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AGENDA ITEM 58 

Draft international covenants on human rights 
A/2714, A/2686, chapter V, section I, E/2573, 
A/C.3/574, A/C.3/L.410/Rev.3 and Corr.l, 
A/C.3/L.412, A/C.3/L.413, A/C.3/L.4l4, A/C. 
3/L.418 and Add. I, A/C.3/IA21, A/C.3/L.422) 
(continued) 

FIRST READING (SECOND PART) (continued) 

1. Mr. HOOD (Australia), introducing his delega­
tion's amendments (A/C.3/L.421), to article 27 of the 
draft covenant on economic~ social and cultural rights 
and to article 52 of the draft covenant on civil and 
political rights (E/2573, annex I), repeated that Aus­
tralia would he unahle to accede to the covenants if 
those articles remained in their existing form. The text 
he was proposing had been sB:brr.itted by Australia and 
India to the Commision on Human Rights in 1951, and 
it incorporated amendments by Belgium and France 
(E/2573, paras. 246 to 24R); tl:us it already enjoyed 
considerable support. 
2. 1fany de]egations, he had noted with interest, recog­
niz:C"d the difficulties confronting federzJ States; and 
some thm:g-ht that the federal St:ite a;tidc did not con­
form to the ~pirjt of General Assembly resolution 421 
(V), section C, which called for the maximum exten­
sion of the covenants to the <::onstittu:nt units of federal 
States, and the rneeting of their constitutionai prob~ 
Jems. The Australian amendment adequately met those 
r~qtd.rcrnents, a.nd he. ho-ped that the Committee wm:ld 
gtve 1t the constrieratwn tt deserved, Paragraph 4, ong­
inally proposed by Delgium, ensured equality between 
cor_tracting parties ·when one of the-::1 was a f,~Jeral 
State. 
3. o.Ir. BEACFORT (Netherlands) said that al­
though the gPnerai dchate hP-el not remov,_xl all oh:;t.xles 
in the Committee's path, encouraging progress had been 
rr:rrdc. Ori;;inally he had re_:.;·an~cd the iriea of \Yorld­
wide cn:·l:nants a~ almost impractkahl;. an:l h~d sug­
gr:stcd tnat the European example ot rqzwr::~u rove­
IW.1tts should he folltn\·r_·cL It W-1.'-' nO\V po~sihl<' to he 
more optin~if1tic. T!1crc were still diiTc:rcnets of opinion 
on impcrtant matters. many of t1x·m constitutional. but 
thvre was incrt':lsing understandin:~ of the difficult prob­
le:ns coni:o:~ting some State:;;, and s:IlJ~tnntial progre"ss 
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towards draft covenants acceptable to a maJonty of 
States coulD be anticipated at the next session. 
4. The Netherlands delegation had not yet taken a 
definite position on certain important provisions, but 
the Netherlands Government intended to appoint a 
working group of experts to examine the draft cove­
nants. Its conclusions would be communicated to the 
Secretary-General under the procedure provided for ln 
the Costa Rican draft resolution (A/C.3/L410/Rev.3 
and Corr.l). 
5. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) introduced his 
amendments (A/C.3/L.422) to article 18 of the draft 
covenant on civil and political rights. 
6. The amendment ro paragraph I had not been 
prompted by theological considerations, but was merely 
intended to remedy the lack of balance between the 
religious and other aspects of the freedom of thought 
which had arisen through undue emphasis of the re­
ligious aspect He hoped that the Secretariat, in report­
ing to Governments, 'iovould make that point cl€ar. 
7. He intended to introduce another amendment be­
fore the end of the second part of the first reading. 
8. Mr. HOARE (l;nited Kingdom) said that his dele­
gation would wait until its views were requested by 
the Secretary-General before submitting what he hoped 
would be a complete list of such amendments as it 
might \vish to propose. 
9. However, he wished to be assured that the draft 
artide already proposed by the United Kingdom dele­
gation and appearing in annex II to the report of the 
Commission on Human Rights ( E/2573) as well as the 
amendments to the fmal clauses consequent upon it 
would he circulated \vith the other proposals and ob~ 
senrations hv Governments. No doubt the authors of 
the other p;oposals in annex II, ami the Uruguayan 
delegation, as sponsor of the proposal in annex III, 
\\'Ould wish to have a similar assurance. 
10. The CHAIRJ\1AN confirmed that those proposob 
would h0 drcnlated. 
11. He asked the Committee to co:~sider the Costa 
Rkan rlraft resolution ( A/C.1/L4lQ/Rev.3) and the 
corrigendum thereto. The Saudi ;\rahian representative 
wnultl introduce the propusal concerning the draft cove­
nants of ·which he .Had given notice. 

F:aocEDl'RAL PHOPOSAL sun::.-1r::-rF.D nY CosTA RlCA 
(A/C.3/L410/Rev.3 and Corr.l) ( conlimrcd) 

12. ~Ir. ROY (Haiti) proposed that the time sneci· 
fied in operative p<trz,gmph 1 of the Co""ta Rica!1 (lraft 
resolution (:I/C.3/L410/Rev.3 and Corr.l) for the 
suhmission of nh~("'rvations shoulr: ht" rcd.w::cd from six 
month;; to four months. 
13 .. Mr. IIlD..IPJlREY (_Sccrt:tnriat) saifl th<tt w1tf: 
reference to his 2tatcmcnt at ihc 579th meeting, he was 
instructed ~JY the Sccn:tary-Ci-crwral to say tktt l1e was 
not prepared at the cm·:·cnt time to go· beyond that 
stateme;:;t. 

A/C.3/SR.Sil2 
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14. T he a mendment proposed by Afghani£tan raised 
delicate legal issues. All that· the Secrcta:·y-General 
could say im mediately was that when Lhc 1:::ommittee 
had adopt t.-d a r esolution indicating what it desired, he 
would study all the elements of the ituatic-n as they 
then presented themselves in the light of t 1e United 
Nations Charter and act accordingly. 
15. Mr. NU:R EZ ( Costa Rica) said that in order to 
avoid a protracted discussion in the Commit1ce h e had 
enlisted the aid of the delegations of Afghani ;tan, Aus­
tral.iu, India, Lebanon, New Zealand, Tt: rkey, the 
Umte:d Kingdom and Urug uay in preparing the thi rd 
revision of his draft resolution (A/ C.3/ L.4D/Rev.3). 
16. Some additional corrections appeared in document 
A/C.3/L.410/H.ev.3/Corr. l. The correction 10 the sec­
ond paragraph of the preamble, calling for insertion of 
the words "of States Members and non-Memhers of the 
United Nations", had been included to eliminate all 
possible doubt, although the Legal Depar tmc·nt of the 
Secretariat considered that the word "Gov•:rnments" 
alone would suffice. 
17. T he references in the second and fot; rth para­
graphs of the preamble to " non-governmental organiza­
tions" shou!.d be deleted. 
18. T he third parag-raph of the preamble, on the im­
portance o f international covenan ts, had been amended 
on the sugges tion o[ the United Kingdom. 
19. In paragraph 3 of the operative part, 1he words 
"should uegin widl and give first preference t:>" should 
be deleted and replaced by "shall begin with and be 
mainly devoted to", and the phrase "(inch;ding any 
new articles) " should be taken out of parent 1cscs and 
amended to read "including new articles, if ar~y,". 

20. The wor king group had been in general < greement 
with the revision as it then stood, with the mportant 
exception o f operative paragraph 1 (c) , on , vbich the 
Costa Rican rlelegation had heen supported by . \ fghanis­
tan, the other members demurring. 
21. The U ruguayan amendment (A/C.3/ L.t20) had 
also been offered for inclusion in the revi ;ed d raft 
r esolution, but had met with little response. ~~he Uru­
guayan delegation had therefore s ubmitted it> amend­
ment separately. The Costa R ican de!egatic•n would 
support it. 
22. He noted the observations of the Secrc1ary-Gen­
eral's representative. No doubt the highly con :roversial 
opera tive paragraph 1 ( c) would cause muc1 discus­
sion, but it was important that those sections of man­
kind which, for historical reasons, had not yet achieved 
independence, should be assured that· the· dr 1ft cove­
nants applied to all equally. 
23. Mr. P AZH WAK (Afghanistan ) said it had been 
his impression that the phrase "Governments ) f States 
Members and non-Iviembers of the U nited Nations" 
would also appear in operative paragraph 1 (a.). 
24. Mr. N UI'tEZ (Costa R ica) said that it had been 
thought that its appearance in the second pangraph of 
the p reamble would be sufficient, but he wou .d accept 
the amendment. 
25. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) said th::.t he was 
grat ified to note that all his suggestions had been in­
co rporated in the revised d raft resolution and approved 
by the working group, except that referring lo opera­
tive paragraph 1 (c), which only the spor.sor had 
accepted. 
26. H e p roposed that the words "the draft" should be 
inserted before the word " international" in the third 
paragraph of the p reamble. 

27. Miss AGUILAR (Peru) asked the Costa Rican 
representative whether it would not lead to duplication 
o f documentation to issue the observations of Govern­
ments both individually and in the compilation. S he 
asked also what the financial implications would he. 

2~. Mr. MEND_EZ (Philippines) said that the Costa 
!~Jean representatwve's suggestion might lead to duplica­
t ton. Governments, when consulted by the Secretary­
Genera l, would almost certainly repeat the amendments 
and new pro~osals _ which they had put forward during 
the f1 rst readmg-, s111ce they would not be voted on. T o 
print and circulate them would therefore be wasteful. 

29. Mr. l\"U:N ~-o:z (Costa R ica) poin ted out to the 
~Jeruv ian repre~ent?tive that the compilation mentioned 
m the draft re;;olut!On was to cover not only the obser­
vations made during the ninth session of the Generill 
AsscmLly, but also those made before it. The int ention 
was tha_t a single ~asi c c~ocum~nt should be p rovided for 
the arttcle-by-art•cle dtscusSJon. The Secretariat was 
prepnr cd to unde rtake .the work, and recognizerl the 
many advantage.~ of a S11lgl.e document. 

30. 1'fr. H U MPHREY (Secretariat ) said that a 
paper on !he flllanci ~l implications of paragraph 2 of 
the operative part ot the Costa Rican draft resolution 
would be distributed. 

31. Mr. DUNLOP (New Zealand) shared the Haitian 
representative's concern about the time available for 
consideration o f 1the Secretariat's compilation by Gov­
ernments. lie wonde red whether it mi«ht not be better 
for the Secretariat to submit cormue~1ts and amend­
ments to Governments as they were received. S uch a 
course might be contrary to the General Assembly 
res?lution against the prolife,·ation o f documents ( reso­
lutions 593 (VI) . but it might meet the H aitian repre­
sentative's obj cctions .. 

32. M r. HU MPHREY (Secretariat) said that every 
effort had to !Je ma de to keep documentation to a 
minimum, in complian ce with the General i\ssemblv 
resolution on the matter. T he Secretary-General would 
therefore probably consider that the distribution of one 
do~:ument, in the form of a compilation, would he 
enough, especially since that procedure was provided 
for in paragraph 2 of the operative part of the Costa 
Rican draft resolution. 

33. _:tl1r. HOARE ( U11itecl K ingdom) though that the 
worclmg of the ncw !;econd paragraph o f the preamble 
proposed in documcn:: A/C.3/L.4l0/Rev.3/ Corr.l was 
less accurate than the similar paragraph in document 
A/ C.3/L.410/ Rev.l, which had read : "Considering 
that it ha.s discussed the draft international covenants 
o n human rights at its ninth session". T he Committee 
had not exan1ined the d ra fts; it had discussed them. 

34. With regard to the drafting change in operative 
paragraph 1 (c), he would prefer the words, "those in" 
to the words " those o[" whkh appeared in document 
A/C.3/L.410/ Rev.3/Corr.l. 

35. He appealed to the Afghan representative to re­
consider his oral amendment to the third paragraph o f 
the preamLle. In stat ing that international covenants 
o.n human rights which would effectively safeguar d the 
n ghts of the human person should be adopted as soon 
as possible, the General Assembly would rightly not be 
committing itself to the view that the draft covenants 
before the Committee necessarily represented their final 
form. M oreover, tht: Afghan amendment declared by 
implica tion that the draft covenants would effectively 
safeguard the rights of the buman person, whereas the 



5S2nd rueeting-12 November 1954 203 

whole of the Committee's discussion had been devoted 
to the question whether or not that was the case. 

36. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) pointed out that 
the draft covenants were referred to throughout the 
Costa Rican draft resolution, and that it was the need 
for the drafting of covenants on human rights that had 
brought the current texts into existence. Once the draft 
covenants had been discussed article by article and 
adopted, there would no longer be any need to refer 
to them as draits, but until that time the term had to 
be retained. He could not. therefore, agree with the 
United Kingdom representative. The retention of the 
present word1n~ might invalidate the resolution. 

37. Mrs. AFNAN (Iraq) suggested that the appre­
ciation of the work of the Commission on Human 
Rights that had been voiced by many delegations should 
be reflected Jn the draft resolution, 

38. Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador) agveed 
with the Iraqi representative's suggestion. The first 
paragraph of the preamble might he supplemented by 
the words H ••• and expressing its appreciation to the 
Commission for its work". 
39. The word "Considering" at the beginning of the 
third paragraph of the preamble seemed unsuitable; it 
implied that the importance o £ the covenants was bemg 
recognized for the first time. It would be better to 
begin the paragraph with the word "Reaffirming" and 
to place the paragraph at the beginning of the preamble. 

40. Mrs. HARMAN (Israel) said that the wording 
of the fifth paragraph of tbe preamble seemed to imply 
that public opinion would be prevented from cxpressmg 
itself fully and freelv on the draft covenants rather 
than that 1t should So express itself. She therefore 
Bugge:-: ted the deletion of the \vords "he able to". 

41. It was not dear whether operative paragraph 1 (c) 
referred to non-governmen~'tl organizations having con~ 
sullatlve or other status with the Economic and Social 
Council or to all non-governmental organizations. In 
the latter case, she waS interested to know \vhat cri­
terion could be applied in determining whkh organiza~ 
tions were concerned with the promotion o£ human 
rights. 
42. 1\Ir. ~U:61EZ (Costa Rica) said that the ne<.>d for 
public opinion to express itself fully and fr_edy should 
he par:icttlar:y stressed because it wa:: sometm1es unabie 
to do so. 
43. So far 2s the Israel representative's other point 
was concerned, he considered that all non-govcn:mcntal 
organization~ should be invitt>d to stimulate public in­
t('~Pst ln the draft covenants, irrespect:ve of their status 
\vith the United Nation::;. Some Governments might feel 
co~cc-rn about that provision, regarding- it as an oppor­
ttmity for the orgat1izations to i~1dte populations. to 
rehellion ur s.:1hvcrsion; he rott~d not share that vte\v 
:md strc-~sed thrtt the invitation shm:ld he extended to 
all organizations. 
44. 1lr. RODRIGUEZ FAllHEGAT (liruguay) 
asked the_ Co::otr-. Hican rcprescnta!ivc whether the Cru­
guayan a!lwndment ( A/C.3/L.420) to the draft resoiu­
ti<JI1 h~;d hrrn accepted. 
tL5. He a~n,0ed with the lrafji and F.c1:adoria~• repre­
s~·nt:ttivn; ihat t::e draft resolution should ccntain S01"::1e 
cxp:·css!nn vf :tpprcdatirm o: the wor;{ done hy the 
Cnrmr:i:;sion on Human Rights. 
46. ] T c also agyeed cvith the Ecuadorian representative 
1hat it wnuld he hctter to begin the third pa~·agraph of 
the prf'amhle with the \\'on1 "Reaffirming". 

47. \Vith regard to the Afghan representativels oral 
amendment to the effect that the words "the draft" 
should he inserted before the words "'international cove­
nants11 in that paragraph, he considered that the Spanish 
text would be weakened by the absence of any par­
ticularization; it should he made clear that reference 
was being made to the draft covenants submitted to 
the Asse;nblv bv the Commission on Human Rights 
(E/2573, annex" I). He therefore suggested that in the 
Spanish text the word unos should he replaced by estos. 
+8. Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica) said that although he 
hirnseH \Vas inclined to support the U rnguayan amen~~ 
ment (tVC.3/L.420), he had been unable to accept 1t 
in what was essentially a compromise text because of 
the opposition it h.:1.d aroused in the working group. 
49. He agreed with the &uadorian representative that 
the third paragraph of the preamble should begin with 
the word ''Reaffirmin~" 1 but considered that the present 
order of the introductory paragvaphs was logical and 
should be retained, 
50. The replacement of the word unas by the word 
estos was acceptable. 
51. Finally, he supported the view that the draft reso­
lution should reflect the Committee's appreciation of 
the work of the Commission on Human Rights. 
52. Mr. F0i\1IN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics) pointed out that the Costa Rican proposal had 
been incorrectly translated into Russian, and asked that 
the Russian translationt in particular of paragraph 3 of 
the operative part, should be brought into line with the 
original text. 
53. Mrs. ROSSEL (Sweden) said that she would 
vote for the Costa Rican draft resolution as a whole. 
54. She agreed that the Committee should expccss its 
appreciation of the Commiss1on's work and that the 
third paragraph of the preamble should begin with the 
word uRe:affirming11

• With regard to the Afghan oral 
amendment, she concurred with the United Kingdom . ' . ~ representatives v1ews. 
55. In the light of the statement by the Secretary­
General's representative on the functions of non-gov­
ernmental organizations, she thought that the phrase 
"with the promotion of human rights1 including those 
in the Non-Self-Governing and Trust Tcrritorie!>," 
should he deleted from paragraph 1 (c) of the opera­
tive part. She therefore asked for a separate vott on 
that phrase, 
56. \Vitb regard to the Haitian representative's pro~ 
posal. she considered that the time limit oi slx months 
provided ior in the draft re:;oltttion should not he re­
dttced, since it \Yould he difficult for Governments to 
<leal with the copious literature on the subject in a 
shorter period. 
57. She would be ttnah1e to vote for the Uru.:,•:uayan 
~mcnd:nent ( ,\fC:.3/L.420). 
SR }!r. PAZHWAK (Af;!hanistan) said that several 
delegadon" had rallied to his argnrnent that the rekr­
ence in the third paragraph of the preaml1lc shnu!d he 
,.:;peclfically to the cl:·aft covenants before the Committee 
and not to covenants on human rights in ~:eneraL The 
Er:nadorian awl Lrw;nyan rt-:pr<'scntatlvcs, however, in 
suggesting- a ;;tronger wo:-ding introduced 1

1y thr \vnnl 
HRcaffinnir:,g", had not m::tde it quite c:ear which a1ter­
native t:1ey ~favoured. To n~ake t~:e won_!ing stn;ng-cr 
without spl~cifylng that the z·o\Tnant..: ;n q:1estion were 
the draft t.·nv('n:~nts hcforc the Cnn:mittcc \nwld in fact 
\V(:aken the :·aragtaph. Uni{:ss the Costa 1\j"-~an rC'pre­
.se:J tativc accepted the A f.:-;-han amcntlr::eut1 the , \ fghan 
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delegation would move it to any version of the draft 
.-esolution that was submitted and would demand a 
vote on it. 
.S9. H e could not see why the Swedish repr !Sentative 
had asked fo r a separate vote on the phrase in operative 
parag raph 1 (c) ; he had already explained h s reasons 
for its inclusion. If a separate vote was taken, it should 
be taken by roll-call. T he phrase was importar t beca use 
it would be a safeguard for the inclusion of the terri­
torial application clause. 
60. Mr. ROY ( H aiti) thought that the Swedish repre­
sentative had not f ully understood why he had proposed 
the substitution of four for six months in operative 
parag-raph 2. Between the ninth ancl tenth s< ssions of 
the General Assembly there would be an interval of 
about eight months. Under the d raf t 1·eso!ution, Gov­
ernments were to indicate their current views and then 
express auy changes they might wish to ma:\e in the 
light of the comment:; of other Governments collected 
in the proposed compibtion . B ut Governments had al­
ready exp ressed their current views fu lly during the 
general debate at the ninth session. T hey wc Ltlcl neecl 
much more time to t.1kc into consideration th~ revised 
views of other Governments, the amendments and new 
proposals, the views of the specialized agencie:; and the 
non-governmental orgnni7.ations and other fac :ors, and 
to revise their own positions. T hey would b•: able to 
prepare t heir work more efficiently for the t•!nth ses­
sion if they were given a long-er time to do so, as sug­
gested in the H aitian amendment. 

61. He could not sec the precise purpose o[ ·:he U ru­
guayan amendment ( A/C.3/L.420). He would appre­
ciate a fuller explanation o f the need for a ::ub-com­
mittce of the Third Committee to help the S :cretary­
General perform a routine task such as he had always 
hitherto carried out alone. 

62. Mr. :MENDEZ ( Philippines ) sugg-ested that in 
the second paragraph of the preamble, the pl: rase "to 
study fully" would be better than the existing phrase 
" for making a full study". 
63. The Costa Rican representative's explan'ltion of 
the point raised by the Israel representative in con­
nexion with the last paragraph o f the preamble was not 
wholly convincing. If he had really wished tc convey 
that public opinion could not alw:~ys express itself fully, 
he should bring the Spanish text into line ,.,; th the 
English version. 
64. H e regretted th<:~t the Costa Rican repre: entative 
had dropped the former reference to " peoples ., in the 
third parag raph of the p reamble ( A/C.3/L.410/Rev. l) , 
since that weakened the original idea. Jf the intention 
was to make a general reference to covenants ou human 
rights, it was irrelevant to quibhle about whe J1er the 
draf t resolution should mention covenants in general 
or the draft covenants on which the Committee had 
worked ; that purpose would best be served by a re fer­
ence to giving peoples specific instruments to safeguard 
the ri.,.hts of the human person. H e himsel f, however, 
though that the dra ft resolution should refer to the 
specific draft covenants before the Committee. 

65. In paragraph 2 of the operative part, the phrase 
"early enough to enable" might be preferable to "in 
good time to enable'' . 
66. Mr . KU~EZ (Costa Rica) replied tha t h t: would 
have p re ferred the stronger wording of the third pre­
ambular paragraph recalled by the Philippine represent­
ative, but he had had to compromise in the \.,.Orking 
group. 

67. T he Afghan r epresentative's point on that para­
g raph would undoubtedly be met l;y incorporating the 
Ecuadoriar1 representative's amendment to it, if: the re­
vised tex t was moved up to become the third pream­
bular parag-raph after insertion of the paragraph given 
in the corrigendum. It would then be clear that the 
reference was specifically to the draft covenants pre­
pared by the Comrni:>sion on Human R ights. 

68. Mr. HOO D (Australia ) said that he had will­
ingly participated in the wnrking group, but his par­
ticipation did not mean that he had committed himself 
to the revised tex t, and in particular to operative para­
graph 1 ( c). Tbc Committee migh t try to consider what 
it really intended t o do by means oi the draft resolu­
tion. I t was an important draf t resolution, since it 
would cnti1·ely deter111ine the procedure for the General 
Assembly's. future \ovork on the draft covenants. Some­
how or other, extraneous ideas which the Third 
Committee would find hard to justify to the General 
Assembly in plenary meeting had crept into the draft 
resolution. He cou~d 110t see at all what was the purport 
of the last prean'!lbula r paragraph. Nattll·ally it was 
desirable that publ ic opinion should be <~ble to express 
itself full y and freely on any subject whatever. But the 
parn~raph was totally irrelevant. If it was retained, it 
might be asked jus t how public opinion was tu he ex­
pressed . I n point o f fact, public opinion on the dra ft 
covenants had been f ully and freely expressed for the 
past five years. 
69. In operative paragraph 1 (c) the General Assem­
bly was to invite nc·n-governmental organizations to 
stimulate public interest in the draft intemational cove­
nants on human rights by all possible means. The opera­
tive paragraph had !ide connexion with the supposedly 
relevant preambnlar parag raph. It might be asked to 
whom public opinion was to ex press itself, and what 
was meant by all po:;sible me.ans. Again it mig-ht be 
asked what were the C>rg·anizations referred to and who 
could jlldge whether they were genuinely concerned 
with the promotion of human rights. E ven if they could 
be identified, the General Assembly was not competent 
to invite them to do anything. T he whole point about 
such organizations was t hat they were non-govern­
n,ental ; even those with consultative :;tatus could only 
consult the United Nations. T he General Assembly 
could not take it upon itself to invite them to do any­
thing more than that. 
70. H e was at a los~: to know what was intended by 
stimulating interest in the draft covenants. The United 
N ations could p roperly educate public opinion, and, in­
deed, was doing so every day. But stimulation was 
another n1atter ; no one could know whether such stimu­
lation might: not arouse distrust of the draft covenants: 
71. T he whole idea of including such a notion in the 
draft resolution wa::; wrong, especially as an objection­
able poli tical stipulation was included in the same para­
graph. It was not right that the T hird Committee should 
be asked to lend its name to a draft resolution of that 
type, which would have to be transmitted to the General 
Assembly in plenary meeting and be executed by the 
Secretary-General. If delegations wanted to express a 
political notion of that kind, they should do so in a 
separate draft resolution. A procedural draft resolution 
of the kind originally intended should be adopted unani­
mously for submission to the General Assembly. No 
one had objected to most of the s ubstance, but the 
ext raneous ideas brought in at the las t moment would 
certainly prevent unanhnity. His delegation would not 
be able to vote for it. 
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72. The CJ!Al!UIAX said that a revised text of the 
Costa Rican draft resolution, embodying the oral 
amendments that had beeu accepted. would be prepared 
for the following meeting. 
73. The Saudi Arahian representative had reserved 
his right to submit a proposal in connexion with the 
draft covenants. VVith that, the second pa.rt of the first 
reading \Vottld be concluded. 
74. He asKed the Committee whether Jt would be Yvill­
ing to devote one more meeting to the item on the draft 
coycaants, despite its previous decision, 

It z~.·as so agrcrd. 

FlRST lU~AD.::N\; (SECOND PART) ( C011Cfttdcd _) 

75. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) said that he had 
been able to consult several delegations and had found 
them willing- to act as co-sponsm·s for some observations 
aud proposals on the draft CO\'er:ants on hnman rights 
(E/2573, ar:.uex I). Those observations and proposals 
concerned the fight of seH-determ:!1ation eauaciated in 
artkk ] ef hoth covcn;:nis. He v.:ished for more time 
tn con6t:1t ol.h<:r delegations and to perfect the text, 
1Yhkh would be submitted at the foiJo.,ving meetlng.1 In 
llrld, the document \\'"ot:ld emhotly a reaffirmation of 
Gem'fal Assembly resolution 637 (Vll) and 738 
(VIII), would lay stress, inter zrlia, on the fact that 
dependent peoples \Verc compo3ed u( in~._li\'i(!uals and 

1 T;,c text oi ~be pro-pcs;?.ls was s·.thseqt:ently issued as docu!nent 
A/C.3/L.427 anrl AJd.l. 
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collective groups, that they placed their hopes of self­
deteimination in the Cnited Xations and that sel£­
dcterm in<:tion was an economk, even more than a 
political, right. The Secretary-General would be re­
quested to transmit the observations to .Member States. 
The statement of the right would be reaffirmed and 
maintained in both covenants . .lVlemOcr States responsi­
hle fot colonial territories would be asked to familla.rize 
the inhabitants \\dth the content of the dr<1ft covenants 
in their current for::n. 
76. N1iliions of indiv1rlua13 in the dependent territories 
saw ia the United Nations their best hope that the 
Laetropolitan countries could be persuaded to .solve the 
existing conflicts by peacdui means. The .solution should 
be sought within the framework of the covenants. 
Otherwise, the sitt!atinn \vould certainly deteriorate. 

Stalentent by the repre.sentative of Uruguay 

11. :VIr. RODRIGUE% FABREGAT (l:rn;;uay) 
drew tl:e Cor::.mittee·'s aHentioa to the fact that the 
General Conf"·rence of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Culturn] Organizntion had opened that 
day at Th.fontevidco, The Government and pcoplc of 
Uruguay extended a wekomc to that agency. the spirit 
of which was ln harmm:y with their own. The t:" rn­
guayan delegatior< w:<>hed to take the opf!ortttnity of 
joining in the weko:n:c to UNESCO and of expressing 
its deep apprecia.tic1:1 oi the idea:.s which animated that 
agency of the L;nited 1\aiions. 

The meeting rose Rt 6 p.m. 
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