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1. Mr. BEAUFORT (Netherlands) stated thay the
nlfh'nl"ﬂ‘ i of the drali covenants on human
rights .y in the recognition of the rights of the
human person than in the afirmation that Stries were
red albpowrrinl and that fundamental buman rights
were independent of States and therclore invich

The importance of that development could not be over-
estimated, B &t 3 time when inm vast arcas of
the world human rights were constantly violated, Fur-
thermore, the covenants deall a fresh blow at the anti-
quated doctrine that international law applied only to
relations Letween States, and they were a stinlbus to
the prowing irend towards recognizing individuals
also as sulyects of interpational law. The entry into
force of pant IV of the dralt covenant on l:i:E and
politscal fights would ogmily, so far a3 buman rights
anel fundamental freedoms were concerned, the hnal
collapar of the sanctuary of domestic jurisdiction and
a further pushing lack ol national sovereipnty, the
doctrine of which had been a standing obstacle to the
sevebspinent of an organizal international eommaunity.

2. Thow considerations showed what great impor-
tance the Netherlamls Govermanent attached 1o the draly
covenants. It was most annious, however, 1o sce them
drawn up in a form which would ensure their accep-
ance by the greatest possible number of States; yet
without being wnduly pessimistic, the Netherbnds
delegation feared that as they stood they were unac-
ceptable to many States and even to thess in which a
high degree of olservance of human rights was guar-
anteed by municipal law, [ was true that the dralt
covenants inchaled many excellent and well-drafied
provisions but the discussions which kad taken place
if the Commission on Human Rights and the General
Assembly bad brooght to light profound differences
i putlock on questions. Three points of
wiew had bern revealad: be would ll their advocates
mimmalists, maximalists and moderates. The mini-

’)

that it would be a difficult task and should, therclore,
be underiaken only gradoally. The Netherlands Gov-
ernment had always stressed that the very natwe of
hizman rights required that every effort should lx maale
to give the widest ille application 1o all measares
¥ rpsufr imbernational respect for thess
zﬂul'l wis mere snportant 1o achicie some form

unification of haman rights which woukl b accept-
able to the greatest possible number of countries than
to draw up highly detailed covenants which woukl

ik of Laing aseepted by only & amall numbes
t n only a sma
States, The anm-hnd.l &hg:.!iu:n felt that the draft
coverants erreidl both on the shle of exeess amd oo
the Gde of omission. It agreed with most of fie ol-
jections raised by the Unital Kingdom 2] Amtralon
dclegations and woul] scconlingly confine at~elf, at
the vurremt stape of the peonemal delate, o phvmg 2
few examples.

I The right of wrl:: to scli-bclermrinaiing mas a
collective right '!I-'Il'litl shooll et be enimciatal in
covenants that covered individual rights onls. 1t was
a complex question which should Te apgrmte] saly
with extreme caution, for Tear of sewiing wvmifisam
and disonder in a workl which veadnl alewe all o

develop peseefully,

4. Article 2, paragraph 2 el the draft sveiant s
civil and political rights (E/257), ansea [+ vwas unag
ceptable in the form fn which it steas], levause B g
peared 1o pive States an indelinite paris] within which
to adopt the lrgislative mcasures sworssary W Eive
effect to the rights recopnized in the omvrnant, As the
Australian representative hal rightly printe] ma, that
paragraph ahoubl be re-cxamined i relation e tw
question ol reservations,
E The Neberlands delemation repretinl thar ths
e on Homan Rights hod lemn oralie
reach 3 abecishom on U amiporiant qucstem ol Pesrma
tions, which was the subject of General Assemidy
resolution 546 (V). He fully a iabed] lie attitnabe
of those delegations which ppposed the inchisin of a
provision regarding resrvations in the Jdrafl cvrian
on civil anl political rights last, as the Unitel Kimgpbem
and Avstralian debrgations had poinie] sl 5t weasdd
be regrettable if a number of Siaies were iddignd Ia
the abernoe of such a chinse 1o withbold their Sevessimn
o the covenant, The salepuanls projesed v 1hat ron
nexion were such as 1o dispel any fear that the pne
vision reganding reservations might le alwisnl
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6. With regard to article 28 of the draft covenant
on economic, social and cultural rights (E/2573, annex
:ihlurﬁlani;hﬂnlth dralt covenant Tud;ﬂll::d

‘ rights, he would merely point oot that in their
t:mmgiﬂd‘mlhi:midulgawdlhtﬂdmﬁ*
dence = Lthe inl Powers and failed to take
. of -

7. The provisions of article 27 ol the dmaft coverant
on economic, social and cultural rights and article 52
of the dralt covenant on cvil and palitial rights
stituled what might be termed an anti-federal clavse
and ran counter to General Amsembly resclution 421
(V}, section C, in that they failed to take into account
the constitutional problems of federal States.

K. The foregoing were the few genera] observations
he wished to make at the current stage of the dis-
russion. He was convinced that every member of the
Committer carnestly hoped that the ardwous work de-
vited to the draft covenants for so many years would
soon be complaied and that the results would be re-
ceplable to majority of States. He concluded his
!m:‘nﬂ%‘rmnd.lq' ing the Commitice of Gorthe's
words wise man is recogrized above all
his moderation.”

9. Mr. GONZALES (FPhilippines) pointed out that
lhtPhilip[ﬁm:hldmiﬂdrr’ﬂlﬂJﬂ:ﬁuﬂlm
behalfl of respect for human rights; its demh:u could
always be relied vpon to gpive its i

to every eflort made in the cause of liberty, The Phili

3

T

fane Constitotion pmaranteed o atizens almoit all
rights set forth in the dralt covenants, He that,
between the first and second readings which been

pf:m'dq:d for, the views of delepations would be suffi-
ciently crysiallized to lead to agreement upon a final
text hikely to be acceptable to the vast majority of the
sovereipn peoples of the world.

10, Soms provisions were already such as might
mcet with general apreement, The measares pmﬁgﬁi
for Ly the draft covenant on economic, sacial :I.}nd.htul-
tural rights should be adopted “progressively,” as
uipnl:::i in article 2, 1. Im that minm
it would be desirable, Jor the sake of evphony, 1o re-
place the words “undertakes o take™ by “undertakes
to adopt™. At all events the article was such as to
rewssure those Guvernments which might legitimately
enlertain misgivings, Some States could not imme-
iately bring alout complete social equality between
men s wimnen; cusloms could be changed only in
the cowre of tioe, Similarly the vanous steps ono-
merata)] in article 13 might well sound [intastic in
relation 1o the cuorrent resources of many countrics.
Article 14, paragraph 2, also, appeared to betray an
CACEASIVE oﬂmnﬂ The Philippine Constitution pro-
wided for the establishment of a complete sysiem of

pulilic edueation, to offer at least free prmary instimc-
tion amd eourses in citizenship for adoliz, bul there
was o law which made primary erducation compulsory

Indeeel, there was o newl for such 3 provigion in
view of the enthusiasm with which parents sent their
chiklren tn scheal, a8 3 result of which the appropria-
tion for education 2 wowled more than 32 per oomt
of 1he Siate banlge . Furibermore, the word “com-
pardanrs™ was et alingether in keeping with the spa=it
of huntan right -, which was lased upon freedom. Very

rantes to their nationals {orth-

s menticasd in the draft
1 to bring about a hife of
Sor mankind one Cay bo the next. What-

draft comcmant would not hove
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iple that in no case a be deprived of
its own means of subsistence on the grounds of any
rights that i

1L The right to work appeared oqually important
to the Philippine delegation. Tts ruhnﬂ-u':-ru. however,
depended on the econcenic conditions of each commu-
y and therefore that right, like several others ree-
ognized in the draflt covenant on economic, socal and
culteral rig::, was not susceptible of immediate ap-
plication. The Fhilippine could accept ar-
ticle G, subject only 1o the restrictions permitted by the
Philippine Constitulion.

14. The Philippine delegation regretted that the Com-
mission on Human R.Lzﬂ had been umable to agrer
on a dralt article on the right of property. The main
source of disagreement had been a secondary aspect
of the question, namely the possibilitics of expropria-
tion. The General Assembly, comprising as it did the
representatives of all sixty Member States, would
doublless be able to take a definite decision on that
point,

15. The dralt covenant on civil and polizical rights
contained many provisions which were enshrined in
the national constitutions or laws of many Member
Sates. The Philippine delegation did not agree with
the United Kingdom representative on the interpre-
tation o Le placed wpon article 24, All the provisions
of the dralt covenant were subject to the provisions
of article 1. That article prochimed the permanent
sovereignty of peoples over their natural wealth and
resources, There could be no exception to the appli-
cation of that principle: thy alsence of iliscrimination
was in no sense & prohibition of measures to control

g
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foreign workers. The Philippine Constitution, more-
D“T.H:JF‘HIII limited to atizens of the Philippines
the disposition, exploitation, dt\‘ﬂu;mmtl;: utilrzation
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foreard: namely, that the procedure for .
should :ﬁul;r in principle lo both covenants and ‘hat
:fp-nl I be allowed to the Intermational Court
of Justice against any conclusion adopted by the pro-
posed human nLhu committee. On the other hand,
the Philippine fegretied that despite the
formal directives given by the General Assembly on
;hhmbm e dﬂfmu:dirun"tﬂ: didllﬂ : [ o i
ticke concerning isgibility of petitions from in-
dividuals and ;‘E irats That
Ofmission was ly due to the fact that the ma-
jority in the ission on Human Rights was not
the same as that in the General Assembly. In that
connexion he quoted & statement by Professor Lauter-
t that the individual should have recosrse to an
international tribunal to obtain redress for any vio-
Lition of his fundamental human rghts, Tt would cer-
uinz be posaible 1o Fnd a suitable formola which
allay any fears that the right of petition mighi
be abused; for that matter, any right might be abused
if adequale guarantees were not provided, At all events
the path entered upon at San Francisco had to be
ioliowed and the individual should be regarded as a
subject of internationz] law.

18 With regard 1o the ion ol reservations
(E/257], chapter 111, part IV D, and annex 11) the
rig] position taken by some dedepations against cor-
tazn articles showed appositencis of the

which the Chinese, Epyptian, Lebanese and Philiprine
delegations had submitied 1o the Commission miﬁu-
man Rights. The Commission had transmitted to the

General Assembly three dralt articles, together with
the proposed amendments to them, Between the two
extremes represcnted llr{tht Chilean and Uruguayan
proposal and the USSK amendments, the four-I"ower
proposal and the United Kingdom proposal scomed to
offer a ible compromise. The hst two could
mﬁn«ﬁfﬂhﬂ: first, reservations could be per-
mitted to any article of the covemants and not only
those in part T11; secondly, resTvations ]

i they were compatible with the obj
and purposes of the covemant and were nihtr
two-thirds of the States bes to the covenant. It
would thus be for the Stales concerned to decide
whether or not the mmmirn oom-

ible with the objrct and covenant.

Inlcrulhnlfilﬂlﬂ "
unless those Stales so dedred. By that method it would
httm"bkiumﬂt;ﬁﬂﬁmdlhﬂﬁlm .
sible number of countrics to the covenanis o
give them a truly universal character.

19. In conclusion, the Philippine delegation called
on all members of the Committee to pfﬂmr whale
intelligence and their whole heart into their ellorts 1o
solve the belore them in & spirit of mutual
ing and good will

0. Mr. ZUPIETA (Panama) said that his delega-
ticn approved mn principle of the draft covenants which
had been submiticd, were still some minor de-
tails to be scrtled but the work accompilished appeared
on the whole to be satisfactory.

2], The question of discrimination was of paramoent
importance, In Panama the Constitution formally pro-
hibiied all measures of ¢hwcrimination and ity provi-
sions were put into practice, Aliens in Pamama enjoyed
comphete equality of rights. Jn the Camal Zone, which
had been placed under United States jurisdiction in
virtue of international agreements, a start was being
made in providing for the elimination of every trace
of the discriminatory practices which had sometimes
caused friction between the Pamamanian and United
States Governments. The Psnamanian delegation ex-
pressed its full satisfaction at that development,

ZZ. The Pamsmanisn Covernment had transmitted to
the United Nations Secretatiat statistics showing the
scope and the considerable progress made in the social
services in that country, Panama thus ensured that all
the inhabitants of s territory enjoyed the rights pro-
vided for in the draft covenants

¥

Ald = flood victims (continura

4}, The CHAIRMAN stated that in accordance with
the desire expressed by the Commitice at its previous
mecting he had addressed a letter to the Secretary

requesting him to invite the execative heails
of the specialized agencies and of UNICEF 1o extend
assistance to the victims of the recent disaster in Costa
Rica. The Executive Director of UNICEF had in-
formed the Chairman that he had sent a telegram 1o
his renresentative in Guatemala asking him 1o po at
-brmir:ln Costa Rica to assess the amount of assistance
[ atiail

24. Mr. ZUBIETA (Pamarma) pointed outl that the
Province of Chiriqui in North East Pararma had suf-
fered the same disaster as Costa Rica. He therelore
suggested that UNICEF and the specialized agencics
should 2l render assistance to Panama,



25, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) supported that sug-  executive heads of the specialized agencies and of
grston. UNICEF to extend emergency assistance to Pznama

2. The CHAIRMAN said that il the Committee  al50.
acoepted that sugeestion he woulil =end another letter Hi was so decided.
to the Secrctary-Geeneral asking him to approach the The meeting rose at 1145 am,
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