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1. Mr. PAZHWAK (A dﬁnnlnm} considered that
it was Jess imporiant to decide on the time-toble of
meetings than nn the substance of the Committee’s
delilerations. He had proposed formally tha the cove-
nant should Le considered during the current session
iy the Third Committee and that the first reading
shivulil le lepun forthwith. The Commitiee would be
conducting its work in an erderly manner if it were
tn accepl those propotals at onoe.

2. He asked the Epyplian npmcm:tuu for a further
clarification of what he meant by a [ rst rndmgrm
the form of a peneral delate, The covenants had

on the agenda of the United Nations for many years;
it would be most undesirable wo delay their completion
any funher, expecially as they were in a form which
could be regarded as final. If a pen ral debale were
held, it was doubtful whether a first i ;ading could be
:nmplﬂnl al the current session. Moreover, the Com-
mission on Human Rights had suggested in its re-
|-arll|1lm the first reading lhiuld uh.;;' M_Tthh: drafts
i thewr present state [ER_E}' para. J9) Epp-
tian and French representatives, who had been among
the authors of the Commisvon’s obscrvation, seemed
tn differ in their views on the procedure 1o be :d-np!.

In his opinion, a first reading of the drafis in their
prmI:t state should mean consideration article by
artic

3 Mr. AZM] (Epypt) explained that he was ir ia-
vour of having two rudm;l, the first to begin im-
meidintely and to conlinue for some weeks and the
sceond (o continue for as long a3 was necessary dunn;
the teoth session. Some confusion might have arisen
from the use of the term “peneral debare™; it might
be better to refer to a “goneral discussion™. Such a
discussion might inclode both general veflections and
reference to specific articles, Representatives would be
free 10 use whatever methods they chose to clarify their
governments’ vicws. The only limitations 10 the dis-
cussion would be that of time and that there would
be no decizsions on specific points.

5. It was exsential to define the scope of the proposed
general discussion clearly, The Committee had to wuke
a definite step forward and agree that the general
discussion or first reading should be concluded during
the mninth scsxion,

Mr. Nifez (Costa-Rira), Vice-Frepdeut, took the
Chair.

6. Mr. TUNCEL (Tw'l:qr_} l'il-h the view
of the officers of the ‘'on Human Rights
thllhttm:ﬂdmg:ﬂmldh:dilﬁnﬂlndhk:ph::
during two sesilons, The was 1o define Lhe
scope of the first reading. 'I"htCnn'mmm:rcpm-l
referred [L,!'IS?'.!. parn. 39} 10 the method of t
readings used by the Intermational Labour Eﬂh-
ference. Under article 34, h 4, of the Stand-
ing Orders of the Conlerence, unless the Governing
Hﬂdjhldﬂhtrﬂmﬂﬂﬁdtd nqge estion placed on the
enda of the Conference should be regarded us having
h-mu&ﬂndtnth:(_:m{m with a view to double
discussion. With to the methods of the hArst
ﬂmmﬂmmmﬂn{:msmm
provided that the basic documents should be
mn:lﬂu:lm:rmtmﬂhbuwmﬁ::,whkhmm
tained the opinions of all States members of the [LOD
on the question at issur and were accordingly more
complete than the draft covenants, The reports were
submitled to a disctission the Conicrence either in
full sitting or in commitlee: the of the discus-
sion was nol specified. 1t should be noted that the
first phase of the dovble discussion dul nol enlail a
reading, since no draflt was prepared for the initial
debate, The Conference at that stage mierely decided
whether the question should be the object of a con-
vention and, on the basis of that decipon, the Inter-
nﬂmﬂﬂlmtiﬂ’:tpnplrtdmwrmrc texis,
which were communicated to governments for cum-
ment. The fundamental difference between the posi-
tions of the Conference and of the Commitiee was that
the Comnmittee had a text before it. It was to be in-
ferred, therefore, that the 1LO system provided no
solution fur the Commiltee’s dural blem with
regard Lo the first stage of the double discussion,

7« It was therefore essential to define the nature and
scope of the frst reading. Two solutions had been
proposed. The first was 1o hold a general discussion,
dunng which amendments might be submitled 1o 3pe-
cibc articles, but no votes would be taken, The secimnd
solulson was that discusuon should be fol-
lowed by a considerabion of the covenants article by
article, The two mls did not scem to be irrocon-
cilabile. Before any consideration was undertaken, the
object of the double discussion had to be defined, Ac-
cording 1o the recommendation in the Comnidision's
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wrt, stinly aml even negotistion should be under-
1 ml‘l:twc}::nlitlwtnding#,ﬂ!ﬁfﬂ readiag
shoald therefore give Governments an opportumty 1o
clarily their positions on important questions, For that
puryeee, the questions in the coverants ‘s fo be de-
fined; that might be done by drawing up a Uﬂd of
questionnaire 1o camlire the general discussion. In
|he:mahm'n ril such a 1“3 the dun.tml:
might resnlt in vapue affirmations attachment
human rights, Finally, the second phase nl_tht double
discussion should be organized. The United States
represeniative had made the useful sugpestion that
the Secretary-General mighl be asked to feport lo
Member States, taking the first stage of the discus-
sion inte account. That procedure took into account
artile 39, paragraph 6, of the Standing Crders of
the International Labour Conference

B To sum up: in the first place, two readings should
I= held : sccondly, the scope of the first reading should
b defined - |hinrly.. diu‘fm wold % 'ﬂ;
ful. provided that its sxcope was defined, posubly
means of a kind of questionmaire; fourthly, the Sex-
retary-eneral should be asked to prepare a report
nn ':-Itr hasis of the discussion and submit it to the
Governments of Member States for comment; and,
hinally, the Sevrctary-General should be invited to sub-
mit ansdher report to the General Auembly on the
replies reced

9. Mrs. TOMSIC (Yugoslavia) agreed that the draft
covenants should be connidered by the Committee at
the current session, hut did not think that there was
time to examine the drafts article by article, especially
as many conlroversial points remained 1o be seltled
It was therefore unwise Lo int the Commission's
ohservation in pamgraph 3% of its report too literally.
The Epvptian representative’s suggestion that a general
discussion should he held fnstead of a rﬂﬂil'lf ¥
sa-called was useful. Delegations would thus be enabled
In mive their views and make proposals on questions
which were still outstanding, without voting on mut-
1ers of substance: moreover, sich a discussion could
he complcied during the currert session. i
10, The United Stales repreaentative’'s supgestion
that the Secretary-General should be asked to report
on the discussion was also sound. When replies had
beens receive] from Governments of Member and non-
Member States, the Secretary-General might alio pre-
pare the wext of the drafts, with the appropnate com-
ments and with recommendations for the General As-
by at ita tenth session, 1 would be ardvicable to
devole the whole of that session to the discussion of
the drafll covenanis article by article.

11. She thought that #t would be unwise 10 sct a
time limit for the peneral discussion and preferred the
method of discussing the draft covenants at alterpate
HACClingE,

12 Mres. TSALDARIS (Greece) wished, on T_Jt'l.'l.'lll'
of her deleation o congratulate the Commussion
on Tluman Rights on (he important work it had carried
smil unad =7 the distinguished chairmanship of the Egyp-
tian represcutalive.

13, The Greek delegation could agree with three of
il points that had beeome clear from the debate, In
the first place, it was the Third Commitice’s right and
duty in ennsider the draft covenants immediaizly.
Cevorelly, there should be iwo readings 39 proposed
in paragraph X0 ol the Commission's repont (Ef2573).

Thirdly, the comments of Goveinments, specialized
agencies and non-governmental organizations should
be taken into account, tnpether wilth the results of the
dehate in the Third Commiltee, ing the second
and final reading at the tenth session of the General
Assembly in 1955,

14, She fully understood the ITragi and Tutmht
rutnhﬁrn'i'r:#th.‘lll‘rtﬁ:mﬂ lh:fmmdut'lﬁ
posal wou not allow it to deal wilh the question of

rescrvations and with the rights of » but thought
that additional meetings could be to discuss those
poinis.

15. The United Kinpdom ive had sug-

representali
gesied that aliernale meetings might be devoled to the
discursion of the draft covenants, in order to fachitate
the work of smaller delegations. She hersell thpught
that such a procedure would, on the contrary, be 'more
difficult and that it would be better 10 work on the
same subject without interruplion, She would, how-
ever, support the Committee’s Aml decision on that
malter amd on the of mectings, the num-
ber of which should be increased.

16. Mr. HOOD {Australia) apreed with the Yugo-
slav representalive that it was fo aveid an on-
duly rigid interpretation of the Commissions’ observa-
tion, That text merely d;i:; mmﬂr the procedural
problem involved, but not the Comnitlee
to take aral decision. There was no final deh-
nition of the term “reading™ that the Committee could
follow ; the analogy with 1LO procedure was not close
and shoold not necessarily be pursued. It was also
undesirable to set a time lmit for the discussion, since
at the end, the Committee would be obliged to con-
sider the next step 1o be taken. The best course was
to begin the peneral discussbon forthwith, without voling
on the revision of any specific articles at that stage.
When the discussion reached its natural conclusion,
the Commitiee might determine the procedure o be
followed at the tenth seasion.

17. Mr. GALVEZ (Argentina) thought there was
general agreement, with regard to the desirability of
following the suppestion that the dralt covenants should
be piven two readings, at two con*sculive sessions.

18. With rd 10 the procedure to be followed,
three possibilities had been sugpested: first, that there
should be a general debate, with a wide exchange ol
views; secondly, that the dralt covenants should be
piven carclul study article by article; and, thirdly, that
the general dehate should include amendmenis o the
articles, which the Secretariat vould transmit 10 Cov-
ernments in preparation for the discussign at the tenth
seszion of the General Assenibly. He agreed that the
Committee could make recoomendation: and submit
amendments at the end of the peneral debate, which,
a3 the Sandi Armabian representative had sogpested,
should be continuous,

19. Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist He-
wmiblics) agreed that it was advinable to begin the de-
Inl:: on the draft covenants immediately and to put
an end as soonm as podable 10 the procedural discuinon
un which two meetings had already been wasted. The
Saviet delsgation was ready 1o participate in & peneral
dehate and also, if tme allowed, in 2 discussion of the
iwo fraft caremants article by anticis. There was gen-
eral agreement, in which he concurred, that a genenal
discmsssin  (which eould be called a Arst reading)
should hegin as carly as possible and that, after that



S5k servibag—17 Owbeber K53 i

discussion. the drafl covenants shotkd be considered
article by article. A delate on the a of the
time when an anticle-by-article discussion should take
place would be tare at the moment. There migit
Le time to begin such a discussion at the end of the
peneral debate, o per :llh:mdn#t}:"nq-.uf
the Commitics co apleted the rest of its agenda in uime.
. He thought that the delegations which were ask-
g for two readings of the draft covenants article by
article were not bearing in mind the fact that the
Commission on Human Hights had prepared the drafts
carcfolly. The two d:ﬂlmhdﬂll‘ﬂdﬁ!ﬂﬂ
jven two roadings in the Commission on Human
i on which eighteen Member Siates were rop-
resented, The ip had ct :
during the course of the discossion and abowt thiny
Governments had in fact had the epportunity of clarify-
ing their fundamental position. Furthermore, the lasic
of the covenants were ot new Lo the Third
Committse: they wore embodied in the Universal Diec-
laration of Heman Kights. The dralt covenants merely
centained complementary proposals, to All in gaps m
the Declaration. . . .
21. There should e one single discussion, article by
article, and the Commiltee should not accept now any
formal t, such a3 the one suppesied in para-
Enp‘h of the report of the Commissior on Human
ights. IT the dnrl;tﬂmrmiuq:ﬂ:m lcintmdmhmﬁ
I on fArs ing it might nol e pecessary
t;d:: weond one. On the other hand, more 1han
two readings might e necesary. In any case, il wan
not possilie to take an immediate decision on that

point. _
1. The m ion of discussing the draft covenanis

and ancther item on altrrnate days was not acceplahile,
as i would i to0 preal o sirain on some delega-

tions and raise difficultics for others,

23, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) pointed oul that
as his couniry was not represented on any other or-
#an of the United Nations, the Third Committes was
the only place in which it could make its views known.
The Egyplisn representative had made a distingtion
hetween a peneral debate and 2 discussion. He
could pot sce how they differed from each other.

24, The drll covenanis were not new documents;
they had been belore wvarious United Nations bodies
for several years and during that time they had been
the subject of geacral delates both on substance and
nn form. He could not understand why a sccond read-
ing was considered necessary, but he was willing lo
Ioflow the view of th~ majority. The suggestion in
magraph 37 of the report of the Commission on
Ill;unun Rights was not hinding on the Third Com-
millee,
25. The USSR representative, among others, hael
been concerned al the delay in opening the delate on
the sulstance of the item under condsdetation, but the
posailility of delaying the work on the draft covenants
ky adopling an unsutable procedure was a subject ol
far_greater concern. 11 a penenal discussion were cm-
harved at the currenl stage, i o prine
ciphe whni.‘;:‘i:“hd aircady been decided q“ci‘:mﬁ; Fmﬂm 1
Laseribly might be raised again. There was also »
risk that the debate would continue far bevond the
current scision without any decision beangr faken, The
Australiain representative had asked what constituted
a reading n the case in point: he, himacll, maked

whether 3 pereral delate wonld be conddernd 2 real-
ing.

2. e could not agree with the USSR repiescnla-
tive that & first reading would he uscial in clarilving
the pusition of Governments, which was already aimn-
danily clear Towm 3 dizcunsions, 1n any s,
the Conmmittee ihnuE not forget that it was nol always
the point of virw of Goveroments that was important :
the covenants Jealt with the rights of individuala, aml,
il they were o considered from a hurmanitarian rather
than a political point of view, 1h¢pﬂ;ﬂtﬂﬂtdw
cussion woold be lost,

27. The Cownmitter should begin with a considera-
tion of the draft covenants article by aricle: any other
sob tion would he dither a repetition or a step back-

28 Mr. BAROODY (Sandi Arabia), speaking on
a point of order, said that it had been his understand-
ing that ihe Committer had agreed 1o finish the prece-
dural discusion at the current mecting, Accordingly,
as soon as the speakers on the Chairman's Tist had
had their a3y, vise Commitiee should by wole decide
tn embark upon the subatance at the following mecting.
22, Mr. AZKOUL, {lclanon) sald that, unlike the
Alghan delegation, his delegation had been a member
ol a1l the United Nations argans concerned with human
righls since their inception and accordingly could view
the problem in the hight of 7s experience. A problem
there cerinly was, Many delegations favoured the idea
of holding a peneral dehate—which was what a first
reading, whatewer formal name it was given, woukl
entail—=nnt hated specific articles, whereas others
Velieved that the draft covenanis should be taken article
by article, that the zriicles should he discussend aml
scrutinfeed and that amendments might he sulmilted,
althoigh not voted on. The protdemn was how 1o roenn-
rile thrse two tremdds without taking an arbilrary de-
cision Iy a wote, The simplest and moat effeclive way
ul dning so would he to hear in mind what wonl] e
revjiiredl at the second reading, to be held at the As-
semhlys tenth session, All agreed that the Commiltre
waiild then be discussing and adopting the dralt articles
and taking decisions en any amendments submitted.
In order 1o da sn, the delegations would require clear
andd detailed instroctions from thar Governments, The
Gaovernmenls woold in turn require the texts of the
fdialt envenanis, as embadizd in the report of the Com-
missirm nn Hueman Rights, the comments of at Jeast
Member States, some idea of what amendments might
e rubmitied and some foreknowledge of the way in
which draft ariicles might be altered in the course of
the discussion. Al its current sessbon the Third Coine
mitiee was bound 10 do that preparatory work, [t was
hard 1n see how a peneral debate—lhe 1erm “prneral
reading™ waa, of course, setf-contradiciory—would help
that preporation, as it would range extremely [ar and
weull lack precision. But a reading of the specific
ns alt articles, including their review and the sulmision
nll;m:mrrllﬂﬂm' Inn them and even mndmmm a2 1o
them, would exactly serve the purpose, point
en which he diﬂu{d wilh tl'hrpuﬂl'm ﬂﬁtﬂ{ihliﬂ
wan that he helieved that a reading article by artile
might take ton long, and that & B reading sectiong
e section would be preferable. 11 any delegations ha!
general views lo cxpeess on any particular section,
they coubl do so. It was true the normal pro-
cedure was 16 hold a general debate before consilering
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a subijevt in detail and one would certainly have been
mevessary, had the draft covenants been up for dis-
citihm for the first fime, Hut the General Assembly
tewl already made §ts decisions, after thorough debate,
o1 the juestion of two covenants of onc, on what articles
were bt be incheded and on certain of the more m-
portant articles. All that remained was 2 matter of
drafting, of including any additional and deleting any
undesirable articles. There was thus no need for a
peneral debate; remarks could be made in con-
neaon with section.
30. Mr. CHENG (China) observed that a decision
on Iﬂm$ndm might help to clar up the ques-
tion of orderly procedure at the current session. To
- agroe on whai was 1o be done at the curment session
would not be sufficient. The Chinese delegation would
' have preferred the convoning of a plenipolentiary con-
lerence 1o the dralt articles. That would have
solverd all the problems conlronting the Commitlee.
J1. The Commission on Human Rights had never dis-
cussed paragraph 39 of its report, which had been em-
bodied in & working paper submitied by the Comnis-
sicn's officers late in the session and had been adopted
in conjunction with the 1 as a whole, The Third
Committer had embarked on a discussion of whether
there should be one, two or several readings and of
what was mrant by a first reading. If it was agreed
tn undertaks a first reading at the current session,
that would entail general tions on the draft
covenants, esen on details of style, wording and arrange-
ment; there would be comments on specific artickes
and even amendments, but no voting on them. If the
Cumimitiee agreed to take the draft covenants article by
article. it stifl could not avold a general discossion,
The Uruguayan delegution had submitted seventeen
Jdralt articles concerning an altorney-general for human
righta{ E/2573, annex 111).The Commission on Human
Rights had never discussed the in detail.
The Third Commiltes would inevitably mfnlytd
in a general debate, because it had 1o decide in principle
whether or not there should be an alt
for human rights before it went into the deiails. Ir
the discussion with general observations only,
it might be ted at the tonth segsion in connexion
with the consideration of the dmaft covenants article
T article, That had to be avoided. Tt should be clearly
understood that, if a general debate was held at the
ninth session, a repelition at the tenth session would
not he permissible. As a general debate waa inevitable,
the Commiitee might well embark on and conclede it
na so0n as possible.
32, It was unlikely that the Third Commitlee would
e ablr to conclude its work at the tenth seasion. There
were hlty-four draft articles in one covenant, twenly-
nine in the other, there were the seventeen dealing
with the att for human rights and cer-
tainly there would be proposals in connexion with the
right of , Teservations, the federal State chuse
and petitions, More than one bundred draft articles
eould not be deah with in some sixty to scventy meel-
ings. The ahernative would be to continue at the
cleventh session, entailing a further year's delay.
31, There was the further question of the participation
of non-Member States. The draft covenanis could be
adopted and left open to accemsion by nmon-Member
Siates, as had been done with some conventiems, Bul

that was hardly a suitable re lor covenants
ilealing with human rights, in the drafting of which
nom-Member States should be able to take part.
3. A plenipotentiary conference woull solve all thisr
protilernn: there would be no time limit: the plenipo-
tentiaries would be able to take responsible decisiona:
the conference could set up any commitices or com-
missiona it vequired; and nom-Member States could
be invated.
35 The Chinese delegation did not intend to enter
inte the substance of the draft articles at the current
sersion or 1o ke part in the general debate: it woald
din an when the draft anicles were discnssed for final
heeisi
3. Mr. PAZIWAK (Alghanistan) asked whether
the Sawdi Arahian ive was pressing hin
propasal. Tt had been shown to be impractical, since
fresh fdenn had heen brought forward w the Lehancse
amd Chinese representatives. He himsell might be able
1 reconnicler his own proposals in the light of these
pnppestions,
¥, Mr, RODRIGUEE FABREGAT (Uruguay)
supported the Afghan representative’s view. He failed
to sec why delegations which had intervened frequently
should appear to be trying to prevent ouber delegations
from speaking at all on a subject of such importance,
A hasty decision at the hist minute would be most
l-'ll'ﬂfﬁﬂﬂh
3% Mr. BAROODY {Saudi Arabia) said that he had
not intended 1o prevent any delegation from speaking,
lut the procedural discussion should be ended, since
a large measure of 2 t had been reached that a
general dehate should be held. His proposal wrould not
reclude delegatinns from reverting to the ideas put
nrward hy the Alghan and other atives. He
would amend his propesal slightly: the Commitice
shauld embark on the suhstance at the next meeting;
all siclegations would be frec to submit proposals and
amendments: the decision on the holding of a first
reading should e deferred until the end of the general
ddehate.
3. Mr. PAZHWAK ({Alghanistan) pointed nut that
there was no propasal for 2 peneral debate before the
Commitice, The Egyptian representative had even
apologieed for the use of that term. The Alghan pro-
pewals, however, were belore the Committee and were
ritirelv inconairtent with the holding of a peneral de-
late, What he had pro had, in bref, been: hirst,
that the dralt covenants should be discuasedd at the
current resainn; secondly, that the first reading should
begin immediately ; and, thirdly, that the first reading
should be taken article by article. Those proposals
wonld take precedence even if a lormal proposal was
nnw made that a general debate should be held, The
Sawdi Arabian propesal that the Commiltee shoald
emhark on the substanc: could not be entertained until
the Committee knew what the nature of those deliber-
ations would be, Tt was engaged in trying to discover
that.
41 The CHAIRMAYN observed that the achirvement
nl general agreement apneared to be walikely at that
stape. He would adjourn ihe meeting, in the that
the Commitier wonld be able to embark on the subslanc:
nf the suestion ai the next meeting.

The meeting rose at 120 pm.

Frimed in LLSA.
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