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The neeting was called to order at 10.05 a.m

CONSI DERATI ON OF REPORTS, COMMENTS AND | NFORMVATI ON SUBM TTED BY STATES PARTI ES
UNDER ARTI CLE 9 OF THE CONVENTI ON (agenda item 5) (continued)

Draft concludi ng observations concerning the eleventh to fourteenth periodic
reports of Argentina (continued) (CERD/C/51/M sc.26, future CERD/ ¢/ 304/ Add. 39)

1. The CHAIRMAN invited the Conmittee to resune its consideration of the
concl udi ng observations on the periodic reports of Argentina, on the
under st andi ng that sone paragraphs previously considered m ght require
rewording in the light of the subsequent discussion

Par agr aph 15

2. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that the phrase “other
mnorities” should be replaced by “mnorities”, as had been done in earlier
par agr aphs.

Par agr aph 16

3. M. van BOVEN said that he understood the correct English translation
of the phrase “terres domani al es” to be “ancestral lands”. In that case, it
had been a mistake to delete the word “ancestral” (“domaniale”) in

par agraph 10, and it should be restored.

4, M. VALENCI A RODRI GUEZ said that the term “ancestral” denoted | ands
whi ch were under the control of indigenous peoples; “ancestral |ands”
(“tierras ancestrales” in Spanish) was therefore the correct term

5. M. GARVALOV pointed out that the official docunents provided by the
Government of the Philippines during the consideration of its periodic report
had referred to “ancestral |ands/domains”. Apparently, the term*“lands” was

associated with clains made by individuals, while “donmai ns” was associ at ed
with comunity | ands.

6. Fol |l owi ng comments by the CHAIRMAN and M. WO.FRUM and in the |ight of
M. Garvalov's conment, M. de GOUTTES suggested that the phrase “ancestra
| ands and dommi ns” shoul d be used in both paragraph 10 and paragraph 16.

Par agr aph 17

7. M. de GOUTTES said that M. Val encia Rodriguez had suggested incl uding
a specific reference to the relevant article of the Convention, namely
article 5.

8. M. SHERIFIS said that the first sentence of the paragraph expressed the
Committee's satisfaction and should therefore be included in section C,
“Positive aspects”. He suggested that the second sentence should be noved to
section E, “Suggestions and recommendati ons”.
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9. M. ABOUL- NASR asked whether the situation of foreigners and inmmigrants,
whi ch was the subject of the paragraph, came within the scope of the
Convention at all

10. The CHAIRMAN said that the problemraised by M. Sherifis would al so
apply to paragraph 18. Could the problem be solved by saying “non-national s”
rather than “imm grants”?

11. M. ABOUL- NASR did not understand why concern had been expressed about
Argentina's treatnent of inmmigrants fromthe MERCOSUR countries as conpared
with others. Many countries treated imrigrants fromtheir regiona

organi zation, such as the European Union or the League of Arab States, nore
favourably than other imrgrants.

12. The CHAI RMAN suggested that a new paragraph should be inserted after the
exi sting paragraph 10, to read: “In connection with article 5 of the
Convention, the conclusion of a bilateral accord with Bolivia to regularize

t he position of some 500,000 Bolivians who have been in an irregular position
in Argentina and the regul arization of the situation of 250,000 foreigners in
an irregular position in Argentina under decree No. 1033/92 are noted with
sati sfaction”.

13. M. de GOUTTES said that the Commttee very often considered the
situation of refugees and imm grants, and he saw no contradiction with the
Conventi on.

14. If the new paragraph read out by the Chairman was adopted, paragraph 17
woul d then read: “Mre specific information is needed about the |egal reginme
currently applicable to imm grants, and particularly about the distinction
between i mmigrants from nenber States of MERCOSUR and ot hers”

15. The CHAI RMAN suggested that a reference m ght be included to the
Committee's CGeneral Recommendation XI on non-citizens

16. In response to a comrent by M. ABOUL-NASR, M. de GOUTTES suggested
that the second sentence of the paragraph - and therefore paragraph 17 as a
whol e - should be deleted, since it went into too nmuch detail.

17. The CHAI RMAN concl uded that the Comm ttee seened to be agreed that the

first sentence of paragraph 17, with the proposed anmendments, should becone a
new paragraph after the present paragraph 10, and that the second sentence of
par agraph 17 shoul d be del et ed.

18. It was so deci ded.

Par agr aph 18

19. M. de GOUTTES suggested that the paragraph should be anmended to read:
“Although [...] are considered positive, the lack of information on the
situation of these refugees is noted with regret”.

20. M. VALENCI A RODRI GUEZ said that, as in the fornmer paragraph 17, a
reference to a particular article of the Convention was needed. He felt that
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the first part of the sentence belonged in section C, “Positive aspects”. The
second half of the sentence was superfluous, since there was a request for
nore information about the situation of refugees in paragraph 26.

21. M. SHERIFIS agreed with those comments, but in that case paragraph 26
shoul d be anended to read: *“ informati on on the number and situation of
refugees ...”

22. M. de GOUTTES proposed that the first part of paragraph 18 should be
noved to section C, “Positive aspects”, just before the present paragraph 11
with the follow ng wording: “The establishment of the Refugee Eligibility
Conmittee and its close cooperation with the Office of the United Nations High
Conmi ssi oner for Refugees are considered positive”. The rest of paragraph 18
woul d then be del eted.

Par agr aph 19

23. M. ABOUL- NASR said that the phrase “it is noted with concern” was nuch
too strong: indeed, it was tantanount to accusing the Argentine Governnent of
bei ng an acconplice in anti-Semtic attacks. The paragraph referred to
conpl ai nts about the slow pace of the investigations into those acts w thout
sayi ng who had nmade the conpl aints.

24. M. van BOVEN suggested that a reference should be included to the
Committee's decision 3 (45), adopted at its forty-fifth session on

16 August 1994. The Conmittee had specifically asked for information about
the investigations to be included in the periodic report, but the Argentine
Government had not done so. The Committee mi ght even express its regret that
its request had not yet been conplied wth.

25. M. SHERIFIS pointed out that, in paragraph 27, the Commttee called
upon the Argentine Governnent to expedite the investigations. He therefore
felt that paragraph 19 could be del eted al together

26. M. de GOUTTES said that it was inevitable that material in section D of
t he concl udi ng observations should overlap with that in section E, since the
former expressed a concern of the Conmmittee and the latter showed what the
Committee wanted States parties to do. He suggested the follow ng revised
version of paragraph 19: “Wth reference to decision 3 (45), adopted by the
Conmittee on 16 August 1994, it is noted with concern that the investigations
into the anti-Semtic attacks of 1992 and 1994 have still not been conpl eted”

27. M. RECHETOV said that there was not necessarily any need to repeat the
same material in different sections of the concluding observations. He felt
that the best solution was M. Sherifis', namely to del ete paragraph 18

al together. Paragraph 27 should then be amended to read: * articles 5 (a)
and 6 of the Convention and the Conmittee's decision 3 (45) of

16 August 1994".

28. M. WOLFRUM di sagreed with the suggestion nade by M. Sherifis and
supported by M. Rechetov. The Commttee had raised the issue orally and had
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received no reply, and it had al so adopted a decision. The behaviour of the
State party in that connection was a matter of concern which he wi shed to
express in the way proposed by M. de Gouttes.

29. The CHAI RMAN observed that the del egati on had been rem nded of the
Committee's decision prior to its neeting with the Conmttee.

30. M. ABOUL-NASR said that the Conmittee should not include references in
each part of its reports to anti-Semtismand anti-Nazism It was a canpaign
whi ch had been going on for some tinme and he did not agree with it. He
totally disagreed with the approach taken by M. de Gouttes and M. Wbl frum
but as a conprom se could accept the suggestion nade by M. Rechetov on the
basis of M. Sherifis' proposal

31. M. SHERIFIS said that the concern expressed by M. van Boven could be
met by a slight change to his earlier proposal: paragraph 19 should be

del eted on account of the divergence of views and paragraph 27 should start
with the phrase “The Conmmittee, recalling its decision 3 (45) of 1994, adopted
by the Cormittee on 16 August 1994, invites the State party ...”".

32. M. SHAHI fully supported that proposal

33. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) pointed out that that proposal would
make the subject a recommendation instead of a subject of concern. |If the
Committee agreed to that change, he would not object.

34. The CHAIRMAN said he took it that the Cormmittee wi shed to adopt the
anmendnent proposed by M. Sherifis.

Par agr aph 21

35. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) pointed out that the reference to
article 7 of the Convention had been included to incorporate the proposal of
M. Val enci a Rodriguez.

36. M. SHERIFIS said that the expression of satisfaction in the first
sentence shoul d be noved to the positive aspects in section C

37. M. ABOUL- NASR supported that proposal. As far as section D was
concerned, he noted that the Committee had expressed concern on the

i npl enentation of every article of the Convention, apart fromarticles 2
and 3.

38. M. GARVALOV said that a bal ance between expressions of satisfaction and
of concern could easily be achieved by first taking note of the satisfactory
situations and then expressing concern.

39. It was particularly inportant that educational programes covered racia
discrimnation specifically as well as human rights. He therefore suggested
that a reference to the prevention of racial discrimnation should be inserted
into paragraph 21 after “human rights”, in line with the reconmendation in

par agr aph 29.
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40. M. SHAHI said that if the first sentence of paragraph 21 was to be
nmoved to section C, the second sentence night then nore appropriately be
pl aced in paragraph 29

41. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that in the light of the
proposal s whi ch had been nade, the first sentence, anended by the insertion of
the words “and the prevention of racial discrimnation” after “human rights”,
shoul d be nmoved to section C as a new paragraph after paragraph 11. The
reference to article 7 of the Convention was unnecessary in that section and
could therefore be deleted. The |last sentence of paragraph 21 would then be

i ncorporated into paragraph 29.

Par agr aph 23

42. M. RECHETOV said that the word “other” (autres) before the words
“ethnic mnorities” should be del eted.

Par agr aph 25

43. M. WOFRUM said that as the Commi ttee had now adopted a genera
recommendati on concerni ng i ndi genous peoples, it would be appropriate to
include a reference to it at the end of the paragraph, to read: “In this
context, the attention of the State party is drawn to the Cormmittee's Cenera
Recomendati on concerni ng | ndi genous Peoples”; giving the exact title.

44, M. RECHETOV suggested that reference should al so be nmade to the
judicial authorities, given that |egal provisions had been nentioned.

45. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that in the |light of that
suggestion, the words “adm nistrative and |l egal” m ght best be deleted and the
words “including the judicial authorities” inserted after “local and federa
authorities”.

46. The CHAIRMAN said that he took it that the Conmittee wi shed to adopt the
par agr aph as anended.

Par agr aph 26

47. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) rem nded the Committee of
M. Sherifis' proposal to insert the words “the nunber and” after “information

on".

Par agr aph 27

48. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) pointed out that the paragraph would
start with the words “The Conmittee, recalling its decision No. 3 (45)
of 16 August 1994 ...” in line with the anendnment proposed by M. Sherifis.

Par agr aph 29

49. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that the incorporation of the
second sentence of paragraph 21 as suggested by M. Shahi would involve a | ong
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list including police, mlitary, |awers, magistrates, teachers and pupils.
It could be shortened, however, by using the expression “law enforcenent
of ficials” which covered the police, the mlitary, |awers and nagi strates.

50. The CHAIRMAN said he took it that the Cormittee would prefer to | eave
paragraph 29 as it stood.

Par agr aph 30

51. M. VALENCI A RODRI GUEZ suggested that the word “wi dely” (lLargenent) was
unnecessary and should therefore be del eted.

52. M. RECHETOV said that if the Committee did not |ay enphasis on the w de
di ssemi nation of the docunents, they would never reach the wi der public at
all.

53. M. van BOVEN pointed out that the text as it stood was a standard
phrase; it should therefore renmai n unchanged.

Par agr aph 33

54. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that he had opted for
requesting that the present report be updated as the State party's next report
was due in a matter of nonths.

55. M. ABOUL-NASR said that it was unreasonable to ask for the report to be
updated in view of the anmount of information requested. Furthernore, having
commended the del egation on its conposition and taken note of its replies with
satisfaction, the Conmttee had then criticized the extent to which every
article of the Convention had been inplenmented. It should therefore consider
whet her its procedure could not be inproved in some way in the future.

56. The CHAI RMAN said that those concerns could be discussed on the | ast
afternoon of the session.

57. M. SHERIFIS said that M. Aboul -Nasr's concerns about Argentina's next
report mght be net if, instead of asking for the present report to be
updated, the Conmittee were to ask for an updated report, using the

formul ation which it had agreed earlier in the session to insert in the
reports of all States parties.

58. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that in the light of that
proposal, it would be sufficient to delete the words “of the present report”
fromthe French text.

Par agr aph 3

59. M. YUTZIS, reverting to paragraph 3, said that the paragraph as it
stood contained an error which mght discredit the Cormittee in Argentina when
the report was dissenminated. It was not true to say that the main victins of
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unenpl oyment and poverty were the nenbers of the indi genous popul ati ons and
other ethnic mnorities. Those groups were anmong the main victinms, but the
main victinms were the 70 per cent or nore of the people, many of themfromthe
m ddl e cl asses, who lived in the urban periphery.

60. M. de GOUTTES (Country Rapporteur) said that the sinplest solution
woul d be to say that the main victins included the nenbers of those groups (in
the French version, “parmis les principales victines figurent ...”,) and to
repl ace the words “of the other ethnic minorities” by “the ethnic mnorities”.

61. The draft concludi ng observations concerning the eleventh to
fourteenth periodic reports of Argentina as a whole, as anended, were adopted.

Draft concl udi ng observations concerning the initial, second and third
periodic reports of the fornmer Yugoslav Republic of Macedoni a
(CERD/ C/ 51/ M sc. 24, future CERD/ C/ 304/ Add. 38)

62. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) said that suggestions by M. Wl frum
M. Garvalov, M. Diaconu, M. van Boven and the Chairman, nainly of an
editorial nature, had been incorporated into the draft text before the

Conmi ttee.

Par agraph 2

63. M. ABOUL- NASR hailed the first sentence of the paragraph as a positive
begi nning and said he would have liked to see nore of that kind of wording in
ot her concl udi ng observati ons.

Par agraph 3

64. M. RECHETOV proposed that the economic difficulties experienced by the
State party should be described as “partly” resulting fromhostilities in the
Bal kan region.

Par agr aph 4

65. Ms. SADIQ ALI, supported by M. van BOVEN, proposed the deletion of al
t he parentheses in the paragraph

Par agr aph 5

66. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) suggested that in the interest of
clarity and conci seness, if paragraph 5 was accepted, paragraphs 18 and 19
shoul d be del eted.

Par agr aph 6

67. The CHAI RMAN, supported by M. GARVALOV, suggested the deletion of the
word “quantitative”.
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Par agraph 9

68. M. WO FRUM said that the word “the” should be inserted between “in” and
“whole territory of the State party”.

Par agr aph 12

69. The CHAI RMAN suggested that “on indiscrimnatory basis” be replaced by
“on a non-discrimnatory basis”.

Par agr aph 14

70. M. ABOUL-NASR said it was unnecessary to ask for information on whether
the Convention was directly applicable before the donmestic courts because he
recall ed a nenber of the delegation to have addressed the issue.

71. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) said that there was some information
on the question in the report itself but he could not say that the Commttee
had come away with a clear inpression that the Convention was applicable in

t he donestic courts as the report contained no reference to specific cases of
application in the courts. |If such cases were included in the next report,
they could forma basis for constructive dialogue in the future. He suggested
that “additional” should be inserted before “information” in the first

sent ence.

Par agr aph 15

72. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur), in reply to M. SHAH 's request for
clarification of the use of the word “integrate”, said that he agreed that the
word m ght have certain negative connotations. The reasoning behind it,
however, was that efforts should be made to ensure that, as in Kosovo, there
shoul d not be two separate educational systens.

73. He rejected the CHAIRMAN s suggestion to reword the sentence to say
“ to provide for different ethnic minorities within a unitary education
system...”

74. M. WOFRUM said that “integrate” net the concerns expressed about a
particul ar private school which only offered instruction in Al banian. It had
led to violent clashes between supporters of the school and the State forces.
M. Rechetov's call for teachers to be educated within State institutions was
appropriate and expl ained his choice of the word “integrate”. Wile he was
aware of the negative connotations of the word, he felt nonethel ess that
“unitary” was by no neans a solution

75. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) said that M. Shahi woul d perhaps
agree to retain “integrate” if he knew that the aimwas not to force Al banian
students to attend educational institutions that were not of their choice.

Rat her, the idea was that the Al banian university should be given the form
recognition it deserved and integrated, i.e. “included” in the education
system
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76. The CHAIRMAN, further to a comrent by M. SHAHI, suggested that the
phrase m ght be reworded to read: “... to integrate different ethnic mnority
institutions in the education system...”.

77. M. SHAHI suggested replacing the phrase “to integrate different ethnic
mnorities in the educational systenmi with “to inprove the educati onal system
for the ethnic mnorities”.

78. Ms. SADI Q ALI proposed sinply replacing “to integrate” with “to

i nclude”, which would have the nmeaning of “to absorb”

79. M. DI ACONU agreed, saying that the country had one educational system
not several. The educational system of each country should be inclusive,

rat her than exclusive, in the sense that it had to conprise all the sectors of
t he popul ati on.

80. M. YUTZIS said that replacing “to integrate” with “to include” could
create problens; he proposed “to facilitate participation of ethnic
mnorities”.

81. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) said all the proposals inplied

recogni tion of educational systenms which had not been given the appropriate

| egal status. It was dangerous for a country to begin dividing its population
fromthe earliest years of schooling. Wat the Cormittee was trying to say
was that there was a single educational system but that, where separate
educational establishments had been set up by mnorities, they had to be given
the maxi num attention by the authorities.

82. M. SHAHI said M. Yutzis’ proposal net his concerns and avoi ded the
anbiguity raised by the word “include”, which inplied that at present the
mnorities were excluded fromthe educational system

83. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) suggested that the first part of

par agraph 15 should be anended to read: “The Conmittee reconmends that the
State party continue its efforts to facilitate the participation of different
ethnic mnorities in the educational systeni, and the rest of the paragraph

| eft unchanged.

84. It was so deci ded.

Par agr aph 17

85. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) proposed sonme nminor drafting changes
in the penultimate |ine and suggested that the Cormittee's Cenera
Recommendati on XXI (48) be reproduced in the formin which it had been

adopt ed.

86. M. SHAHI said that although he had not been present when the Genera
Recommendati on on sel f-determ nati on had been adopted, he had subsequently
voi ced his strong reservations about the wording. He could not, therefore,
accept the last sentence of the paragraph. Furthernmore, it would be the
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first tine that the Commttee, of its own volition, was applying the Cenera
Recommendati on. Secession of a mnority was not an active issue in the forner
Yugosl av Republic of Macedonia. A reference to the General Reconmmendation was
unnecessary and woul d introduce a significant precedent that would have to be
applied to observations concerning other reports. There was no call for
setting such a precedent. He was in favour of territorial integrity for
States but the Committee seened to be venturing into controversial territory
by interpreting the principle of self-determ nation. Every multinationa
State had problenms of the kind faced by the State party in question

87. M. WO FRUM supported by M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur), said that

al t hough he had initially favoured the insertion of the |ast sentence, he
woul d not insist on it. However, he disagreed with M. Shahi on one point.
There was a very strong, openly decl ared Al bani an-1ed secessi oni st novenent in
Macedoni a which threatened the territorial integrity of the State. That being
said, M. Shahi's words of caution were appropriate and he would agree to the
del etion of that part of the paragraph

88. M. ABOUL- NASR said that he had serious doubts about the paragraph. The
Committee should not venture into an issue that had not been fully discussed
with the State party. Furthernore, it nmight be asked which part of the
Convention covered the issue of territorial integrity of all neighbouring
States. The Conmittee had never adopted simlar action before. Mreover, was
General Reconmmendation XXI (48), of itself, not sufficient to address the

i ssue?

89. M. WOLFRUM specified that he was in favour of ending the paragraph
after the first sentence.

90. M. GARVALOV said that it would be appropriate for the Comrittee to
mention territorial integrity in its observations because the issue had been
di scussed. Fromthe statenments of all the nmenbers of the delegation it had
been clear that there was an awareness of secessionist tendencies and the
threats to their country's territorial integrity. It would be right for the
Committee to defend the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia as one of the
newest States parties to the Convention and express concern about its
territorial integrity.

91. M. ABOUL- NASR suggested that the present text should be replaced by
two paragraphs: one asking the authorities to provide educational and
cultural opportunities, and another, on the continued existence of the State,
referring to the Conmttee’ s General Recommendati on

92. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) said that the paragraph was inportant.
The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia was in an exceptional situation, as
was the Russian Federation, where the issues surrounding Chechnya and ot her
Caucasi an republics could | ast for decades or even centuries. Many of its

nei ghbours had called into question the Federal Republic of Macedonia’s
continued right to existence, along with the future of its ethnic groups and
their right to develop their own culture and ethnicity. The stability of

ot her nei ghbouring countries m ght be jeopardi zed. The Commttee should
therefore not give the inpression that it was referring sinply to schools,

uni versities and other educational establishnments; rather, it was talking
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about the very existence of a State and the prevention of ethnic and possibly
armed conflict in that part of the world. [If the media discovered that the
Conmittee was deleting a reference to the territorial integrity of the

Bal kan States, it m ght nmake the headlines; the deletion was not a good idea
at all. He supported deleting the third, but not the second, sentence.

93. The CHAI RMAN suggested that the expression in an earlier Commttee
report of its commtnent to the concept of multi-ethnic society should be used
in the present observations.

94. M. SHAHI said that, in the interests of conprom se, he would not object
to retaining the first sentence of paragraph 17, but the second sentence
shoul d be del eted; otherw se, the same point night have to be nade with regard
to many other countries, and no two States could be considered by the sane
yardstick. Again, he urged caution in dealing with such sensitive and
controversial issues as self-deternmination in relation to any one State.

95. M. RECHETOV said that, in a spirit of conprom se, although he had said
that the second sentence contained inportant points, he could join a consensus
on retaining only the first sentence.

96. M. GARVALOV said he agreed with M. Shahi that each case should be
considered on its own nerits. That included the forner Yugoslav Republic of
Macedoni a, whi ch was, noreover, being discussed by the Committee for the first
time. In response to a question he hinmself had asked, the representative of
the State party had assured the Commttee that article 49 of the Constitution
had al ready been anmended to exclude any possibility of the Republic’s
interfering in the internal affairs of neighbouring countries; unamended, the
| anguage had created apprehensions and problenms with one of the Republic's

nei ghbours. The Conmittee should recogni ze the problens relating to

i npl enentation of the Convention in the State party, which needed its support.

97. M. DIACONU said that the main argunment for deleting the second sentence
was its reference to the territorial integrity of neighbouring States; did
that mean that the forner Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia was threatening that
integrity? Previously, the Commttee had always referred to the protection of
a State’s own territorial integrity. |If there were signs that the State was
pronoting an aggressive policy towards nei ghbouring States, the reference

m ght be appropriate, but in any case he did not believe it was within the
Conmittee’s conpetence. |If retained, the sentence should be anended, although
he woul d prefer its deletion.

98. M. de GOUTTES said he favoured the idea of having two separate
paragraphs. In that case, the second sentence should be anended as
M. Di aconu had proposed.

99. M. RECHETOV (Country Rapporteur) explained that the second sentence
shoul d have begun with the phrase: “The territorial integrity of Mucedoni a,
as of all neighbouring States ... .” He disagreed with the idea of splitting
t he paragraph into two.




CERD/ ¢/ SR. 1241
page 13

100. M. WO FRUM said it would have been appropriate to refer to the
Committee’s Ceneral Recommendation on self-determnation, which stated that
the Committee did not encourage any form of secession and was in favour of the
preservation of State identity.

101. The CHAIRMAN said the General Recommendation was referred to sinply as
General Reconmendation No. XX (48); the Committee had deci ded agai nst giving
it another title.

102. M. van BOVEN said that, although the General Recommendation strongly
favoured solutions within existing State borders, there were many ot her
aspects to it, and it would be an oversinplification to link it only with that
particul ar notion.

103. The CHAIRMAN said that if he heard no objection, he would take it that
the Conmttee wished to adopt the first sentence only of paragraph 17.

104. It was so deci ded.

Par agraphs 18 and 19

105. The CHAIRMAN recalled M. Rechetov's earlier proposal: the Committee
havi ng adopted paragraph 5, paragraphs 18 and 19 were superfluous and shoul d
be del et ed.

106. The concl uding observations concerning the initial, second and third
periodic reports of the fornmer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia as a whole, as
anended, were adopt ed.

107. M. GARVALOV said that, in the third sentence of paragraph 8 of the
summary record of the 1227th neeting (CERD/ C/ SR 1227), which reflected his

i ntervention, “Bulgaria” should have read “Bul garians”. He w shed again to
express his concern over the situation of Bulgarians in the forner Yugoslav
Republ i c of Macedoni a, whatever their nunber; to urge that there should be no
nore official pressure on themto express their Bulgarian awareness and origin
openly and wi thout obstacles; and to state that they nust be guaranteed their
rights under articles 8, 16 and 48 of the Constitution of the forner Yugoslav
Republ i ¢ of Macedoni a.

The neeting rose at 1 p.m




