssion, 
during which amendments might be submitted to spe­
cific articles, hut no votes would be taken. The second 
solution \vas that a general discussion should be fol­
lowed by a consideration of the covenants article by 
article, The two proposals did not seem to be irrecon­
cilable. Before any consideration was undertaken, the 
object of the double discussion had to he defined. Ac­
cording to the recommendation in the Commission's 
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report, swdy and even negotiation should be und.er­
taken between the two readings. The first readmg 
should therefore give Governments an opportunity to 
clarify their positions on important questions. For that 
purpose, the questions in the covenants has to be de­
fined; that might be done by drawing up a kind of 
questionnaire to canalize the general discussion. In 
the absence of such a questionnaire, the discus:.ion 
might result in vague affi rmations of attachment to 
human rights. Finally, the second phase of the double 
discussion should be organize<l. T he United States 
representative had made the useful suggestion th:1 t 
the Secretary-General might be asked to report to 
Member States, taking the first stage of the discus­
sion into ac~ount. That procedure took into account 
article 39, paragraph 6, of the Standing Orders of 
the International Labour Conference. 

8. To sum up : in the first place, two readings should 
be held ; secondly, the scope of the first reading should 
be defined ; thirdly, a general discussion would be use­
ful, provided that its scope was defined, possibly by 
means of a. kind of questionnaire; fourthly, the Sec­
retary-General should be asked to prepare a report 
on t he basis of the discussion and submit it to the 
Governments of Member States for comment ; and, 
fmally, the Secretary-General should be invited to sub­
mit another report to the General Assembly on the 
replies received. 
9. .Mrs. TOMSIC (Yugoslavia) agreed that the draft 
covenants should be considered by the Committee at 
the current ~ession , but did not think that there was 
time to examine the drafts a rticl-e bv article, especially 
as many controversial points remained to be settled. 
It was therefore unwise to interpret the Commission's 
observation in paragraph 39 of its report too literally. 
The Egypt[an representative's S\tggestion that a general 
discussion should be held instead of a reading properly 
so-called was useful. Delegations would thus be enabled 
to give their views and make proposals on questions 
which were still outstanctinv. without votinP' on m:~t­
ters of substance ; moreover, SUCh a discussion COilld 
be completed during t he current session. 
10. The United States representative's suggestion 
that the Secretary-General should be asked to report 
on the discussion was also sound. When replies had 
been received from Governments of Member and non­
Member States, the Secretary-General might also pre­
pare the text of the d rafts, with the appropriate com­
ments and with recommendations for the General As­
sembly at its tenth session. It \.\'Ould be advisable to 
devote the whole of that session to the discussion of 
the draft covenants article by a rticle. 
I 1. She thought that it would be unwise to set a 
time limit for the general discussion and preferred the 
method of discussing the draft covenants at alternate 
meetings. 
12. Mrs. TSALDARI5 (Greece) wished, on behalf 
of her delegation to congratu)ate the Commission 
on H uman Rights on the important work it had carried 
out under the distinguished chairmanship of the Egyp­
tian representative. 
I 3. The Greek delegation could agree with three of 
the points that had become clear from the debate. In 
the fi rst place, it was the Third Committee's right and 
duty to consider the draft covenants immediately. 
Secondly, there should be two readings as proposed 
in paragraph 39 of the Commission's report (E/2573). 

Thirdly, the comments oi Governments, specialized 
agencies and non-governmental organizations should 
be taken into account, together with the results of the 
debate in the Third Committee, during the second 
and final reacting at the tenth session of the General 
Assembly in 1955. 
14. She full y understood the Iraqi and Yugoslav rep­
resentatives' view that the time at the Committee's dis­
posal would not allow it to deal with the question of 
reservations and with the rights of property, but thought 
that additional meetings could be held to discuss those 
points. 
15. The United Kingdom representative had sug­
gested that alternate meetings might be devoted to the 
discussion of the draft covenants, in order to facilitate 
the work of smaller delegations. She herself thought 
that such a procedure would, on the contrary, be more 
difficult and that it would be better to work on the 
same subject without interruption. She would, how­
ever, support the Committee's final decision on that 
matter and on the programme of meetings, the num­
ber of which should be increased. 
16. Mr. HOOD (Australia) agreed with the Yugo­
slav representative that it was better to avoid an un­
duly rigid interpretation of the Commissions' observa­
tion. That text merely d rew attention to the procedural 
problem involved, but did not oblige the Committee 
to take procedural decision. There was no final defi­
ni tion of the tenn "reading" that the Committee could 
follow ; the analogy with ILO procedure was not close 
and should not necessarily be pursued. It was also 
undesirable to set a time limit for the discussion, since 
at the end, the Committee would be obliged to con­
sider the next step to be taken. T he best course was 
to begin the general discussion forthwith. without ,·oting 
on the revision of any specific articles at that stage. 
When the discussion reached its natural conclusion, 
the Committee might determine the procedure to be 
followed at the tenth session. 
1 ~ ~.~:. C.~~"/EZ \~'\ ti;-=.ul.; llcl ) Ut.uu~i·i.. tflt:re was 
general agreement, with regard to the desirability of 
following the suggestion that the draft covenants should 
be given two readings, at two consecutive sessions. 

18. With regard to the procedure to be followed, 
three possibilities had been suggested: fi rst, that there 
should be a general debate, with a wide exchange of 
views ; secondly, that the draft covenants should be 
given careful study article by article; and, thirdly, that 
the general debate should include amendments to t he 
articles, which the Secretariat could t ransmit to Gov­
ernments in prepar ation for the discussion at the tenth 
5ession of the r~nera l Assembly. He agreed that the 
Committee could make recommendations and submit 
amendments at the end of the general debate .. which, 
as the Saudi Arabian representative had suggested, 
should be continuous. 
19. Mr. MOR OZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics) agreed that it was advisable to begin the de­
bate on the draft covenants immediately and to put 
an end as soon as possible to the procedural discussion 
on which two meetings had already been wasted. The 
Soviet delegation was ready to participate in a general 
debate and also, if time allowed, in a d iscussion of the 
two draft covenants article by article. T here was gen­
eral agreement, in which he concurred, that a general 
discussion (which could be called a fi rst reading) 
should begin as early as possible and that, after t hat 
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discussion, the draft covenants should be considered 
artide by article. A debate on the question of the 
time when an article-by-article discussion should take 
place would be premature at the moment There might 
be time to begin such a discussion at the end <Jf the 
general debate, or perhaps at the end oi the session if 
the Committee completed the rest of its agenda in time. 
20. He thought that the delegations which were ask­
ing for two readings of the draft covenants article by 
article were not bearing in rnind the fact that the 
Commission on Human Rights had prepared the drafts 
carefullv, Tbe two draft covenants had already heen 
given t'wo readings in the Commission on Human 
Rights, on \vhich eighteen :Vfember States were rep­
resented. The membership had changed several times 
during the course of the discussion and abot1t thirty 
Governments had in fact had the opportunity of clarify­
ing their fundamental position. Furthermore, the basic 
concepts of the covenants were not new to the Third 
Committee: thev were en1lx)(1ied in the Universal Dec­
laration of H urn an Rights. The draft covenants merely 
contained complementary proposals, to fill in gaps in 
the Declaration. 
21. There should be one single discussion, article by 
article, and the Committee should not accept now any 
fonnal precedent, such as the one suggested in para~ 
graph 39 of the report of the Commission on Human 
Rights. If the draft conventions were found to be satis­
factory on first reading it might not be necessary to 
have a second one. On the other hand, more than 
two readings might he necessary. In any case, it was 
not possible to take an immediate decision on that 
point, 
22. The .~uggestion of discussing the draft covenants 
and another item on alternate days was not acceptable, 
as h -would impose too great a strain on SOtn\'~ delega­
tions and raise difficulties for others. 
23. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) pointed out that 
as his country was not represented on any other or­
gan of the United Kations. rhe Third Committee was 
the onlv place in which it could make its views known. 
The Egyptian representative had made a distinction 
between a general debate and a general discussion. He 
could not see how they differed from each other. 

24. The draft covenants were not new documents; 
they had heen before various 1: nited Nations hodies 
for several years and during that time they had been 
the subject of general dehates both on substance and 
on form. He could not understand why a second read­
ing was considered necessary. but he was willing to 
follow the view of the majority. The suggestion in 
paragraph 39 of the report of the Commission on 
Human Rights was not binding on the Third Com­
mittee. 
25. The USSR representative, among others, had 
been concerned at the delay in opening the debate on 
the suhstance of the item under consideration. but the 
possibility of delaying the work on the draft covenants 
hy adopting an unsuitable procedure was a subject of 
far greater concern. If a genera] discussion were em­
barked upon at the current stage, questions of prin­
ciple which had already been decided in the General 
Assemhlv might be raised again. There was also a 
risk that the debate would continue far beyond the 
current ses:;ion without any decision being taken. The 
Australian representative had asked what constituted 
a reading in the case in point: he, himself, asked 

whether a general debate would he considered a read­
ing. 
26. He could not agree with the USSR representa­
tive that a first reading would be useful in clarifying 
the position of Governments, which was already abun­
dantly clear from previous discussions. In any case, 
the Committee shou1d not forget that it was not always 
the point of view of Governments that was important: 
the covenants dealt with the rights of individuals, and, 
if they were not considered from a humanitarian rather 
than a political point of view, the purpose of the dis­
cussion v.:ould be iost. 
27. The Committee should begin with a considera­
tion of the draft covenants article by article : any other 
solution would be either a repetition or a step back­
wards. 
28. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia), speaking on 
a point of order, said that it had been his understand­
ing that the Committee had agreed to finish the proce­
Unral discussion at the current meeting. Accordingly, 
as soon as the speakers on the Chairman's list had 
had their say, the Committee should bv vote de<:ide 
to embark upon the substance at the follO"wing meeting. 
29. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) said that, unlike the 
Afghan delegation, his delegation had heen a member 
of all the United Nations organs concerned with human 
rights since their inception and accordingly could view 
the problem in the light of its experience. A problem 
there certainly was. Many delegations favoured the idea 
of holding a generai debate-which was what a first 
reading, whatever formal name it was given, would 
entail-not based upon specific articles, whereas others 
believed that the draft covenants should he taken article 
hv artide.. that the articles should be discussed and 
f:C.rutinized and that amendments might be submitted, 
although not voted on. The problem was how to recon­
cile+ those two trends without taking an arbitrary de­
ri.><ion by a vote. The simplest and mDst effective way 
of doing so would be to hear in mind what would be 
require~ at the second reading, to be held at the As­
sembly's tenth session. All agreed that the Committee 
would then he discussing and adopting the draft articles 
and taking decisions on any amendments submitted. 
In order to do so. the delegations would require dear 
and detailed insrructions from their Governments. The 
Governments \Voulcl in turn require the texts of the 
draft covenants, as embodied in the report of the Com­
mission on Human Rights, the comments of at least 
Member States, some idea of what amendments might 
he submitted and some foreknow ledge of the way ir. 
which draft articles might be altered in the course of 
the discussion. At its current session the Third Com­
mittee was hound to do that preparatory work. It was 
~ard to see how a general debate--the rerm Hgeneral 
reading" was, of course, self-contradictory-would help 
that preparation. as it woutd range extremely far and 
would lack precision. But a reading of the specific 
draft articles, including their review and the submission 
of general views on them and even amendments to 
them, would exactly serve the purpose. The only point 
on which he differed with the Afghan representative 
was that he believed that a reading article by article 
might take too long, and that a first reading section 
by section would he preferable. If any delegations had 
general vie\V5 to express on any particular section, 
they could do so. It was true that the normal pro­
cedure was to hold a general debate before considering 
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a subject in detail and one would certainly have been 
necessary, had the draft covenants been up for dis­
cussion for the fi rst time. B ut the General Assemblv 
had alrcncly made its decisions, after thorough debat~, 
on the question or two covenants or one, on what a:ricies 
were to be included and on certain of the more im­
portant a rticles. A ll that remained was a matter of 
drafting. of including any additional and deleting any 
undesirable anicles. T here was thus no need for a 
general del>ale ; general remarks. could be made in con­
nex ico wilh each section. 
30. Mr. C H E NG (China) observed that a decision 
on future procedure might help to clear up the ques­
tion of orderly procedure at th e curren t session. T o 
agree on what was to be done at the current session 
would not be sufficient. The C hinese delegation would 
have preferred the convening of a plenipotentiary con­
fer ence to Hdopt the draft ar ticles. That would have 
sol vcfl a ll the problems confronting the Committee. 
31. The Commission on Human R ights had never dis­
cus:,ed paragraph 39 of its repon. which had been em­
bodied in a working paper submitted hy the Cornmis­
sion·s officers late in the session and had been adopted 
in conjunction with the report as a whole. The Third 
Committee had embarked on a discussion of whether 
there should be one, two or several readings and of 
whal was meant by a first reading. If it was agreed 
ro undertake a firs t reading at the current session, 
that would entail general observations on the draft 
covenants, even on details of sty!~, wording and arrange­
mrnt; there would be commen ts on specific articles 
and even amendments, but no voting on them. If the 
Committee agreed to take the draft covenants article by 
article. it still could not avoid a general discussion . 
The Uruguayan delegation had submitted seventeen 
draft articles concerning an attorney-general for human 
rights(E/2573, annex III).The Commission on Human 
Rights hac! never discussed th e proposal in detail. 
The Third Committee would inevitably become involved 
in a gencrai ut:iJa tc, ucl:au:-c iL 1•a.u Lu Jc ... iuc iu }J•;,.._;)J:.:o 
whether or not there should be an attorney-general 
for human rights bt'fOre it went into the details. If 
the discussion began with gene ral obser vations only, 
it might be repeated at the tentlh session in conne,..-ion 
with th~ consideration of the d raft covenants art icle 
by article. That had to be avoided. It should be clearly 
understood that, if a general d ebate was held at the 
ninth session, a repetit ion at the tenth session would 
not be permissible. As a general debate was inevitable, 
the Commti tcc m ight well embark on and conclude it 
as soon as possible. 
32. It was ltnlikcly that the Third Committee would 
be able to conclude its work at the tenth session. There 
were fi fty-four d raft a rticles in one covenant, twent,·­
nine in the other, there were the seventeen deali~g 
with the attorney-general for h uman rights and cer­
tainly there would be proposals in connexion with the 
right of property, reservations, the federal State clause 
and petitions. More than one hundred d raft articles 
could nol be dealt with in some sixty to seventy meet­
ings. The alternative would be to continue at the 
eleventh session, entailing a further year's delay. 
33. There was the furthe r question of the participation 
of non-Member States. The draft covenants could be 
adopted and left open to accession by non-Member 
States, as had been done with some conventions. But 
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that was hardly a suitable procedure for covenants 
dealing wi th human r ights, in the drafting of which 
non-:\fernber S tates should be able to take pa rt. 
34. A plenipotentiary con~erence would solve all those 
p:o~h~~15: there would be no rime limit.: the plenipo­
tentJanes would l>e able to take responstble decisions: 
the conference could set up any committees or com­
mis:;ions it required ; and non-Member States could 
be invited. 
35. The Chinese delegation did not intend to enter 
into the substance of the draft articles at the current 
session or to take part in the general debate; it would 
do so when the draft articles were discussed for final 
decision. 
36. ~1r. rAZHWAK (Afghanistan ) asked whether 
the Saudi Arabian representative was pressing his 
proposal. Tt had been shown to he impractical, since 
fresh icleas had hccn brought forwa rd by the Lebanese 
and Chinese representa tives. He himself might be able 
to r~o~ls idcr his own proposals in the light of those 
:;n~gestJons . 

37. M r. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay) 
supported lhc Afghan representa tive's view. H e fa iled 
to sec why delegations which had intervened frequently 
shoulci app~ar to be trying to I?rcvent other delegations 
!rom speaktng tit all on a subject of such importance. 
A hasty decision al the last m inute would be most 
undesirable. 
38. . ~Ir. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia ) said that he had 
not m tended to prevt'!lt an! delegation from speaking, 
ht·t the procedural dtscussmn should be ended, since 
a large measure of a~reement had been reached that a 
general dcb:nc should be held. His proposal would not 
preclude delegations from reverting to the ideas put 
forward by the Afghan and other representatives. H e 
would amend his proposal slightly: the Committee 
shollld em~1ark on lhe suhstance at the next meeting ; 
all delegat tons woulrl he free to submit proposals and 
:~ nwnrlml'nt.~ · thl' drri)Oinn nn the h oltiina of :"1 fir.d 
rea<ling should he deferred until the end of" the general 
debate. 
39. ).1r. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) pointed out that 
there was no p roposal for a general debate before the 
Committee. The Egyptian representative had even 
apologized for the usc of that term. The Afghan pro­
posals, however, were before the Committee and were 
entirely inconsistent with the holding o£ a general de­
hate. \'Vhat h~' had rroposed had, in brief, been: fi rs t. 
that the draft covenants should be discussed at the 
current session ; secondly, that the first reading should 
begin immediately ; and, thirdly, that the first reading 
!'hould be taken article by a rticle. Those proposals 
wottld take precedence even if a :ormal proposal was 
now made that a general debate should be h eld. The 
Saudi Arabian proposal that the Committee should 
emba rk on the' suhstance could not be entertained until 
the Committee knew what the nature or those deliber­
ations would be. I t was engaged in trying to discover 
tbat. 
40. The CHAIRMAN observed that the achievement 
of general agreement a ppeared to be unlikely at that 
stage. H e wonld adjourn the meeting , in the hope that 
the Committee would l.x: able to em bark on the substance 
of the question at the next meeting. 

The me-eting rose at 1.20 p.m. 
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