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Braft internalfonal covenanls on human In
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(conlinu

P'MOCEDURE FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE DRAFT COVE-
NANTS (ronfinued )

1L Mr, PAZHWAIK (Alghanistan}, speaking on a
point of order, said that the Lebanese representative’s
statement al the 558th mecting had induced him to
amend his third wﬂ-ﬁnm o the effect that the Arst
reading should be t scction by section instead of
articke by article. That amendnwnt would meet points
raiscd by other delegations and would make no differ-
enge 1o his own preflerences. The Chairman should
cecile what articles were related in one way or another
and place them before the Commiitee as sections for
discussion, The discussion should not po beyond the
bounds of the definition of a first reading. He had
alrcady explained what a first reading was nol.

2. The question of the time-table should be decided
a8t a later stage, but the Commitlee should bear in
mind the idea that the meetings develed to the pro-
cedural discussion should not be reparded as part of
the mechings to be devoted to the discussion of the
dralt covenanis,

3. The CHAIRMAN observed that the Afghan rep-
resentative’s statement had not been strictly a point of
order, Lut he had admitted it in order Lo facilitate
the Comnutice’s work. In summarizing the Alphan
representative’s proposals, he noted that the word
“part” rather than “section” had been used by the
mission on Human Rights,

4. Mr. AZKROUL (Lzl fon), speaking on a point
of order, observed that he had intentionally used the
word "section” in his original suppestion (558th meet-
ing), now adopted Ly the Af representative, i
the parts inte which the dralts were divided were
rather large. The Afphan representative had used the
lerm “section” because he had wished to leave it 10
the Chairman to decide which articles were inter-
related. Delegations would be able to comment on each
article in a piven section or on the scction as a whale,
ay they whhed.

5 The CHAIRMAN saidl that he would fimnd it very
difficult 10 decisle which articles made ap a3 acchion,
Lven if the Secretariat was asked to prepare a working
per petting out the anticles by sections, the pajer
itself wouhl be the subject of ren and protractel
discunsion. He had interpreted the Afghan propraal as
referving o pana, since the Commizsion on Hunan
Rights hael vniloubtexdly had gnedd reasons fer eliviching
the dralt covenants in thal way.
6. Mr. PAZHWAK (Alghanistan), speaking on a
peint of order, sali that he had intentionally uaed the
words “scction by section™ rather than “parl by |I1nr.t g
The Chairmian wouold not finrd it a0 very hard 10 decide
how to divide the sections and would be alile tn consult
the Commiltee in case of doubt,
7. Mr. ALKOUL (Lebanon) speaking on a peinl of
wider, said that some of the parts were short enoegh
ta b Laken an sections, If the larger parts were dividedl,
the Committee would certainly accept the Chairman's
decizion,
4 Mr. DARCODY (Saudi Aralia), speaking on a
peint of order, said that the Commitiee could nnt make
any propress unless it heanl the remaimler of the
spuakers on the Chaimian®s list, who might have ather
proposals 1o make in place of thaae that were Iwing
dliscussesd by mcans of points of order,

9. Me. AZKOUL (Lelanon), speaking on i point uf
wrder, vxplained that he hal not been ilisgunsing ::&r
weposal but merely clearing up some misunderstand-
immgs alemst a pwopeeal which derived from his fown
nriginal smpgpestion,

10, M, ROY (Haitl), speaking on a pednt ol onder,
saitl that he intended tn ask lor the application ol rule
114 of the rules of proccdure—on the closure of the
tlelate—as soon an the list of speakern was exhatsted,

11. Mr. EL-FARRA (Syria) said that the discussion
hail eentrod mainly on the defnition tn be given o he
term “first reading™, There hail been pencral agrecment
that the term should be defincd in order to place limils
on the scope of the delate and thus save time, Twi
ruestinms had] arisen : the meaning of a discursion section
by section and whether it would be more practical 1o
have a peneral debate, The Egyptian delegation had
given a practical definition: there would le 2 general
discussion touching upon any aspect of the subject that
any delegation wisked, Other delegations had questinned
the purpose of a first reading, The Afghan propoal,
based on ihe Lebanese representalive’™s suppestion,
scemed very practical, inasmuoch as il would enalile dele-
pations both to discuss any particular article and 1o
make any gencral statements they wished.

12, Mr. MENESES PALLARES (Ecuslor) sl
that he had come 1o the conclusion that nothing should
prevent the discoision of the draflt covenants rt the
current session: it was the imperative duoty of the
United Wations to enter the final dralting stage «ithout
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delay, The term “first reading™ should not be taken ton
literally, The discussion of an instrument of hroad philo-
syiical amd jurilical iniport ceuld not be comnparne: wilh
that of an Internatinmal Labour Organisation conven-
tiem, \ wan roquited was 3 evaprehemive survey of
the whaole suliject at the highesl possibie level, in order
to asscas the effectiveness or ine I‘i'n:"l:ivmll of the dralt
covenants in their present form and to make clear
what had been done and what remaingd 1o be done.
Such a comprehensive view sizty nations wounlkl
chear up all those points which still neederd to be clearcd
up. For that purpose the rights enumerated might be
divided up inlo catepories, rather than sections, co-
hracing individual rights, family rights, clucational and
culiveal rights and so forth, The Secretariat would not
fined il too hard to establish such calegories in a working
[SupRET. :

Ll Mr. JIMENEZ (Philippines) said that. as his
selzgation had heen one of the original sponsors of the
proposal in pasagrsph 39 of the report of the Com-
miasion on Human Hights (E/2573), he wished 1o
explain that the procedure of a first reading article by
antiche haal acemed the mwut practical. It woukl not
pirechinie the wsual gencral Ie or cven voling 1A
onber (1 formalize the decision taken. Al the second
reading a vote would certainly be taken at least on
rach draft covenant as a whole, Governments might
wish 1o sulmil amendments or new proposals; they
winald e considered during the second reading. The
Alghan proposal of a realing section by section was
not incunsistent with the proposal in piﬂ:ﬁt‘;_ 32 ol
the Human Rights Commissions report. The ian
delegation had suggested that delegations would be
emtirely (ree to expatiate on the principles and [F:;
Wewrshy ineclved and 1o refer to specihe articles,
Sawli Arabian proposal that a general debate should
lsc heb! first a.nlll that the Commiltee shouh! then make
a further decizion on procoilure was a pood ¢onpromie,
which merite] serious consideration, The views ex-
pressed in the general ddebate might well provide guid-
ance no futnre procedure,

4. Mr. DUXLOP (New Zealand) said that, what-
ever solmtion the Committee aldopted for discussing
the drafll covenants, there would olviously be a pen-
vral detale. The represcntatives of Aumralia, Yugo-
slavia. Argentina and the URSS had already stressed
that it wouhl e premature to adopt any procedure for
future work, which could only emerge in the course
of the discustion, The Syrian representative hal asked
for a definition of the term “frst veading”, The dele-
jations just referredd 1o and the New Zealamed dele-
gation dul not think that such 3 definition was neces-
sary: any altempt 1o give one would involve the
Commiliee in a general debate, A general clebate coubd
be anxthing. Tt might. as the Philippine representative
hal just suggested. be an introduction to a more de-
tailed reading of the draflt covenanta,

15, ‘The Afghan representative had fornally sug-
gesteed that the dralt covenants should be consideresd
article by article. 1 that suggestion were accepted, a
ehate would be necessary to dlecide in what order
the articles should be taken up. He agreed with the
French representative that an article-by-article consid-
cration should begin with firm decisions on some ques-
tions of implementation, such as reservations, The New
Zealand delegation would hesitate to discuss substan-
tive artiches with fimality until ideas on reservations
and implementation clauses had been clarified, 11 the

Alphan proposal were adopled, the debate should begin
with the last articles.

16 The Lebancse pentalive had made a2 com-
promise proposal which was no compromise as it de-
{eated the purpeses hoth of those who favourel a gen-
eral delate and of those who wanled an article-by-
article discussion. 1t was nnl a textual reading but
hadl all the disadvantages of a discussion l.m:i by
article amd mare, as it wonld entail, Lesilles a general
ilisprtssion of the arder in whieh the aricles were 10
bie taken up, 2 preliminary delate on what articles were
to be incloced in the different sections,

17. The Chairman had supgesied that a provisipnal
allocation of articles to different sections should be
made bi; the Secretariat and a decument circolated.
llut such a docuirent woukl not be accepted withoul a
lengthy debate. Such complicated Jebates woulsl only
e worthwhile il they :ulllqi be considerer] as a prelimi-
nary to a hrst reading in the sense mcant hi}hl Fepe-
sentatives of France amd Belgium. An article-by-article
congileration of the drall covenanta would necessarily
be a textuzl one. The New Fealand delepation was not
ready to embark on such a detailed sty of the dralt
covenants, although it could be ready to state its poai-
tion with regand to reservations petitions.

18, The Chinese representative had sugpesied that a
conference of plenipotentiaries should he convened to
consider the draft covcnants, §t was not the time for
him to stzie his Government’s view on (hat pomt. The
proposal had advantapes, as underlined by the Chinese
representative. anil dissdvantages, as had been pointerd
out by the United Kingdon re ntative, 11 the Com-
mittee were to take up the Chinese proposal, apain 2
peneral debate would be unavoidable,

19,  There were both advantages amd di=advantages 1o
the suppestion of two rearlings in paragraph 39 of the
it oi the tendh session of the Conunission on
Human Rights {E/2573). He agreed with the Soviet
representative that it woulil be unrealistic to adopt a
rigil time-table, o o et & time limil to the work on
the dralt covenants, which had 10 e accepted by a very
wide diversity of peoples and hal to gain a niaximum
ol support il they were to be of any use. There was
much work still 1o Ja: the general debate should begin
s 3000 a3 passible,
20. He supported the United Kingdom representa-
tive's supgestion that the covenants should be debated
at alternate meetings. When no representatives wished
to speak on human rights, other questions could he
considered. He diil not feel that it was beyond the
powers of most representalives In consider two ileas
at once, There was also the advantage that, il two ilema
were discussel simultaneously, delegations would have
mare lime to consider dralt resclutions and amend-
mEnls.
Z1. Mr. ALTMAN (Poland) stated that his dele-
yalion was opposed to entrusling the remaining work
on the draft covenants to any body oulside the United
Nations, such as a conference of plenipotentiaries. The
Commision on Human Rights had carried out a diffi-
cult and delicate task and the draft covenants had been
transmitied to the General Assembly. The Third Com-
mittee should, therelore, immediately embark on the
next slage of the work with a view to establishing a
fimal text. Two readings has been suggested in para-
graph 39 of the report of the Commission on Human
Rights (E/2572). If the Commitice were fo engage
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in a discussion of the actual meaning of the expreasion
“1wo readings™, much time would be lost and no prac-
tical resull would be gained. The Commitice should
Legin work on the drall covenants, which should not
be considersd as firal texts, at its current session and
continue at the next scisbon or 7 33 Was necea-
sary to allow all sixty Mimber Stales lo express their
opinkon.

22. The Polish delegation agreed with the Egyplian
representitive that the best plan would be to have a
peneral discussion, during which certain questions ol
detafl could also be Jiscussed, It also agreed with the
Alghan representative that the draft covenants coulld
be discussed part by part in the course of a general
discussion. Delegations would be free Lo express their
Governments” point of wiew on specific points, and
amendments might be sugpested, bot there should be
no vole.

23, Ahemate meetings did not scem advisable.
24, Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Urupay)

thought that the procedural debale had been uselul in
clarilying a number of points, He agreed, however, that
the ittee should bepin comideration of the dralt

covenants without delay, The work should be done
by the United H.nlinu.lrmﬂ not by an outside body,
such as a conference of plenipotentiaries. Even when
the covenants had been put in their final form, the
question of human rights should remain on the United
Nations agenda, as the United Nations was determined
1o stand by the affirmation on human rights in the
secorl paragraph of the preamble of the Charter. The
draft coverants should considered 21 a working
paper for st and amendment and a more formal
cxpression of the principles embodied in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and the Chanter of the
United Nationa,

25, He supported the Egyptian representative’s sug-
pestion concerning a generzl delate. 1a the procedural
discussion attention had been drawn 1o the fact that,
il the Commiltee considdered the draflt covenants al its
current session, there would be time before the tenth
sesvion of the General Assembly for Governments 1o
present their views on various points such as the dil-
feuliles of ensuring observance and implementation
of the covenants. A general debate would nol {:rtflu:h
a dlctailed discusslon on certain points, and delegations
should make clear statements on specific attitudes, The
Third Committee was representative ol sinly Stales
Members of the United Nations and therelore the
various political, economic and philosophic currents o
the modern world were represented there. Uniled in
their respect for human ri;ru, they would arrive at a
large measure of agrecment on thase points,

26. The Uruguayan delegation would support any
proposal for an immediale debale oa the dralt cove-
nants, but a detailed study of Lhe articles and voling
on the draft covenants should be postponed until the
mext session, The debate could be :Mur:trhtd
as a firsl reading, as suppested in para 37 of the
of the Cl:fmrinhn on Hmm?ﬂﬂﬂhfﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂj.
but, although delegations might sugpest amendments
and] refer to specific points, there Id be no dis-
cussion on drafting, which should be left until the
next session.
27, Mr. JUVIGNY (France} did not consider that
the procedural debale had been uscless, since it had
_ given rise to many different suggestions. Some repre-

senlatives had advocated a peneral debale, othiers '|I-|-_‘-‘I
accepted thal suggestion bul considered thal emphasis
might be laid on certain ariicles, and yet others lad
thought that the covenants shouk] be considered article
lry article, part by pan, scction by section, of calrgury
by catepory. Acvording to some members, the firsl
stage should mcrely constitule a consitleration of the
covenants, without any substanlive decisions; vthers,
who with that principle, nevertheless thought
that some Jelegations could submit amenlments, while
yet others considered that all delegations should be
allowed to submit amerdments. It had boon sngpested
that all the amendments should Le subsmitied during the
current sewsion; the United States representative hadl
advanced 1h= idea that amendments might alsn Ie
sulmitied betwesn sessions: and the Philippine rep-
rescntative had suppested that a vote might be taken
on some of the ariickes,

Z8. He uidd not (hink it would be opportune al thal
stage 1o adopt an unduly righl procedure, which would
incvitally hinder the Commitlee’s progress. The New
Zealamn] representative lad righily said that a general
delate of some kind could not be avoided; it would
therefore Le wise to follow the Ausinlian represnta-
live's realistic sugpestion and pruceed with the dis-
CuRson.

2. Mr. ABDEL GHANI (Epypt) didl mot apgree
witk the New Zealand represcntative’s statement thal
the adoption of the Afghan proposal would be tanla-
mount 1o holding a general debate, because it dicl nol
provide for an exanunation article by article, The pro-
posal was a compromise which linkal the cuncept ol
a peneral discussion with that of a first reading properly
so-called. In practice, il the dralt covenants were dis-
cussed part by part, delegations could comment either
on the general principles underlying the articles of
cach part, or on the specilic articles and provisions.
Representatives who had expressecd a preference for a
general discussion wauld undoubtedly choose 1he first
methad and those who favoural consideralion article
Ly article would choose the second. Altheugh all dele-
galions were inlerested in the covenants, they attached
special importance 1o certain articles or proups of
articles; thus, for example, certain lelegations, incluel-
ing his own, attached particular imponance to the
article on self-determination and might speak a1 bength
on that subjrct. The measurcs of implementation, which
wire more important than the rights themselves, wouldl
alan be discussed.

3. The Egyptian delegation had delileraicly re-
frained from moving formally its ruggestion that a
pencral discussion should be {rrlul_ It now considered
that the Afghan proposal, based on the Lebancse repe
resentalive’s suggesiion, provided for a belter pro-
cedure than that of an untrammelled discussion. Never-
theless, he could not see why the articles of the cove-
nants should he divided intn sections or categporics,
when the Commission on Human Rights and the Secre-
tariat had already divided them into cleven parts. The
preamble and the relating to sclf-deiermination
werg more or less similar in Loth Jdraft covenants and
need not be examined more than once, so that the Com-
mitlee would have nine parts before it. The decirion i
divide the articles in that way had not been seached
lightly and it therelore seemed unnecessary to impose on
the retarial the difficult task of making a new divi-
sion. The draft covenants in their present form ahould
be taken as a working paper.
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3l. Mr, ROY (Haiti) said that he would not move
ihe chocure of the debate unless mOre [epresenia-
i 3 expressed the intention o l}::iiﬂl' on Lhe general
yuextion of procedure,

32, The CHAIRMAN said that, il there was no ob-
jection, ke would close the procedural debate and pul
the Afghan proposal to the vole

33, Mr, HOOD {Australia) thought that, belore the
proposal was put lo the vote, an alicrnative proposil
should be submitled to enable r tatives who held
other vicws Lo express their opinions,

M. Mr. CHENG (China) peinted out that the Com-
mittee had had no epportunity 1o discuss the Alghan

proposal,

35 Mra. AFNAN (lIrag) said that her delegation
swrould the Afghan proposal as amended by
Lebanon and interpreted ?h’: the representative of
x But she agreed with representative of Aus-
tralia that there was no alternative proposml before the
Committee. Since the represcanative of Egypt had frst
supgested a peneral discussion the idea had had the
support of various delegations, and she submitted that
it would be only right for that suggestion o be proposed
as an alternative.

35, Mr. AZKOUL (Lebancn) thought that, if the
Alghan were rejected, the Committer would
automatically proceed to a general discussion.

Y7, Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) reintroduced
his proposal that, if the Afghan proposal were re-
jected, the Commitiee should immediately proceed to
a prneral discussion, in which amendments could be
submities], bul in which no votes would be taken,
3. Mr. ROY (Haiti)} formally nmwved the closure
of the procedural debate,

39, Ar. JUVIGKY (France), speaking against the
Haitian metion, pointed out that the Afghan pro-

= - — = mw mAE

posal and any allernative proposals tlu..l..m_i;ht be 2ol
milted had wot been distributed in writing. It would
be unwise 1o close the detale in the alsence of written
proposals.

40. Mr. CHENG {China), speaking on a poinl ol
order, asked whether the closure of the debate would
prevent him from apeaking on the Afghan proposal.
4], The CHAIRMAN agresd with the French 1
resentative that proposals should be submitted in
whling.

42, He clled for a vole on the Haitian motion.

43, Mr. RODRIGUEZ FABREGAT (Uruguay),
jpﬂhinﬁun a point of order, asked whether adoption
of th:I aitian metion would mean that no new pro-
posaly’ could be made.

4. Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanen), speaking on a point
of order, pointed out thal there was no need o close
the debate H further proposaly and amendments could
be submitted.

45 The CHAIRMAN sugpested that the mecting
should be adjourned without a vote on the closure
of the procedural debate and that the Afghan proposal
and any new proposals or amendments should be dis-
cussed at the next meeting. The discussion should e
confined to those proposals.

46. Mr, PAZHWAK (Alghanistan} did not consider
that the Chairman's cslion was in conformity with
the rules of procedure, Moreover, that procedure might
adverscly affect the vote on the Afghan propesal. He
therefore appealed to the Chairman to reconsider his
supgestion.

47. The CHAIRMAN withdrew his suggesiion.

The mecting rose at 1.15 p.m.

Poomed i US55,
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