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1. The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of members
of the Commitlee 1o Lhe submitted by the
Afghan delegation ( Af )} concerning  the
procedure to be adopted for consideration of the draft
internalional covenants on human rights.

2. Mr, TUNCEL (Turkey) wished to ask the .-.tﬁcm
representative three questions, First, the Afghan dele-
gation had used the word “discussed™ in its firat two
s, while in the third it had used the word
“reading™, He wished to kaow what distinction it had
wished 10 make between the two words, Sccondly, the
Alghan delegation had referred in the three proposals
to the instruments which the Committee proposed to
study 23 “covenants”. However, in the annexes to the
report of the Commission on Human Rights {E/2573)
the instruments “E m!ﬁ "'dﬁt mv:m;laﬂ T'g: fat-
ler expression mi retained in order 10
use the wording o tltprt:pnm Lastly, he asked whether
the Afghan delegation, by suggesting in its third
P a hrst reading of the drait covenanls, en-
visaped only the reading of annex 1, which did not
include the provisions relating to reservations, or
whether it comsidered that the Frst reading should
also apply to annex 11
3. Mr. PAZHWAK [A‘l':hnill;::f] said mt in its
first two proposals the Afghan delegation merely
suppested mt the Jdraft covenanty showld be examined
by the Third Commitice at the current session. It did
not with to make any as to the form such 2n
examination should take, and had therefore selected a3
general a word as possible—"'discusssd™. The wori
“draft™, which appeared in the report, had been omit-
ted inadvertently and he asked the Secretarat kindly to
amend the final text. In using the expression “hrst read-
ing” the Alghan delegation had wished to indicate

Thility of representatives, if they so wished,
making :ﬁnl remarks during the first reading, <3
pecially on the parts which had not yet been discussed
or on the new articles contemplated. :

Mr, Nuiicz {Cesla Rira) took the Chair. !
4, Mr. ARDEL GHANI {Egypt) suggested thal the
words "‘uﬁiun hy section” in the third M;l'ﬂ?dtpl'ﬂ-
posal shou h-rg-hml “part by pant™ in order to
use the wording mne:h:'nltl'ne report of the Com-
mission on Human Rights
5. The CHAIRMAN smid that the Australian amend-
ment” to the third Alghan 1, and the additinnal

| suggested by the United Kingdom® would be
distribuled shonly.
6. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) recalled that at the
preceding meeting the Haitlan representative had moved
the closure ol the procedural debate.
7. Mr. ROY (Haiti) said that, as amendments were
being submitted, he would withdraw his motion. He
reserved the right, however, to make the same proposal
again at a later stage in the discussion.
8 The CHAIRMAN sugpested that the first two
Alghan proposals, to which it appeared no objection had
been raised, should be put to the vole,
9, Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT ({Urvguay) did
not sce how the members of the Commitlee could vole
cn the lwo sals until they knew what amendments
had been propased o the third, He supgested that the
Secretary should immediately read the amendments in
question,
10, Mr. VAKIL {Sccretary of the Corimittee) read
out the two amendmenta,
11, Mr. BARCODY (Saudi Arabia) asked whether
the United Kingdom delegation considered that the

_meetings develed to procedure were part of those de-

voted to the examination ol the dralt coverants,

12. Mrs, ELLIOT (United Kingdom) replied in the
negative, Her delegation hoped that, when the Com-
miitee began the substantive discussion, it would not
devole more than hall of the meetings it still had to
haold to the examination of the draft covenants.

13. Mr. HOOD {Australia) wished to explain why
his delepation had submitted i*y amendment 1o the third
Alghan proposal.

14. First, the Australian deleqation suppested the ex-
pression “a first reading™ instead of “the first reading™
in erder not to prejudge any decisions which the General
ﬂ.!.!ﬂ'l‘lhl;" might take on the procedure 1o be following
in examining the drafl covenants,
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15. Secondly, it proposed that the wonls “section by
scction™—or the words “part by pan”™ sugpested hi'f
the Egyptian r:prﬂ:ntnlhrc—ihmm not be usedd. Tt
felt that it would be hetter merely to indicate the Com-
mittee’s intentions—which might be to begin by a
eneral delate—without explaining in detail what would
should the general dehate be completed belore
the end of the period set aside for the examination of
that item of the apenda,

16, Mrs. ELLIOT {United Kingdom) emphasized
how it was for the Committee lo fix a time
Jimit for the examination of the drafl covenants; if it
did nat do so it might not be able 1o examine any of
the other important items on its agenda.

17. Mr. CHENG ({China) announced that his delega-
tinn was prepared o vote for the first two Alghan ﬂ{m—
posals. He wished to make some comments on the third
P His delegation was alarmed at the sugpestion
that the dralt covenants should be considered section by
section, or part by part. The three annexes e the report
of the Commission on Human Rights contained eleven
parts, as well as the provisions rgrdin; reservations,
the right of property and the right of petition. If the
Commutice was 1o hold a ral dizcussion on cach of
those parts, it would require considerable time, partic-
ularly a3 certain articles, such a3 anicle 1 of part 1 (Ef
2573, annex 1), relating to the right nf peoples to sell-
determination, might pive risc to a bng debate h"htc.'-lg
10 occupy the Commitice for two or three weeks. Arti

5 :l: the m?r;!ut ﬂmm on umm:;nn*:l and w"“ﬁ
rights ire prolonped comsideration
the l:nlm‘iﬂn:, .inm game was true of the three
paragraphs of article 4 of the draft covenant on civil
and political rights, relating to derogations, which might
lad 1o a ura! debate on the question whether or
not it should be submitted 1o the Sixth Committee. [t
might be suggested that the articles should be grouped
by subject, but he feared that in that case the Commitiee
would be involved in a long debale on whether or not
they should be so grouped, and how it should be done.
Il ‘th= Commiltee had more time at its disposal, he
would see no objection to the proposed procedure, but
i the Committee was Lo devote only hall of its remain-
ing mectings to consideration of the question, he did not
think that the third Afghan proposal eould stand

1. With to the Awstralian amendment (AS
C.3/L.408), Chinese delegation did not think that
there should be any uncertainty 33 to the total number
of proposed readings, and would prefer to keep to the
3 ion that there should be two in all, as put forward
by the Commission o Human Rights. The Chinese dele-
pation therelore made a formal that the word
“3" before the words “Arst reading™ in the Australian
proposal should be replaced by the word “rhe”.

19. Finally, in the addilion by the United
Kingdom f C.3/L.407), he suggested replacing the
word “consideration™ by the wonds “the first read-

ing”.
20, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) ed the
amendments put forward by the United Kin and

Egypt.

21. The Australian proposal proved to him that his
frars that the Third Commirtee's work might be delayed
had not been unfounded. The use of the word “a”
would sugpest L.al there might be more than two read-
ings. The report of the Commission on Human Rights

(E/2573) showed that some delegalions had already
made a similar suggestion. The Australian delegation
had also proposed a general distussion. As he had
already pointed out, his delegation was not secking bo

the statement of peneral comsideralions. The
primary purpose of the first reading was to astertain
the views of the larpest possible number of delegalions,
10 that at the next sexsion the preparation of the texts
in their final forn might go forward. It was very im-
portant that the first reading should take place in the
current year and a mere general discussion could not
be considered as a first reading.

22, In the Afghan delegation's opinion, the Australian
proposal would not in any way expedite the Committee’s
work and might even delay it considerably. He could
not, therefore, accept it. He hoped that the Ausiralian
delegation would not doubt that he was concermed only
to facilitate and expedite the Commitlee’s work; that
was why he thought it would be a pity if Committee
members started a minor prm:dunrhatllz and some
of them adopled chatructive lactics.

23. Mr. GALVEZ [ﬁTnﬂm',i thought that the
Australian proposal {A/C.3/L.408) was 1o some extent
an amendment to the three AJ It was,
however, conched in very fexible terms, as it peferred
only to beginning the consideration of the draft cowenant
with a penerul discussion, without prejudicing the form
which the Committee’s work might later take,

24, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanen) thought that the Aus-
tralian propesal was based on false premises: it seemed
to suppest that the ninth session of the General Assembly
might be prolonged at will and that the Third Com-
miltee could po on sitling Indefinitely. Contrary 1o the
impressions which might be gained from that text,
there would in actual fact be either a first mm
a general discussion, but, in view ol the lack of R
certainly not both: there was need for precision on that
subject. The Afghan proposal plainly suggested a first
reading without a separate general discussion.

25, He would vole against the Australian proposal,
and for the Afghan proposal, because he was in favour

of a first reading.
26. Miss MARAS (Cuba) approved of the the first
fL405); she would

two Afghan (A
decide on the tﬁm the Committes came 1o 2 vole.
7. With regard to the United Kingdom proposal
{AJC3/L407), she thought that it would be befter
to defete the words "not more than®, She agreed with
the Chinese proposal that the words “the consideration™
should %e r by the words “the first reading”
in the United Kingdom text.

28, Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Aralsa) thought that
the Chinese sub-amendment complicated the question.
Hr would prefer 1o retsin the words “the consider-
ation™, which would cover both the general discunsion
and the first reading.

29. Mrs. ELLIOT {United Kingdom}) accepled the
Cuban representalive’s amendments.

. On the other hand, she could not accept the
Chinese representative’s suggestion that the words
“the tonsideration™ should be replaced by the words
“the first reading™.

31. Mr, CHENG (China) wished to point out that,
1o his mind, the first reading would include a general
discussion, He therefore suggested deletion of the word
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*bepinning™ from the English text of the Australian

32, Mr. HOOD {Australia) exphlined that he was
solely with speeding up the Commitice's
work. He admitted, however, that it was difficult for
the Committee to undertake a frst reading and 2 pen-
eral discussion at the same time.
33, Mr. ROY ({Haiti} thought that the time had
comme for the Commitiee to shoulder its responsibilitics,
The general debate on the draft convenants had already
taken place at previous sessions, The Commiitee should
1o a frst reading. Personally, he thought that
ATchan progont, but » sepamte proposs. Tt did 50t i
Alghan a scpaate t did not At
the dtﬁtﬁnhn of an amendment as given in the last
sentence of rule 13 of the General Assembly's rules
of procedure, [t should therefore not be pul 1o the vote
belore the Afghan proposal.
M. The CHAIRMAN noted that the members of
the Committee agreed that the text proposed by Al
ghanistan (AJC3/1.406) actually conlained three
separate proposals. He would, therefore, pul them to the
vote scparately.
The first proparol war adopied by 52 voles to noni,
aith I ebstention.
The second proposal war adopled by 51 voles to nons,
uilh J absieniion,

35 The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee 1o decide
whether or not the Ausiralian proposal (A/C.3/1.408)
showld be considered ad an amendment Lo the third
Alghan preposal,

356, Mr. CHEXG (China) reviewed the dehnition of
an amendment in rule 131 of the rules of procedure.
The Austialian text was nol a5 amendment, a3 it was
intended to replace the third Alghan proposal.

37, He also drew the Commitiee’s attention to rule
132 of the rules of procedure. If the Auvstrallan text
was not considered as an amendment, the third Afghan
proposal, which had been submitted Frat, shoold be
put 1o the vole first.

38, Mr HOOD {Awdstralia) maintained that ks text
was an amefdment and complied with the definition
given in the last part of rule 131 of the rules of pro-
cedure,

19, Mr. PAZHWAK (Alghanistan]) thought, like the
Haitian representative, that the Australian motion was
not an amendmenl. He emphasized that the texd, if
adopted, would make it impossible to have a fArst read-
ing of the drafl covenants at the current session.

40. Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABRIGAT (Uruguay)
thought that, if the text of the Australian proposal
were examined closcly, the Commitlee could not bal
note that it was olearly an amendment within the
meaning of rule 131 of tke rules of procedure, for by
implication # called for the addition of certain points
and the deletion of paris of the third Afghan proposal.
He would vole for the text, regardless of whether it
was considered an amendment or nof, because he
wanted to have a clear and full peneral discussion of
the Jraft covenants,

41. The CHAIRMAN put 1o the vole the question
whether the Australian prenosal (A SC3/1_408) should
be consitleredd as an amendment o the third propotal
submitted by Afghanistan {ASC3/7L406).

1t way decided by 27 voles ta 15, with 3 obrlenbiona,
that the Australion propozal thould br comsiderrd af an
omindment.

42. Mr. PAZHWAK (Alghanistan) aiked Jor a
separale voie wn the wonl “a™, the first wond of the
Ausiralian amendment.

4}, Mr, CHENG (China) propossil as a sub-amend-
ment that the word “a™ should be replaced harlh_l wond
“the” and that the word “beginning™ in the English lext
should be deleied.

4. Mr. BAROODY /Saudi Amabia) called for a
separale vole om the wonds “beginning with &
discussion”, ;
45. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) withdrew Ilﬁzl
propesal, inasmuch as the first Chinese sub-amendment
wnuuh'td enable the Committer to achieve the same
ITE

46. Mr. HOOD (Ausralia), supported hy Mr.
RODRIGUEZ FARREGAT (Uruguay), pointed out
that the first Chinese sub-amendtment in cffect reatored
the original lext of the third Alghan proposal,

47. Mr. CHENG (China) explained the purpose of
his sub-amendment. The use of the word *the™ insteal
of the word "a" would confirm the fact that there would
actually he two readings. as had been requesied by the
Commission on Human Rights in paragraph 39 of its
report (E/2573), The word “a™ shoulidl be set anide 30
thar it would be clear that there would be only two
readings.

48, Mr. BAROOQDY (Sawli Aralia) pointed o, in
teply 1o the Ansiralian represemiative, that the malter
at issuc was a sub-amendlment to the Auatralian lml'l:d-
ment amd that the thinl Alrhan proposal was ml 17
volveld, Tt would be alsurd to delcte the word “a™
without replacing il ly something.

49, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) said that, il the
Committee did not vote on the Chinese & ment,
he resetved the rght tc ask for a scparate vote on oo
tain paris of the Ausiralian amendment,

50, He asked the United Kingplom re lative
whether the wornd 2" coubl be deleted from the Eng-
lish text of the amendment without inserting another
wonl in its place .

51, Mrs. ELLIOT (United Kingtora) sail that the
senlence in question coubl not start with the words
“first reading™; those words had 1o be precoded in the
English text by cither the woril “a™ or the wonl "the™,

5. Mr JUVIGKY (France) thought that a sib-
amendment should be designed 1o manlily the amend-
ment to which it related amnd not indirectly to restore
the origina! text of the proposal being amended. The
Commitiee should arlfhere 1o thal rule, Otherwise there
would be nothing to prevent it Jrom sulmitting new
sub-amendments tn restore the text of an anerndment
and the like. The Third Commitler might set a danger-
ous precedent if it agreed o conaider the Chinewe pro-
as a true sub-amendment.

51 Mr. PAZHWAK {Alghanisian} pointed out that,
if the Austraiian amendment were rejevted as a whole,
the ext of the Alghan proposal m ita erigimal fomr
would remain, What held true for the whole applied
also to each af the parin, He therefore i net see how

the difficulty to which some delegations had velerred
would arise.
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54, Moreover, it was possible that, owing to changes
tade through omendments and autramemndments, a
text wight apparently ke all meaning. In the United
Nations il was customary, when purcly drafting Jerole
lenis atese, 1o allow the Scorclariat to prepare the hnal
draft of-a texl, taking into account the vicws expresscd
during the delate,

55, He thoupht that, il the proposcd  Chinese =:u'u-
amencdment were adapted, the wonl “the™ of the original
text would automatically be retained.

56 Ar. AZEOUL (Lebanon) reminded the Com-
miittee that §t had decided that the Australian delega-
lion's projpesal (A/C3/L.408) was an amendment 1o
the Afghan proposal (A/C.3/1.406). The Australian
representative had explained that his proposal merely
consisted of an amendment to, an addition to and a
drlction from the original text. In the circutmstances the
nofmal procedure woukl be to put to the vole in turn
the three parts of the amendment concerned—ihe sub-
stitulion of ll-.ed:mrd 2" for the word “g". the addi-
tion of the words “beginning with a gene discussion™
and the delction of the \':"El-l'dl " ri"™. Thal
would meet the wishes of delegations which wanted a
vole in parts and it was a logical consequence of the
previous decision that the Australian proposal was an
amendment. He therefore that that procedure
should be followed.

57, The CHAIRMAN put the procedural propesal
submitted cially by the Lebanese representative to the
wvote

The proporol war adopled by 19 votes to 2, with 23
absfmhoni.

s3  The CHATRMAN thercfore put to the vote the
first part of the Australian amendment {A/C.3/L.408),
whereby the word “the” was 1o be replaced by the
word “a”.

The firt part o] the Australion amendment o
odopted by 25 voles tu 15, mith 10 cbrientions.

59, Mr. CHENG (China) asked for a separate vole
on the word “beginning” in the second part of the
amendment.

€0. The question was of fundamental importance. As
it stood, the addition pro by the Australian dele-
gation would imply that the first reading might include
something more than the general discussion. The dele-
tion of the word “beginning” would limit the first
reading o the gencral discussion.

61, Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT {Uruguay)
gaid that he would like to know how the 5 text
of the 1 would read if the deletion suggested by
the Chinese representative were accepted.

62. Mr. JUVIGNY (France) raised the same ques-
tion with reference 1o the French texl.

61. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) pointed out that
the proposed deletion would involve sume changes
punctuation. .o

64, Mr, CHENG (China) replied that the Secrelariat

could take the mmll? steps to modily the punctuation
and the Spanish and French lexts.

0S5, Mr. ROY (Haiti} .ald that there was no justifica-
tion for the Chinese delegation’s request for a separale
vote, It would be better to abide stricily by the pro-
eedure which the Lebanese representative had proposed
and the Comuaittee had aecepled.

&6, Mr, DAROODY (Saudi Arabia) and Mr. JIM-
ENEZ (FPhilippines) thought that the Committes
showld meet the Chinese representalive’s wishes.

&7, Mr HOOD {Australia) was not sure that a single
wonil coulil I considered “part™ of a proposal or of
an ameni-aent in the sense of rule 130 of the rules of
procelure.

£ Me EL-FARRA (Syria) felt that the provisions
of rule 130 were quite applicable to the case in poinl.
62, Mr. JIMEXEZ ({Philippines) emphasized that
the point raised by the Chinese representative involved
an extremely important question of substance.

70. Mr. CHENG (China) formall ftqa;ml that the
wornd “hepnning™ should Le llﬂtlﬂ{ rom the Englh
text of the adilition constituting the sccond part of the
Australian amendment,

71. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the proposal
submilted orally by the Chinese representative.

The proposol wes rejected by 23 voler 1o 3, with 12

ghaleniions.
72. The CHAIRMAN put to the voic the sccond
part of the Australian amendment (ASCI/LACRY, the
sddition of the words “beginning with a general dis-
cussion®™.

The second part of the emendment was adopled by

30 votes 1o 7, with 13 abstentions.
73. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third part
of the Australian amendment {A/C.3/LA08), invelv-
ing the deletion of the words “part by pan”, which
the Alghan representative had agreed, at the suggestion
of the representative of Egypt, 10 use in place of the
words “section by section™.

The third part of the omemdmen! war odopled by
22 votes to 18, with 7 abslentions.,

74, The CHAIRMAN put the third Afghan proposal
(AJC.3/L.406), as modified by the Australian amend-
ment which had just been adopled, to the vole.

Al the request of Mr, Peshaok (Alghonisian}, a
vole war foken by roll-call,

Pakistan, heting been drown by lol by the Chairman,
wos rolled wpon lo vole first.

Im fovour: Peru, Poland, Sweden, Turkey, Union
of South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics,
United Kingdom of Great Dritain and Northern lre-
land, United States of Amenca, 'I.Tm,gul&:rgmlim,
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Byelorussian Soviet Social-
ist Republic, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Crecho-
slovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
France, Guatemala, [celand, Israel, Luxembourg, Mex-
ico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway.

Againat: Chinz, Egypt, Haitl.

Absigining: Fakistan, Philippines, Sapdi Arabla,
Syria, Ukranian Sovict Socialist Republic, Yugoslavia,
Afghanistan, Bolivia, Burma, Costa Rica, iopia,
Greece, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Leb-
anon.

The proposel, as amended, war adopted by 31 voles

to 3, usth 18 obsicntions,
75. The CHAIRMAN la the vote the United
Kingdom proposal (A/CJA/L.407), as modified by the
amendment submitted orally by the representative of
Cuta and accepled by the representative of the United
Kinpdom,

The proposal, s omended, was adopted by I8 volex
te monr, wath 7 ebatent’ons,
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76 Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) observed thal,
in accordance with the decision just taken, the hirst
reading would begin with a pgeneral discussion. His
delegation reserved the nght 1o raise, at the end of
the peneral discussion, the question how the first read-
ing of the drafl covenants should be continaed. The
meaning of the term “fust reading™ had not, in {act,
been defined.
77. Mrs. TSALDARIS (Grecce) mid that she had
abstained from voting on the Auatralian amendment
and on the thind Afghan proposal because the discus-
sion had Jelt her very confused and she had not been
able to follow its convolutions. She congratulated the
Chairman on having been able, Jike Theseus, to guide
the Committee out of the labyrinth in which it was in
danger of losing itsell,
78. Mr. ABDEL GHANI (Egypt) said that he had
voted against the Austmlian amerdment Lecause the
t of the word “the” by the wonl "a™ ap-
peared to hin: to be contrary to the intention of the four
delegations whuse suggestion had been taken up by the
Commission on Human Righl: (Ef257), pora 39).
They had intended that there should be 2 maximum o

two readings. The text adopted appeared to indicate
a Jdeadre to pive the ﬂ::!lhrnmuu more than 1wo
ﬁ:ﬂim
71, Mr. CHENG (China) said that be had volrd
apainsl the Auwstralian amendmeont because it was nol
precise. The text adopled was vague with regard to
the number of readings which were 1o ke place; it
was atso vapue with segard to the method 1o Te followed
for the examination and adoption of 1he draft covenania.
No one knew what was o hapixn once the general
tiscuasion was concluded. 11 was for that reason that
the Chincse delegation had that the word
“heginning™ should be deleted and that the first reading
should consst solely of a pencral discussion, The mat-
ter of the procedure to be followeal was very important
for the mitlee’s future work and he hal felt it
necessary to vote apainst the text propescd by the
Australian deleation.
80, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) proposed that
the mweting should be adjourned.

It weys g0 devided,

The mecting rose at 640 pm,

Printed in USA.
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