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ARTICLE XIII (bis) (continued)

1. Mr. CHKHIKVADZE (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics) said that the issue raised in the revised
text of article XII (bis) (A/C.3/L.1307/Rev.1l) of
the measures of implementation to be added to the
provisions of the draft International Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
was clear cut and delegations had already taken a
position on it. Consequently, he saw no point in any
further discussion, which in any case would be
unlikely to lead to unanimity in the Committee.

2. In his view, the sponsors of the revised text
of article XII (bis) had considered it aecessary to
reflect in the Convention the increasing concern
of the United Nations and of all States for the dependent
Territories. The United Kingdom representative had
been right in saying that the proposal was strictly
anti-colonialist, but she had not thereby convinced
his delegation that it was superfluous. He could not
undersiand why the Nigerian representative should
Yiave doubts about the article's usefulness. The
arguments tha* the article was vague in wording
and might give rise to duplication of effort were
unconvineing, Either the Third Committee wanted
the Convention to be an effective weapon against
raclal discrimination and colonialism and a step
beyond the Declaration onthe Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples or the assurances
given concerning the desire to eliminate colonialism
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and racial discrimination and the need to show
greater concern for the dependent peoples were
insincere. That matter could only be settledbya vote.

3. His delegation supported the revised text of
article XIII (bis) whole-heartedly. With regard to the
legal point whether the United Nations had the right
to single out the issue of the Non-Self-Governing
Territories in the Convention, his delegation felt that
the United Nations as a whole and the African States
as Members of the Organization had not only the right
but also the duty to demand that the cclonialist
countries who had responsibility for alien peoples
should respect the United Nations Charter, all United
Nations resolutions, especially General Assembly
resolution 1514 (XV), and the Convention itself, once
it was adopted. -

4. Mr. MOMMERSTEEG (Netherlands) said that his
delegation had submitted an amendment (A/C.3/
L.1317) to the revised text of article XIII (bis)
because that article gave rise to certain purely
legal difficulties. ‘

5. The right of petition had already been granted to
the inhabitants of non-indepeudent Territories by
Article 87 of the United Nations Charter. The General
Assembly, the Trusteeship Council, the Special Com-
mittee on the Situation with regard to the Implementa-
tion of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples and other United
Nations bodies could receive petitions. In such cases
the right of petition did not depend upon an optional
declaration and hence the procedure for dealing with
them was stronger than that proposed in article XIII.
He sympathized with the concern of the sponsors of
the draft article that the right of petition, which already
existed in a stronger form under the Charter and
United Nations practice, might be jeopardized by
article XIII, which was weaker in form and substance.
His delegation had submitted its amendment, in
order to obviate any impression that the existing
right of petition might be prejudicedby the Convention.
While the principles enunciated by the United Nations
on the question of racial discrimination inthe Deciara-
tion of the Eliminationof all Forms of Racial Discrim-
ination concerned all States, the obligations imposed
by the Convention would be binding only on the
States Parties, Moreover, the committes to be es-
tablished under article VIII would be an organ of the
States Parties only, and not of the United Nations, and
the States Parties to the Convention, and not the
General Assembly, would elect its members and would
be responsible for their expenses. All thosequestions
had been explicitly decided by a vote,

6. The revised text of article XIII (bis) implied that
the rights and obligations imposed by the Con\'gntion
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might apply to States not parties to the Convention
since neither paragraph 1 nox paragraph 2 was
.limited to States Parties. That was the legal difficulty

to which he had referred.

7.. His delegation did not wish in any way to detract
““from the right of petition of the inhabitants of
- ‘on~-independent Territories. However, in the case
»f the inhabitants of a Territory the administering
Power of which was not a Psrty to the Convention,
it was not the committee established under the
Convention, but other organs, suach as the Special
Committee, which were competent to receive petitions.
His delegation's amendment clearly safeguarded the
right of petition granted under other interrational
instruments or recognized in the practice of the United
Nations or its specialized agencies. It was intended
not only to obviate the legel difficulty he bad described,
but also to express in a clearer and more com-
prehensive way the principle that all delegations
wished to safeguard.

8. Mr. DABROWA (Poland) said he wished to explain
- the relationship betweer the revised text of article
X111 (bis) (A/C.3/L.1207/Rev.1) and his delegation's
amendment (A/C.3/L.1272) to the final clause on
territorial application. _

5. Some delegations appeared to think that his

delegation hod proposed the deletion of the so-called .

»colonial clause” in the final clauses (A/C.3/L.1237)
because it opposed any mention of non-independent
Territories in the Convention. That was not so. He

objected to the coloniai claus : not because it mentioned -

ihose Territories, but because it made possible the
non-application of the Convention to certain non-
independent Territories which either had not been
declared by the colonial Power at the time of signature,
ratification or accession to the Convention or had
not been notified after so-called ccnsultations with
the non-independent territories. His delegation was
therefore opposed. not to the first sentence of clause
IV on territorial application, but to all the remainder
of the clause. If his delegation's amendment was
adopted, the Convention would apply t~ all Territories
under the administration of States Parties to it, in
accordance With the general ruler governing the
international law of treaties.

10. The sponsors s{ the proposed article XIII (bis)
and his delezation both intended that the Convention
as a whole, including article XIlIl, should be applicable
to the non-independent territories. Since there was no
contradiction butween the two proposals, his delegation
would vote in favour of the revised text (A/C.3/L.1307/
Rev.1). )

i1. Mr. LAMPTEY (Ghana) observed that the Com-
mittee was now dealing with a question which on the
face of it a, »eared to be an e.notional political tssue.
He therefor:. deemed it important that there should
be no misunderstanding of his delegation's motives,

12. Recalling that his country's stability, dynamism
snd progress would not have been possible but for
~ the courage displayed by Kwame Nkrumah in the

early 1950's when. in the Ghanalan Parllament, he
had rejected a reckless call for aunilateral declaration
of independence despite his party‘s successful cam-
paign slogan "self-government now®, he pointed out

that Ghana had a'ways fought for substance, not for
shadow. During the height of the crisis in the Congo,
the President of Ghana had given some advice to
Patrice Lumumbe; but those whose interests were
inimical to those of Afriva, and who sometimes
mistook their interests for those of Africa, had
accused him of ambition, and the Congo had sub-
sequently been deprived, under tragic circumstances,

‘of an authentic revolutionary and a great leader.
. He urged the African delegation, where vital issues

were at stake, to make their real interests their
paramount conceru.

13. His delegation would be prepared to abandon
the principle on which it would have to reject the
proposed article XIII (bis) if it felt that the article
would serve those for whom it was intended. It was
convinced, however, that the article would do more
harm than good. He did not object, as had been
suggested, to the right of petition of the inhabitants
of non-independent territories; on the contrary, his
Government had been and still was willing to adopt
a mandatory petition clause for all human beings
in regard to racial discrimination, because the

- philosophy and practice of such discrimination was

contrary to everything it held sacred. Even though
his delegation would have liked to give the right
of petition to the American of African descent and
the West Indian o~ African living in the United
Kingdom, it had not proposed a mandatory clause

‘because it had been told that it would be more

realistic to gain 75 per cent of its: objective and
wait another day for the remaining 25 per cent. He
found it difficult to understand why those who had
abstained even on an optionzl petition clause should
now sponsor a manditory clause.

14. The right to petition on political, economic,
social and all other matters had been given to the
inhabitants of the Non-Self-Governing Tertitories
by the United Nations. Had the Convention attempted
in any way to limit that right, his delegation would
have fought agsinst. it. But the proposed article XIII
(bis). instead of conferring a right—a right which
was already enjoyed—would make non-signatories of
the very States that must be parties to the Convention
if it was to have any meaning. It was periectly
obvious that the United Kingdom could not ratify
the Convention if it included a clause like article
XII (bis). Was it more important for the Convention
to include a meaningless clause and drive away the
United Kingdom or to ensure that the United Kingdom
was a party to the Convention so that the dependent
peoples might have one more instrument in thelr
fight for equality?

15. Some representatives apparently belleved that,
even if some countries were not parties to the
Convention, the mere insertion of the clause would
empower the proposed committee to receive petitions
from the finhebitants under the administration of
those countries. !'othing could be further from the
truth, for the committes weuld have no legal nrisdic~
tion whatsoever over those States. The Convention
was not the Charier of the United Nations: it was a
distinct and separate treaty. The United Nations
could concern itself with South Africa and the colonial
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territories only because the admlnistering Powers
were Memers of the United Nations.

16. If article XIII (bis) was adopted in its present
form, the Convention could already be regarded as

a dead letter, for the vital States would have an -

excuse for not signing it. '

~17. At the previous meeting, the United Kingdom
representative hnd announced a significant change
in policy in that, althougii her Government had not
accepted the right of individual petition in Europe,

it would accept {: for the purposes of the Convention,

The Third Committec must admit the significance
of that action and move forward from it, not backward
by wrecking the Convention.

18. The issue wus a scrious one. A large number of
abstentions by the recently independent countries
in the vote on the guestion would be tantamount to
80 many negativz votes; his delegation could not
abstain and iioperl that others would not abstain, for
the amendment would destroy the Convention without
accomplishing anything at all.

19. He urged the delegations of the United Arab
Republic and the United Republic of Tanzania to
reflect on the bu~den of responsibility they would
" bear if their article proved to be the rock on which
the Convention foundered. In the higher interests of
-Africa and of humanity, he appealed to the sponsors
of article XIII (bin) to keep their amendment before
the Committee ai a measure of their hopes, if
they so wished, but not to press it to a vote. If they
did not heed that appeal,-however, his delegation would
have the courage to vote against the articles, following
the example of the President of Ghana at a similar
turning-point in his country's history.

20. Mr. CAPOTORTI (ltaly) expressed the hope that
the Committee would be able to end its debate in
unanimous agreement on the text of the draft Conven-
tion. He noted that the revised text of article XIII (bis)
(A/C.3/L.1307/Rev.1) appeared to rest on two basges.
His delegation agreed with the first, aamely, that the
right of petition recognized under article XIII should
not prejudice other machinery established within the
United Nations, such as the activities of the Special
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Im-
plementation of the~ Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.
The second basis of article XIII (bis) was the introduc~
tion of an exception—which in fact was much more
than an exception—:o the rule established in article
XIll, and it was neessary, in that connexion, tc be
very clear on a question of principle. The crux of
the matter was that the provisions of an international
treaty could be binding only on States which ratified
or acceded to it. Everyone appreciated that there
weore very serious situations, such ss those pre-
vailing in the Portuguese territories in Africa and
in the Republic cf South Africa, which called for
effective action, but they could not be rectified
through the Convention unless the latter was ratified
by the States In question. If those situations were
of concexn to the United Nations, steps must be taken
to establish new United Nations bodies or to widen
the powers of existin, ones. The essential polat was
that the means should be proportionate to the ends,

21. If the revised text of article XIil (bis) was
considered in that light, it was found to introduce
two major changes in the system proposed in article
XIll—the granting to inhabitants of Non-Seli-Governing
Territories of an automatic right to submit petitions,
whether or not the administering Power had accepted
the optional clause in article XIII, and the establish-
' ment of rather different procedures under paragraphs 2
and 3. The question was whether those changes
ofiered any real advantages or whether they were
more negative than positive, and the answer was

" quite clear; if the Convention created two categories

of States, consisting of a large group not administering
any dependent territories and free to accept article
XIN (bis) without assuming any responsibilities, and
a smaller group obliged to accept the proposed system
of petitions, the latter group wnuld simply refuse to
ratify tho Convention and to accept heavier respon-
sibilities than other States. Moreover, he wondered
whether it was fair, after so clearly defining racial
discrimination, the measures to be taken against it
and the means of implementation, to discriminate
in favour of States which had no dependent territories.
The important point was to have an instrument
adopted which would sirike at racial discrimination
wherever it existed.

22. So far as procedures were concerned, co-
operation.of the kind proposed in paragraph 3 would
facilitate the wurk of the bodies in question only
if ‘each of them worked within its own framework
and avoided duplication. In that connexion, his dei«a-
tion preferred wne Netherlands amendment (A/C.Y/
L.1317).

.23. Duﬂng the debate, many references had been

. .made to anti-colonialism. and the great majority of
. delegations had shown their concern in that connexion

by supporting the idea of measures >f implementation,

‘and especiaily the right of petition, from the outset.
However, the representative of Ghana had emphasized
the difference between substance and illusion, and
the problem was to devise concrete, and not illusory,
measures. The draft Convention would bhecome a
reality only to the extent that the principles of logic
and law were respected. In view of the measure of
agreement already reached, it would be unfortunate
if the discussion ended with a propaganda debate. He
hoped that reason and objectivity would prevail.,

24. Mr. EL AHMADI (Sudan) said tha: the sponsors
of the revised text of article XIII (bie} dic not regard
it as perfect and would welcome any suggestions for
its improvement. However. they insisted that the
basic idea should be kept intact, In the first place,
colonialism was the most terrible form of racial
discrimination, and it still exietled. Secondly, article
XIIl (bis) must be obligatoxy, because the coloniai
Powers were not expected to make » declaration
allowing petitions from non-independent territories.
Mention had been made of duplicating the competence
of other United Nations organs, but there was no resson
why two channels of recourse should not exist;
furthermore, the Special Commitiee desit only with
political questions. Thirdly, a clear distinction must
be made between petitions from nationals of a met-
ropolitan country, who could bring pressure to bear
on their Government, and those from inhabitants of

7
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colonies, who must use force to attain their rights;
the petitioners to political organs of the United
Nations were refugees living outside their own ter-
ritories, The sponsors of the text under discussion
wanted the United Nations to face up to the challenge
of racial discrimination and to provide full and
civilized means for the redress of grievances in the
-matter of racial discrimination.

25. It had been said that colonialism should not be
perpetuated in a treaty; yet colonialism was an ugly
fact, .nd reference was made to it in the United
Nations' Charter itself. If colonizlism was ended
completely, the sponsors would be o ly too happy to
see article XIII (bis) become obsoleéiv and to have
the Convention revised. In existing circumstances,
however, they deemed it essential thst the article
should remain an integral part of the Convention. That
would not be a form of disci imination against certain
countries, which had a responsibility towards Non-
Self-Governing Territories; on the contrary, it would
prevent discrimination against persons who were
suffering racial discrimination, by safeguarding their

rights.

26. Mr. HOYLE (Australia) recalled that his delega-
tion had voted in favour of article XIII with some
hesitation. It could not have suvoported a non-optional
article, and for the same reaso:wn it could not accept
the revised text of article XIIl (bis). vhich, moreover,
gave inhahitants of Non-Self-Govern.ng Territories
greater rights under the Cluvewlion than inhabitants

of metropolitan countries not exe:cising the option

permitted in article XIHI., paragraph 1. An additional
reason for opposing the revised text was that it
duplicated the existing practice in the Trusteeship
Council, the Fourth Committee and the Special Com-
mittee. His delegation was, however, prepared to
accept the cmpromise text proposed by the Nether-
lands {(A/C.3/L.1317).

27. Miss HART (New Zealand) said that the difficulties
which her deiegation found in the revised text of
article XIII (Li<), andparticularily inparagraphl, were
essentially those already mentioned by the representa-
tive of Ghana. As her delegation understood it, the
intention of the sponsors of thal text was that, in the
case of non-independent territories, the right of
petition established under article XIII should not be
optional but should be gua-:anteed, whether or not
the State concerned allowed the right of petition in
respect of its metropolitan territory and also—
although the drafting was not clear on that point--
whether or not the metropolitan country was a
party to the Convention. In the view of her delegation,
the latter point gave rise to insuperable legal dif-
ficulties, since according to indisputable rules of
international law a convention could have effect only
between States parties to it. T..e proposed committee
would owe its existence totheterms of the Convention,
from which it would derive whutever compitence
and authority those drafling the text chose to give it.
As it would not be a United Natlons organ, its
competence could not derive from the Charter nr the
practice of the United Nations, and it could have no
powers in relation to States or to their territori
which did not ratify or accede to the Convention, If
it was desired to establish a commivee having

competence in relation to all States Members of
the United Nations, that must be done by other
appropriate means within the context of the United
Nations, i.e., by establishing a subsidiary organ of
the United Nations and giving it powers consistent
with the Charter, as interpreted by the practice
of the United Nations. , :

28. As other delegations had already pointed out,
there were existing United Nations bodies which
had asserted their competence to receive petitions
from territories of Member States. While such
petitions were sent and received in a political, and
not a legal, context, her delegatiun saw much force
in the Ghanaian representative’s argument that the

_ proposed article XIII (bis) was unnecesaary. To the
‘extent that there was a need to make it quite clear

that nothing in the Convention regarding the right of
petition should be taken to prejudice or affect existing
rights. the wording proposed by the Netherlands was
precisely what was required.

29. On the issue of principle, she would simply recall

~ that extensive negotiations between various groups had

resulted in the adoption of an article on the right of
petition enjoying very wide support. In the course of
those negotiations, it had been generally agreed that
the right of petition should be optional. The introduc-
tion, at a rather iate stage, of a proposal that, in
a certain context, that right should be mandatory was
unexpected, in view of the way in which the earlier
negotiations had developed. She hoped that the sponsors
would not press a proposa! which would tend to
disturb the very wide agreement already reached on
the question of petitions.

30. The text proposed by the representative of Saudi
Arabia at the preceding meeting amounted to & ter-
ritorial application clause. Her delegation could give
its full support to the intention behind the Saudi
Arabian proposal, although it might be formulated in
a more precise way. perhaps along the lines of one
of the similar clauses in the working paper submitted
to the Commicsion on Human Rights by the Secretary-
General (E/CN.4/L.679). Such a text, in conjunction
with the Netherlands proposal (A/C.3/L.1317), should
meet the substantial concern of the sponsors of
article XIII (bis), with which her delegation was in

sympathy.

31. Miss WILLIS (United States of America) said
that her :elegation's position on article XIII (bis)
was determined by the three basic criteria which
she had stated in an earlier intervention: respect
for the sovereignty of States Parties to the Convention,
the inclusion in the latter of provisions which would
effectively secure observance of the substantive
obligations of the States Parties, and the inclusion
of provistons which would be widely acceptable, A
gratifying measure of success had been achieved in
that connexion, but.the adoption of the revised text
of article XIII (bis) would be at variance with those
principles, since, as pointed out by the representative
of Ghana and made amply clear duringthe discussions
and negotiations which had taken place, it would
undoubtedly deter some 3tates from ratifying the
Convention. '
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32. Her delegatlon would have no difficulty in support— .

ing the Netherlands amendment, which uncovered a
further weakness in the revised text. Procedures
had already been established in the United Nations
for dealing with petitions from inhabitants of Non-

Self-Governing Territories, and the creation of a
new committee for the purpose was therefore un- ‘

necessary. Her delegation would vote in fav. ur of
the Netherlands amendment and against the revised
text, if the latter was put to the vote.

33. Miss AGUTA (Nigeria) said that, in view of the
comments made by the representative of the USSR,
she would like to clarify her uelegation's position
regarding colonialism, although that position was
a'ready well-known and had been reiterated at the
beginning of the statement to which the representative
of the USSR had alluded. Nigeria was interest=d in
deeds, and not in words, and it wantud every measure
adopted by the United Nations tc be workable. Her
delegation would like to see the article under discus=-
sion adopted, but in a form acceptable to most of
the States concerned, as it could aever be in its
present version, No one could reject the principles
and sentiments inspiring such an article, but political
sentiments could not be allowed to obscure reality.
The right of individual petition was the most important
part of the draft Convention, since it was the in-
dividual who suffered from discrimination. Her delega-
tion, which considered the very idea of colonialism
unacceptable, firmly believed that individuals in
non-independent territories should enjoy the right
of petition. Nevertheless, it felt obliged to adopt a
cautious attitude when confronted with any suggestion
that might prejudice the 22ceptability of the Convention,
particularly to those States most affected by the
problems of racial discrimination. That being so, no
other course had been open to her delegation than the
one it had taken.

34. Mr. KOCHMAN (Mauritania) observed that the
sponsors of the revised article XIII {bis) (A/C.3/
L.1307/Rev.1) appeared to have been criticized for
having taken an unexpected position. He wished to
state that Mauritania had joined in sponsoring that
text because it regarded colouialism as the worst
form of racial discrimination. He failed to see why
delegations which had accepted the principle of
petitions to United Nations bodies should object to
provision being made for the right of petition in
a Convention of such importance. Mauritania had
systematically condemned colonialism, and would
do all in its power to liberate the victims of that
systera.

35. Mr. ABDEL-HAMID (United Arab Republic) said
that his delegation's concern was not for the position
of the United Kingdom, but for the rights of political
prisoners in Southern Rhodesia, Angola, Mozambique
and South West Africa—rights which it had full
instructions from its Government to uphold, The pro-
posed article XIII (bis) did not represent discrimina~
tion against certain countries; on the contrary, the
presence of the United Kingdom in non-independent
territories was discrimination. The leaders of all
the African countries had sworn to uphold the rights
of their brothers in Africa, especially those fighting
for their indeper.dence, and the United Arsb Republic

could not forget those sacred rights. If the colonial

‘Powérs would liberate ihe countries in question, -

there would be no need for article XiOl (bis). With

‘respect 10 the United States argument mattheadopuon” L

of the article would deter many States from acceding
to the Convention, his delegation, while accepting the
fact that not all countries would accede, could not
abandon the principle that colonialism should be
liquidated immediately and that persons fighting for

_their independence shovld be given the right of

petition.

36. Miss MPOZE (Democratic Republic of the Congo)
said that the Ghanaian representative's remarks on
events in her country were completely out of order.
Her country needed no political prompting from any
quarter and wouid not tolerate interference in its

‘domestic affairs. She would vote in favour of the

proposed new article (A/C.3/L.1307/Rev.1).

37. Mr. WALDRON-RAMSEY (United Republic of
Tanzania) said that it hud been suggested to the
sponsors that they might agree to delete paragraph 3
of their proposal. They did not have strong feelings
on the matter and would leave it to be decided by
voting.

38. The Netherlands proposal in document A/C.3/
L.1317 purported to be an amendment. However, it
dealt with a mautter entirely different {rom what was
proposed in document A/C.3/L.1307/Rev.l. Under
rule 131 of the rules of procedure, therefore, it should
be voted on second.

39. He fully endorsed the remarks of the represent-
ative of the Democratic Republic of the Congo.

40.  He did not propose to criticize the United Kingdom,
the largest colonial Power still in existence. His
criticism was directed against colonialism itself. In
speaking of thw United Kingdom it was necessary
to distinguish between the different governments, for
the Labour Government did not seek to infringe
human rights or support those who did. What he
attacked was traditional British colonialism and its
remnants. Colonialism, like genocide and slavery,
was a crime against humanity. All three were unnatura)l
conditions of man. Colonialism was inherently bad,
for 1% was based on the idea of national and racial
suneciority and it therefore necessarily entailed
discriminauon Wherever there was a colonial ter-
ritory there 'was racial discrimination against the
rolonial people.

41. That was the basic principle underlying the
revised text of articie XII (bis), and it was too
important tc be brushed aside wita legalistic argu-
ments. The United Kingdom and like countries must
decide for themselves whether or not to sign the
Convention. Their attitude was not difficult topredict.
They had established a pattern of behaviour which
they were unlikely to change, whatever conciliatory
steps were taken. The record of the United Kingdom
in international human rights efforts included its
failure to ratify the Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. its failure to
become a signatory of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, its opposition to the original declaration
on independence of colonial peoples, and its pos‘.

that the Special Committee was not competent to hear
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petitioners from British colonies; when the Special
Coinmittee voted on questions relating to British

colonies, the United Kingdom delegation did not

- participate in the voting.

42. The colonial Powers and those who took their

part were opposed to the proposed newartic!:and had
advanced a number of legal arguments. His delegation
needed no lessons in international law, however. It
knew that those who really scught to defend the
victims of colonialism would encounter no difficulties.
The draft Convention must take up the causeof human
freedom and allow inhabitants of colonial territories to
petition to the world in the defence of their rights as
bhuman beings. There could be no compromise in that
matter.

43. He urged all who wished to uphold the dignity and
equal rights of men to support the revised text of
article XIII (bis) (A/C.3/L.1307/Rev.1) and requested
that the vote on that text should be taken by roll
call.

44, Mr. CHKHIKVADZE (Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics) said thet he still failed to understand the
opposition of the Nigerian delegation to the proposed
article XIIl (bis), whose provisions were vital to the
draft Convention. It was reasonable to want as many
countries was possible to sign the Convention but
it was not reasonable, to that end, to weaken the
text to the point vhere it would no longer serve to
eliminate the wor»:. forms of racial discrimination.

45. The States which would not sign the Convention
could be named. They were the recist States, those
that encouraged racial discrimination and those that
defended colonialism. The Committee should not
destroy the draft Convention for their sake, but,
avoiding all extremes, should follow the course of
objectivity and honesty.

46. Mr. LAMPTEY (Ghana) said that his delegation
was not defending any colonial Power. It was defending
the draft Convention and would do so to the last.
it had consistently supported *he strongest possible
measures of implementation a..1had not been among
those which had emphasized the sovereign rights
of States. It did believe, however, that the Convention
must be ratified by those States where racial dis-
crimination existed. The Committee must not play a

game in drafting the Convention. His
delegation would vote against the revised text of
article XIII (bis) and hoped it would be rejected. If
some chose to construe that as support for colonialism,
he could not prevent it and must let his country's
record speak for ftself. He deeply regretted the
efforts made to divide the African delegations and
trusted that they would ultimstely fail.

47. Mr. RAO (India) said that the Convention should
be drafted on the basis of principle and not of political
expediency. I the required number of countries
ratified the Convention, others were bound to follow.
World public opinion was turning increasingly againat

racial discrimination and colonialism. The fact that
600 million zeople formerly under United Kingdom
administratioh haa obtained national independence
in the past twenty years was tangible evidence of the
progress being made towards the goal of freedom
for all people. ' i

48. Miss AGUTA (Nigeria), replying to the USSR
representative, said that her delegation naturally
supported the principle and rantiments underlying
the proposed article XIII (bis), but her country,
which had aiways followed an independent and realistic
policy, refused to be blinded by political sentiment or
to yield to pressure. While it hated colonialism, it
was fully aware of the legal implications of the
intricate question under consideration and considered
the article unworkable and hence a waste of the
Committee's time.

49. Lady GAITSKELL (United Kingdom) pointed out,
for the benefit of the Tanzanian representative, that the
United Kingdom Government had not only voted for
the Universal Declaration on Human Rights but had
also played an active part in sponsoring it some
seventeen years before: several other Member States,
on the other hand, had taken five or six years to
decide whether to accept it. Porcedures leading tothe
ratification by her country of the Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
had now been instituted. Naturally, there were United
Nations conventions on which her delegation had
abstained, just as the Tanzanian delegation had
abstained in the vote on articles VII and XIII of the
Convention.

50. The CHAIRMAN observed that article XIII (bis)
raised certain fundamental questions which might
affect the future of the Convention. He therefore
suggested that the Committee should postpone a vote
on that article until Tuesday, 7 December, in order
to allow representatives further time for reflection.

S51. After careful consideration and consultation with
the Office of Lega! Affairs, he had concluded that the
Netherlands amendment (A/C.3/L.1317), was notpro-
perly an amendment, but was rather a new proposal.
He would therefore be unable to put the Netherlands
amendment to the vote first.

52. Mr. WALDRON-RAMSEY (United Republic of
Tanzania), Lady GAITSKELL (United Kingdom) and
Mr. KOCHMAN (Mauritania) urged the Committee
to vote on article Xill (bis) at the present meeting.

§3. Mr. SY (Senegal), Mr. BOZOVIC (Yugoslavia) and
Mr. RAO (India) supported the Chairman's suggestion.

54. Mr. KOCHMAN (Mauritania) suggested that
article XIO (bis) should be taken as the first item
of business on Monday, 13 December,

It was so decided.

‘The meeting rose at €.45 p.m.

1Athe 0 UN.
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