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Frrst READING (SECOND PART) {conltnued)

1. Mr. HOOD {Australia), introducing his delega-
tion’s amendhiments (A/C.3/1.421), to article 27 of the
draft covenant on economie, social and culoaral rights
and 1o article 52 of the draft covenant on civil and
political rights {(E/2573, annex 1), repeated that Aus-
tralla wouid he unable to accede to the covenmants if
those articles remained in their existing form. The text
he was proposing had been submitted 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 248); thus it already enjoyed
considerable support,

2. Many delegations, he had noted with interest, recog-
nized the difficulties confronting federal States; and
some thought that the federal State article did not con-
form to the spint of General Asseinbly resolution 421
{V7, scetion €, which called for the maximum exten-
sion of the covenants to the constituent units of federal
States, and the meeting of their eonstitutional prob-
lems. The Australian amendment adequately met those
requirements, and e hoped that the Committes would
mive it the consideration tt descrved, Paragraph 4, orig-
inally proposed by Delgium, ensured equality between
contracting parties when one of them was a {ederal
State.

3. Mr. BEAUFORT {Netherlands) soid that al-
though the general debate had not removed all obstacles
i1t the Committee’s path, eneouraging progress had heen
made. Oviglnally he had regarded the idea of world-
wide covenants as almost impracticalle, and had sug-
pested that the Luropean example of regional cove-
nants shoukd e followed. It was now possilile to be
more optimistic. There were still differences of opinion
on naportant matters, many of then constitutional, but
there was increasing understunding of the difficult prob-
lems confronting seme States, and substantial progress

towards draft covenants acceptable o a majority of
States conld be anticipated at the next session.

4. The Netherlands delegation had not yet taken a
definite position on certain Important provisions, but
the Nethetlands 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 in
the Costa Rican draft resolution {A/C.3/L410/Rev.3
and Corr.13,

5. Mr. BAROGODY (Saudi Arabia) introduced hig
amendments (A/C.3/1..422) to article 18 of the draft
coverant on civil and political rights.

6. The amendnient to paragraph 1 had not been
prompted by theological considerations, but was merely
intended fo remedy the lack of balance hetween the
veligious and other aspects of the freedom of thought
which had arisen through undue emphasis of the re-
igicus aspect. He hoped that the Secretariat, in repert-
myg to Govermmuents, would make that point clear.

7. He intended to introduce ansther amendment be-
fore the end of the sccond part of the first reading,

& Mr. HOARE {United Kingdom ) said that his dele-
gation would wait vntil its views were reguested by
the Secretary-General before submitting what he hoped
would be a complete list of such amendments as it
might wish to propose.

9. However, he wished to be assured fhat the draft
article already proposed by the United Kingdom dele-
gation and appearing in anmnex 11 to the report of the
Commission oo Human Rights (E/2573) as well as the
amendrents to the final clauses consequent upon it
would be circulated with the other proposals and ob.
servations by Governments. Nu doubt the authors of
tlze other proposals in annex I, and the Uruguayan
delegation, as sponsor of the propesal in annex 11T,
waotld wish to have a similar agsurance,

10. The CHAIRMAN confirmed that those proposals
would be cireulated.

11. He asked the Committee to consider the Costa
Rican draft resolution (A/C.3/L.410/Rev.3) and the
corrigendum thereto. The Saudi Arabian eepresentative
would mtroduce the proposal concerning the draft cove-
nants of which he had given notice,

Pga}{rm}mmn PROPOSAL SUBMITTED By Costa Rica
{A/CS/LA10/Rev 3 and Corr 1) (rontinucd)

12, Mr. ROY {Haiti) proposcd that the time speci-
fed I operative paragraph 1 of the Costa Rican draft
resolution {(A/C3/T.410/Rev.d and Corrl} for the
suhmission of ubservations should be redueed from six
memths to four months,

B3 Mr. HUMPTIREY (Secretariaty said that with
referenee to his stotemeont at the 57%th mecting, he was
instructed hy the Seerctary-Genesal to say that e was
not prepared ot the current time to go hevond that
statemest.
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14. The amendment propesed by Afghanistan raised
delicate legal issues. All that the Secretary-General
could say immediately was that when the Committee
had adopted a resolution indicating what it desired, he
would study all the elements of the situaticn as they
then presented themselves in the light of tie United
Nations Charter and act accordingly.

15. Mr. NUKXEZ (Costa Rica) said that in order to
avoid a protracted discussion in the Commitice he had
enlisted the aid of the delegations of Afghanistan, Aus-
tralia, India, Lebanon, New Zealand, Turkey, the
United Kingdom and Uruguay in preparing the third
revision of his drait resolution (A/C.3/L.412/Rev.3).
16. Some additional corrections appeared in document
A/C3/L.410/Rev.3/Corr.1. The correction 1o the sec-
ond paragraph of the preamble, calling for insertion of
the words “of States Members and non-Members of the
United Nations”, had been included to eliminate all
possible doubt, although the I.egal Department of the
Secretariat considered that the word “Governments”
alone would sufhice.

17. The references in the second and fourth para-
graphs of the preamble to “non-governmental organiza-
tions” should be deleted.

18. The third paragraph of the preamble, on the im-
portance of international covenants, had been amended
on the suggestion ol the United Kingdom.

19. In paragraph 3 of the operative part, the words
“should begin with and give first prefercnce 3" should
be deleted and replaced by “shall begin with and be
mainly devoted to”, and the phrase *(including any
new articles)}” should be taken out of parenticses and
amended to read “including new articles, if ary,”.

20. The working group had been in general £ greement
with the -revision as it then stood, with the mporiant
exception of operative paragraph 1 (¢), on which the
Costa Rican delegation had heen supported by Afghanis-
tan, the other members demurring.

21. The Uruguayan amendment (A/C.3/L.420) had
also been offered for inclusion in the revised draft
resolution, but had met with little response, "“he Uru-
guayan delegation had therefore submitted its amend-
ment separately. The Costa Rican delegation would
support it.

22. THe noted the observations of the Secrelary-Gen-
eral’s representative. No doubt the highly con:roversial
operative paragraph 1 (¢) would cause muer discus-
ston, but it was important that those sections of man-
kind which, for historical reasons, had not yet achieved
independence, should be assured that: the drift cove-
nants applied to all equally.

23, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) said it had been
his impression that the phrase “Governments >{ States
Members and non-Members of the United Nations”
would also appear in operative paragraph 1 {a}.

24, Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica) said that it had been
thought that its appearance in the second paregraph of
the preamble would be sufficient, but he woud accept
the amendment.

25. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) said thit he was
gratified to note that all his suggestions had been in-
corporated in the revised draft resolution and approved
by the working group, except that referring fo opera-
tive paragraph 1 (¢), which only the sporsor had
accepted.

26. He proposed that the words “the draft” should be
inserted before the ward “international” in the third
paragraph of the preamble.

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

28. Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) said that the Costa
Rican representative’s suggestion might lead to duplica-
tion. Governments, when consulted by the Secretary-
General, would almost certainly repeat the amendments
and new proposals which they had put forward during
the first reading, since they would not be voted on. To
print and circulate them would therefore be wasteiul.
29. Mr. NUNKZ (Costa Rica) pointed out to the
Peruvian representative that the compilation mentioned
in the draft resolution was to cover not only the ohser-
vations made during the ninth session of the General
Assemlly, but also those made before it. The intention
was that a single basic document should be provided for
the article-by-article discussion. The Secretariat was
prepared to undertake the worl, and recognized the
many advantages of a single document.

30, Mr. HUMPHRELEY (Secretariat) said that 2
paper on the financial implications of paragraph 2 of
the operative part of the Costz Rican draft resolution
would be distributed,

3I. Mr. DUNLOP (New Zealand) shared the Haitian
representative’s concern ahout the time available for
consideration of the Sceretariat’s compilation by Gov-
ernments. e wondered whether it might not be better
for the Secretariat to submit comments and amend-
ments to Governments as they were received. Such a
course might be contrary to the General Assembly
resolution against the proliferation of documents (reso-
lutions 593 (V1), but it might meet the Haitian repre-
sentative’s objections. )

32, Mr. HUMPHELY (Secretariat) said that every
effort had to be made to keep documentation to a
minimum, in compliance with the General Assembly
resolution on the matter. The Secretary-General would
therefore probably consider that the distribution of one
document, in the form of a compilation, would be
cnough, especially since that proct*tﬁure was provided
for in paragraph 2 of the operative part of the Costa
Rican draft resolution.

33. Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) though that the
wording of the new second paragraph of the preamble
proposed in documen: A/C.3/1.410/Rev.3/Corr.]l was
less accurate than the similar paragraph in document
A/C3/1.410/Rev.1, which had read: “Considering
that it has discussed the draft international covenants
ont human rights at its ninth session”. The Committee
had not examined the drafts; it had discussed them,

34. With regard to the drafting change in operative
paragraph 1 (¢), he would prefer the words, “those in”
to the words “those of” which appeared in document
A/C3/1.410/Rev.3/Corr.l.

35. He appealed to the Afghan representative to re-
consider his oral amendment to the third paragraph of
the preamble. In stating that international covenants
on human rights which would effectively safeguard the
rights of the human person should he 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. Moreover, the Afghan amendment declared by
implication that the draft covenants would cffectively
safeguard the rights of the buman person, whereas the
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whole of the Conmmittee’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 info 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, therefors, agree with the
United Kingdom representative. The retention of the
present wording might invalidate the resolution.

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

38, Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuador} agreed
with the Iraqi representative’s suggestion. The frst
paragraph of the preamble might he supplemented by
the words “. . . and expressing ifs appreciation to the
Commission for its work™.

39 The word “Considering” at the heginning of the
third paragraph of the preamble seemed unsuitable; it
implied that the importance of the covenants was being
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, Birs. HARMAN {Israel) said that the wording
of the fifth paragraph of the preamble seemed to imply
that public opinion would be prevented from expressing
itself fuily and freely oo the draft covenants rather
than that it should so express itseli. She theretore
suggested the deletion of the words “be able te”.

41, Tt was not clear whether operative paragraph 1 {¢)
referred to non-povernmental organizations having con-
sultative or other status with the Economic and Social
Council or to all non-governmental organizations. In
the latter case, she was interested to know what eri-
tevion conld be applied in determining which organiza-
tions were concerned with the promotien of human
rights.

42, Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica)y said that the need for
public opinion to express itsclf fully and frecly should
he particularly stressed becanse it was sometimes unable
to do go.

43. SBa far =s the Israel representative’s other point
was concerned, he considered that all non-governmental
organizations should be invited to stimulate public in-
terest in the draft covenants, irrespective of their status
with the United Nations, Some Governments might feel
concern ahout that provision, regarding it as an oppor-
tupity for the organizations to incite populations to
rebeilion or subyersion; he could not share that view
and stressed that the invitation ghotdd be extended to
all organizations,

44 My RODRIGUEZ TFARREGAT {(Uroguay)
asked the Costa Rican represeatative whether the Uru-
suayan amenciment (A/C3/L.420) to the draft resolu-
tion had been accepted.

43 He agreed with the Trani and Tenadorian repre-
sentatives that the draft resclution should contain some
expression of appreciation of the work done by the
Crgnmission on Human Rights.

46, He also agreed with the Teugderian representative
that it would e hetter to begin the third navagraph of
the preamble with the word “Reaffirming ™.

47, With regard to the Afghan representative’s oral
amendment to the effect that the words “the draft”
should be inserted before the words “international cove-
mants” in that paragraph, he considered that the Spanish
text would be weakened by the absence of any par-
ticularization ; it should be made clear that reference
was being made to the draft covepants submitted $o
the Assembly by the Commission oo Human Rights
{£,/2573, annex 1), He therefore sugprested that in the
Spanish text the word wnes should he replaced by esios.
48  Mr. NUNFEZ {Costa Rica) said that although he
limself was inclined to support the Uruguayan amend-
ment {A/C.3/1.420%, he had been unable to accept it
in what was essentially a compromise text because of
the opposition it had aroused in the working group.

43, He agreed with the Ecuadorian representative that
the third paragraph of the preamble should begin with
the word “Reaffirming”, but considered that the present
order of the introductory paragraphs was logieal and
should be retained.

30, The replacement of the word unes hy the word
estos was acceptable,

51. Finally, he supported the view that the draft reso-
fution should reflect the Committec’s appreciation of
the work of the Commission on Human Rights,

52. Mr. FOMIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics) pointed out that the Costa Rican proposal had
been incorrectly transiated into Russian, and asked that
the Russian transiation, in particular of paragraph 3 of
the operative part, should be brought into line with the
original text,

33, Mrs. ROSSEL (Sweden} said that she would
vote for the Costa Rican draft resolution as 2 whole.
54, She agreed that the Committee should express its
appreciation of the Commission’s work and that the
third paragraph of the preamble should begin with the
word “Reaffirming”. With regard to the Afghan oral
amendment, she consurred with the Umited Kingdom
representative’s views.

55. In the light of the statement by the Secretary-
General’s representative on the functions af non-gov-
erpmoental organizations, she thought that the phrase
“with the prometion of human rights, including those
in the Nou-Sel-Governing and Trust Territories,”
should be deleted from paragraph 1 (¢) of the opera-
tive part. She therefore asked for a separate vote on
that phrase.

36, With regard to the Haitian representative’s pro-
posal, she considered that the time limit of six months
provided for in the draft resolution shoold not he re-
duced, since it would he difficult for Governmoents fo
deal with the copious literature on the subject in a
shorter period.

57. She would be unable to vote for the Uruguayan
amendment (A/C3/L.420%.

58 Mr. PAZHWAK (Afphanistan) said that several
delegations had raliicd to his argument that the refer-
ence in the third paragraph of the preambic should he
specifically to the draft covenants before the Connnittee
and not to covenants on hwman rights in peneral. The
Feoadorian and Ursguyan representatives, however, in
suggesting a stronger wording introduced by the word
“Reaffirming”, had not miade 1t guite clear which alter-
native they favoured. To make the wording stronger
withiout speciiving that the covenants in guestion were
the draft covenants hefore the Committee world i fact
weaken ihe maragraph, Uniess the Costa Rican repre-
sentative accepted the Afghan amendment, the Afghan
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delegation would move it to any version of the draft
resolution that was submitted and would demand a
vate on it

59. He could not see why the Swedish reprzsentative
had asked for a separate vote on the phrase in operative
paragraph 1 (¢) ; he had already explained h.s reasons
for its inclusion, If a separate vote was taken, it should
be taken by roll-call. The phrase was importar t because
it would be a safeguard for the inclusion of the terri-
torial application clause.

60. Mr. ROY (Haiti) thought that the Swedish repre-
sentative had not fully understood why he had proposed
the substitution of four for six months in operative
paragraph 2. Between the ninth and tenth scssions of
the General Assembly there would be an interval of
about ecight months. Under the draft resolution, Gov-
ernments were to indicate their current views and then
express any changes they might wish to mace in the
light of the comments of other Governments collected
in the proposed compilation. But Governments had al-
ready expressed therr current views fully during the
general debate at the ninth scssion. They weuld need
much more time to take into consideration thz revised
views of other Governments, the amendments and new
proposals, the views of the specialized agencies and the
non-governmental organizations and other faciors, and
to revise their own positions, They would be able to
prepare their work more efficiently for the tonth ses-
sion if they were given a Jonger time to do so, as sug-
gested in the Haitian amendment.

61. Te could not sec the precisc purpose of he Uru-
guayan amendment (A/C.3/L.420). He would appre-
ciate a fuller explanation of the need for a sub-com-
mittee 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) suggested that in
the second paragraph of the preamble, the pkrase “to
study fully’” would be better than the existiny phrase
“for making a full study”.

63, The Costa Rican representative’s explanation of
the point raised by the Israel representative in con-
nexion with the last paragraph of the preamble was not
wholly convincing. If he had really wished tc convey
that public opinion could not always express itsz=If fully,
he sgould bring the Spanish text into line with the
English version.

64. He regretted that the Costa Ri(;:m repre: entative
had dropped the former reference to “peoples” in the
third paragraph of the preamble (A/C.3/1..410,Rev.1),
since that weakened the original idea, I the intention
was to make a general reference to covenants on human
rights, it was irrelevant to quibble about whe her the
draft resolution should mention covenants in general
or the draft covenants on which the Committee had
worlced ; that purpose would best be served by a refer-
ence to giving peoples specific instruments to safeguard
the rights of the human person. He himseli, however,
thnuo'h that the draft resolution should refer to the
sp-chc draft covenants before the Committee.

65. 1In paragraph 2 of the operative part, the phrase
“early enough to enable” might be preferable to *in
good time to enable”,

66. Mr. NUNEZ (Costa Rica) replied that he would
have preferred the stronger wording of the third pre-
ambular paragraph recailed by the Philippine represent-
ative, but he had had to compromise in the working
group.

67. The Afghan representative’s pc-mt on that para-
graph would undoubtedly be met by incorporating the
Lcuadorian represcntative’s amendment to it, if the re-
viscd text was moved up to become the third pream-
bular paragraph after insertion of the paragraph given
in the corrigendum. It would then be clear that the
reference was specifically to the draft covenants pre-
parcd by the Commission on Human Rights.

68. Mr., HOOD (Australia) said that he had will-
ingly participated in the working group, but his par-
ticipation «id not mean that he had committed himself
to the revised text, and in particular to operative para-
graph 1 (c). The Committec ntight try to consider what
it really intended to do by meaus of the drait resolu-
tion, It was an important draft resolution, since it
would entirely deteriine the procedure for the General
Assembly’s future work 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 could not see at all what was the purport
of the last preambular paragraph. Naturally 1t was
desirable that public opinion should be able to express
itself fully and freely on any subject whatever. But the
paragraph was totally irrelevant. If it was retained, it
might be asked just how public opinion was to be ex-
pressed. In point of fact, public opinion on the draft
covenants had been fully and freely expressed for the
past five years.

69. In operative paragraph 1 (¢) the General Assem-
bly was tc invite nen-governmental organizations to
stimulate public intercst in the draft intemational cove-
nants on human rights by all possible means. The opera-
tive paragraph had lit:le connexion with the supposedly
relevant preambular paragraph. It might be asked to
whom public opinion was to express itself, and what
was meant by all possible means. Again it might be
asked what were the organizations referred to and who
could judge whether they were genuinely concerned
with the promotion of human rights. IEven if they could
be identified, the General Assembly was not competent
to invite them to do anything., The whole point about
such organizations was that they were non-govern-
mental ; even those with consultabive status could only
consult the United Nations. The General Assembly
could not take it upon itself to invite them to do any-
thing more than that.

70. He was at a loss to know what was intended by
stimulating interest in the draft covenants. The United
Nations could properly educate public opinion, and, in-
deed, was doing so every day. But stimulation was
another matter ; no onc could know whether such stimu-
[ation might not arouse distrust of the draft covenants:

71. The whole idea of including such a notion in the
draft resolution was wrong, especially as an bbjection-
able political stipulation was included in the same para-
graph. Tt was not right that the Third Committee should
he asked to lend its name to a draft resolution of that
type, which would have to he 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 substance, but the
extraneous ideas brought in at the last moment would
certainly prevent unamimity. His delegation would not
be able to vote for it.
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72, The CHAIRMAN said that a revised text of the
Costa HRican draft resclution, embodving the oral
amendments that had been accepted, would be prepared
for the following meeting.

73 The Sawdi Arabian representative had reserved
his right to submit a proposal in connexion with the
draft covenants. With that, the second part of the first
reading would be concluded.

74. He asked the Committee whether it would be will-
ing ta devote one more meeting to the item oo the draft
covenants, despite its previcus decision,

it was so agreed,

Frrgr reamiNg (SECOND PARTY {conciuded )

75, Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) said that he had
heen able to consult several delegations and had found
them: willing to aet as co-sponsors for some observations
aid proposais on the draft covenants on human rights
(I£/2573, anvex 1}, Those observations and proposals
eoncerned the right of seli-determination enunciated in
article 1 of hoth covenants. He wishied for more time
to consult other delegations and to perfect the text,
which would be sulwnitted at the following meeting.? In
Lrief, the document would embody a reaffinmation of
General  Assemibly  resolution 537 (VI and 738
{VITs, would loy stress, daufer wfin, ou the fact that
dependent peoples were composed of indiniduals and

' The text of the propesals was subsequently ssued as doeument
A/CIATAZY and Add.1.

collective groups, that they placed their hopes of self-
determination in the United Nations and that self-
determinstion was a2n economic, even more than 2
political, right. The Secretary-General wonld he re-
quested to transmit the observations to Member Siates.
The statement of the right would be reaffirmed and
maintained in hoth covenants, Member States responsi-
bie ior caloniznl territories would be asked to familiarize
the inhabitants with the content of the draft covenants
1o their current form,

76, Millions of individuals in the dependent territorics
saw 1n the Unized Nations their best hope that the
metropohitan countries could be persuaded to solve the
existing conflicts by peaceful means. The solution should
be sought within the framework of the covenants,
Otherwise, the situation would certainly deteriorate.

Biatement by the represemtative of Uruguay

77, Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Urngray)
drew the Corunittee’s attention to the fact that the
General Conference of the United Nations Fducational,
Scientific sad Caltural Organization had opened that
duy at Montevideo, The Govermment and people of
Urnguny extended a weleome to that agency, the spirit
of which was in barmony with their own. The Urn-
guayun delegation wished to take the opportunity of
joimng in the weleome o UNESCO and of expressing
its deep appreciation of the ideals which animated that
ageney of the Usited Nations,
The meeting rose at 6 pan.

Printed in US.A.

S d 15 1—Drecember 1954—1 8540





