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1. The CHAIRM.—"LEI: T&?!Em“m when d: Com-
mittee had adopted ghanistan proposals at s
S7Tth mling?pit was understood that nmew amend-
ments which might be submitied 1o the dralt covenants
on human riphts (E/2573, Annex 1) would not he
debated or put to the vote, That decision could only
be reversed by adopting a formal resolution.

2, Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia) fully endarsed
the Chair’s imterpretation of the decision laken at the
577th mecting. He wished to point out, however, that
the Alghanistan proposals incleded the words "if pos-
silde in a bricl statement™. At the preceding mecting,
the representative of Brazil had niade a very long
statement in which he had referred v a number of
articles not mentioned in the Drazilian amendments to
the draft eovenants (ASCY/LA12 and ASCI/LA1D).
He had cvidently found it necessary to express his
delepation’s views and Mr. Baroody, following his
exanmple, had also spoken—as bl the representative of
Uriguay—sa that Governnients woubd know the views
of others besides the Birazilian delopation. The Drazilian
represeniative had spoken of the sirocture of the cove-
mants: that was his right, but the other delegations
were alsn entitled to express their views so that Govern-
ments should have a peneral idea of the dtuation. He,
Alr, laromdy, felt that the Commitice should ermfine
itscll, at that mecting, 1o considering the Costa Rican
draflt resalution (ASCITA10/Rev.2) and the rele-
vant amendments {ASCY/LALE ASCISLAIG, A/
CAA1T and ASCISTA1D),

1 The CHAIRMAN jpointed out to the Sandi Ara-
bian representative that the Alghanistan proposals
adopiel at the 577th meetng had inclusded the wonls
“in onc staternent”, and not "in a hricl statement™,

4. Mr. DE BARROS {Branil) did not think that his
specch at the preceding meeting had been unduly long.
Moreover, the speeches of the Sawdi Arabian repre-

sentative were frequently much Jonger than his own
had been. (
5. At the preceding meeting, the representatives ©
Savdi Arabia :ndntﬁl':'lunhfnn had shown a clear
understanding of the spirit and pu of the Bra-
zilian delepation’s new proposals saame had not
been true of the Urnpumayan representative: he had
scemed 1o think that the draft covenants would be
adopted without difficulty in their existing form and
seemed not to understand why the Brazilian delegation
had pr that the question of the right of peoples
to sell-determinatinn should be embodied in a comple-
mentary protocol. The Brazilian representative wished
to reaffirm the fundamental importance which his
country attached to that right amd to the principle
stated in article 1 of the draflt covenants, The Hrazilan

s had been prepared stricily in 2 spirit of
concihiabion, with 3 view to reaching & compromise
solution which would facilitate the adoption of the
dralt coverants as acarly as poasible, as the Uremnyan
representative desited. He wished ta s t his dele-
Fation’s p Is from causing fresh arpuments; he
was merely asking that they should be brought to the
attention of Governments without being discuased by
the Third Committee.

B, Mire AFNAN [Irag) considered that the Belpan
proposals (ASC3/1.414) and 1Ti.'lrm[:*r:qulm 1 and 2 af
the lirazilian proposals (ASCI/1.412) were actually
amendments and might be transmilted as such to Gaov-
ernments. On the other hand, the provisions of jam-
graph 3 of the Drazilian prepewals (ASC3/1.412)
could be applicd only if the Third Conunitter 20 de-
cided. Lastly, she did not see how the provisions of
paragraph 4 eould be given effect if the Commitiee
did not discuss the p 1 made in paragraph 3,

7. The CHAIRMAN pwinted out that the "debales™
reflerred to in paragraph 4 of the Hrazilian proposals
(ASCA/LAIZY meant the Third Committee™s debatea
on the question atl the tenth sesdion of the General
Assembly, not thase at the current gession, 1le there-
fore gaw no objection to transmitting the whaole of the
Brazilian proprsals (ASCA/1.412). incduding parm-
graphz 3 and 4, to Governmenis,

B Mr. MEXDEEZ (Philippines), speaking on a point
of order, sugpestsd that lﬁ‘wr-rrmln other than the
Coata Kican draft resolation abouled e enmsidersd to he
phacrvations of Governmenta, 20 as to close the Jiscus-
sion on the Brazilian proposals.

ft was so decided,

9, Mrs TSALDARIS (Greeeed recalled that s the
preceding sweting., she had asked for the foor in order
to eommenl on the Braulian - presentative’s state-
ment, but a motion for the adjmurnment of the meeting
had been adopted before she couwbld speak. Altheagh
she would have liked to comment e the llrazilan pro-
posals at the current meciing. she would not da sa in
view of the decision the Committer had just taken,
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10, Mr, HOOD (Australia), spraking on a point of
ewrder, said that hiz delegation intended 1o sulemit a
propesal on a fundamental question, ramely the federal
clinse, e wished to know the time hmit for the
sulmission of new propusals.

1L The CHAIRMAN replicd that all wew proposals
on the draft covenants had to b sulsnitted at the latest
at the aliernoon meeting on 12 November,

12 Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Aralda), exercising his
right of reply under rule 116 of the rules of procedure,
wished to puint out that he had not criticized the lira-
zilian representative for having made too long a3 state-
mient s b Tl simply stated a fact, On the other hand,
the Drarilian representative had aceused the Saudi
Arabian delegation of fntervening too often in tle de-
bates. |le considered that renark unjestified, the more
s as his country could only make its voice heard in
the General Asserilly, since it was not represented in
the other orpans of the United Kationi,

13. Miss DERNARDINO (Dominicn Republic)
recalled that at its seventh session, the Commission on
the Siatus of Women had adapied a dralt reslation
asking the Fronomie and Social Council 1o invile the
Commission on Human Rights to include in the draft
covenant on civil and palitical rights the provisions of
article 16 of the Universal Declaration of Huimman
Rights, which prochimed that men and women had
equal rights as to marriage. during marmiage and at
its dissolution, Tn order to take aconunt of that suppes-
tinn, the Commission on Human Rights had introduced
into the draft covenant para 4 ol article 22, but
the Commission on the Statuz of Womm, of which she
was Chairman, had found the words “shall be directed
towards” unwatisfactory. In s judgment, the equality
of the rights ~f the spouses should be pliced on the
same footing as the other rights recopnized by the
coverant, The amendment submitied by Cula, Den-
mark, the Dominican Republic, Norway and Sweden
{ﬁf'l.'_l'rﬂ.:l: 8) H';-:I Eim!td to give the ﬁmk;:!u:?u
of para 4 the clarily 2 e o a tive
u:’?nnmiw. together w{th ﬁ other sponsors of the
draft resolution, most of whom were members of the
Commission on the Status of Women, it would
be taken inlo account in the final dralting of paragraph
4 of article 22 of the draft covenant on ¢ivil and political
rightst,

ProcEDUEAL FEOPOSAL SURMITIED EY Costa Rica
{ASCI/LAL/Rev2) (comtinned)

14. The CHAIRMAN, noting that there were no
more speakers on his list wishing to present amend-
ments 1o the dralt covenants, suppesied that the Com-
mittee take up the Costa Rican draft resolution (AS
C3/1.410/Rev2) and the amendments to it. He
observed that the amendment submitted by the Lebaness
delepation (ASC3/LA15), which applied to the first
revision of the Costa Rican dralt, also applied to the
geevanl. He alwo ook note of the new amendments
submitied by the Afghan delegation (A/C3/LA419).
15. Mr. TUNCEL (Turkey) pointed out that it was
the first time that the General Assembly had the dralt
covenants before i For that reason, a ma

shewihi]l be inserted in the preamble to the dralt resolu-
tinn indicating that the Assembly tock note of the

b G (1 Erial Revords of the Erempmic and Sovial Counil,
Eightemmih Nepsiva, Kapplomind Noo 6, anncx 2, alreli resalus
darn {5,

drzfis and expressed its satisfaction at the work sccom-
plished by the Commission on Human Kights.

1 He recailed that the Chiness delegation had sug-
gestd (570th meeting) that the word “Governments™
in the draft resolution should be by the words
*Member and non-Member States of the United Na-
tions™, The right to make observations should be re-
served excluively to Member States. It was troe that
under the terma of the draflt covenants the General
Assembly could invite non-Member States 1o accede
1o the covenants, but the question of which non-2lember
States would be so invited was still unsettled. More-
over, the list penerally vsed in sending invitalions to
States was incomplete ; some very i nt coarnirees
were not on it while, on the other hand. the names of
other States which had been accused in varions United
Nations hodics of not observing human rights were
inclinded. Tt wosld olwiously be dangerous (o ask for
the ohservations of countries in which homoan nghts
were not ohaerved,

17. With respext to paragraph 1 (&) ol the operative
part, he failed 10 see how the specialized apencies
could be invited fo encourage public dehate. Since such
delates would inevitably have some political overtones,
that task could not le moade one of the specialized
agciicies’ activities, anid the agencies themaclves woull
certainly be unable to accept it. The non-governmental
organimtions kad had every opportunity to make their
views known during the five years of preparatory wark,
aml, at the current stape. ag the Australian representas
tive bl pointed out, (57%th meeting), drafts had to
be submitted to Gevernments for their commenis, e
did not think 1t advisble 10 invite the non-povern-
mental erpanizations 1o encourape pullic delaie, since
they represented different political, racial and other
interests, and there was a danper that thowe interests
might not always ke made to serve the cause of human
rightas,

18, He had no chjections to the other provisions of
operative paragraph 1 (B) of the dralt resolution, and
he could also accept paragraph 2.

19, He eould not support paragraph 3 however. As
the Philippines representative had pointed out, ezch
session of the General Assembly was quite independent
of the others, At the beginning of each session officers
were elected and the agenda wus drawn up; all that
could be done before the beginning of a sesuion was to
request the Secretary-General 1o incdude 2n ilem in
the provisional agenda, Thus, ne decision could be
taken then and there which would bind the Third Com-
mittee with respect to a fulure session, In those ar-
cumstances be thought that operative paragraph 3
should do no more than express, in generzl terms and
wilhout poing into detail, the desire that the Committee
should resume consideration of the draft covenants as
soon as possible, The Indian amendment (ASC3/S
L.416) followed that procedure the most closely and
his delegation would therefore vote in favour of it
20. Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan) withed to sub-
mil some amendments (ASCILA1Y) 1o the Costa
Rican draft resolution,

21. He proposed that in paragraph 1 (a) of the opera-
tive part the words “Members and non-Members of
the United Wations™ should be added alier the word
“Crovernments™,

2L In paragraph 1 (b). the words “and non-guiern-
mental organizations to encourapge public debate on the
provisions of the draft international covenants on human
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rights in all itk spheres and in all countries; and™
ﬂsmﬂdhd;ﬁ:::d.uw:ﬂuth words "i'nl]'::lf]E'I:
of the public debate™ a1 the end of the paragraph.
amended text would then read:

“The specialized agencies lo communicate to the
Secretary-General, wathin 2ik months aflter the end
of the present seasion, any obscrvations they may
wizh 1o make with regard to the draft international
covenants,”

23. On the other had he proposed the addition of
the following sub-paragraph (¢) to operative para-
papgh 1:

*The non-governmental irations, including
such organizations in Hm-ﬁr'll Governing and Trust
Terntonet, to enoourape pablic debate on the pro-
visions of the draft international covenanis on human
rights in all possible and in all countries
and o communicale ot 1, within
six months after the end of the present session, any
olservations they may wish to make with regard to
the dralt intermational covenants in the light of the
publie debate.”

24. Lastly, he the addition of the wornls
*inchading new articles, il any™ alter the words “article
by article™ in operative paragraph 3.
25. He exaplained bricfly the reasons why his delegz-
tion had submitted those amendments. were
hased on a numhber of principles which had also been
stated by other representatives and which had met with
26, The hrst Afghan amendment was based on the
principle of wniversality, 1t was sell-explanatnry
plainly. the application of the principle of universality
required that all States, not only Member States, shoubd
have the right 1o sulimit their ohservations. Morcover,
there were precedents for that procedure. The Unitedl
Kations should be kept informed of the measures to
ext human rights taken by States which had not vet
Members, and, at the same time, should take
into aseruint the views of all human beings on a ques-
tinn which was of commen concern,

2. The second Alpghan ameadment was hased on the

ranciple of uriversality and on other consderations
i;h: recalled that the delegationa which kol opposod that
amendment when it had first been subminted had done
#0 by invoking that same principle of universality, An
understanding should therefore be reached on the mean-
ing of the word “universality™. It hal to e decided
whether it meant that an attempt should be made to
recure the adoption of the draft covenanis by as many
States as posgble, or whether it was a question of
ensuring the widest possilde respect for human rights,
He kelieved that wniversal respect for human rights
was the essential considerntion, the eonsideration to be
stressedd. It would serve no purpose to try to obtain
srpnatires and &t the same time leave millions of haman

beings deprived of the benefits of the covenants,

. Feveral provisions of the dmft covenants were
aracd at extending the enjoviment af the rights they
reongniecd 1o ternitories which were not yvet self-pove
erning. He would refer only to article 53, which had
been muxch delated. He would mercly point out that
the represeniatives who had woled in favour of that
article enuld not but vote in favour of the Alghan
amendment also, since 1o vole against it would give
Member States—and he hoped non-Member States as
well—the right 1o present their observations, and would

deny that right to territories administered by certain
Member States, He alsn wished to m:i;ﬂnmlm im=

rtant arpument. Dunng the general te, almost
E the representatives of countrics which administered
territories had chimed that they could not agree to
give effect 1o the provisions of the covenants in the
territorics under their administration without consult-
ing them. The precise pu of the Alghan amend-
ment was to give those termitories the means of express-
ing their views, and il the administering Statea really
wished to consu’ those territories, they could not but
vole in favour of that amendment.

29, As regards the mention of the non-governmental
organizations, he thought that if those organizations
were given certain rights in sovereign Stales it would
be unfair to deny them those rights in countries which
lad not achieved their i . He made that
ohservation nod from a political, bt from a purely
humanitarian, point of view. It might be aiked why
the Afghan delegation had proposed that sub-para-
praph (&) should be divided into two parts. 1is reasons
ﬁnr#ingnmthmml?mhwhkh{ht
Turkizh representative had referred: he agreed with
the Tatter that the specialized apencies could not aceept
the task of cncouraging 'rulnli-r delate, since_such an
activity did not come wathin their scope. The non-
povernmental organizmtions, on the other hand, could
asaumie the task and for that reason he had enbodied
that idea in a separate sub-paragraph.

30, The third Afghan amendment was inlended 1o
ensure that at the next session of the General Assembly
the Third Commitlee should examine any new drafls
submitted by Governments, There were alrencdy a num-
ber of such proposals, the provisions of which Jid not
appear in the existing text of the draft covenanis, Tmt
which should not on that ascount be excluded from
the debate. That amendment was of aricular im-
portance, The arpuments in 18 favour seemed 1o be
sufficrently simple and obvious, and 1here was no weed
to emphasize them,

3. The Turkish reprecentative houl righily pointed
out, with respect 1o paragraph 3 of the operative pan
of the draft resolution (ASCATA10/Rev 2), that
the CGeneral Assembly drew vp its agenda at the le-
pinnimg of cach of its seasions, which were indepesdent
of one another, Neveniheleas, owing o special ciroims
stances which were knawn to all, the Third Commitiee
wai obliged 1o ¢ome io a decision forthwith on its
wark at the tenth session of the General Assemildy,
There were two reasons why the adoption of that pro-
cedure was justified, First, delegationa shoubl know
for wlat they should prepare. Perhaps Geoverne
ments would want e appant experis to take part
the dizcussion of a particular point amd in order 1o
do so, they had to I notified in advance. In its own
lest interest, the Cominitice shouhl, at ils curfent ses-
sion, adopt a peoeral plan of work for the fllnwing
year. Secondly, it was to be hoped that if the Memler
States were to take a decisdon of princple at ihe cur-
renl session, they would confiom it at the lepinning
of the next session, but nothing noed prevent their
taking a mew decason if some unforescen event oocurmod
in the interval, The General Assembly would retain
its full freedom of action, and the procedure covizapad
would apparently ridse no difficultics, Mr. DParhenk
wondered incidentally what tangilde resulis would be
achicved at the current session of the Commitice were
not to adopt any decision.
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32, He reserved the right to speak again on the amend-
ments p by olher delegations. He hoped that
the Commatice would wekome his comments and pro-
posed amendments in the spirit in which he had sub-
mitted them, The amendments he was proposing would,
he thought, improve the draft resolution and thus serve
the cause of human rights.
33 Mr. HOOD (Australia) said that the dmft reso-
lution the Commities would have preat im-
poriance. It should take sccount of existing facts and
at the same time Jook to future possibilities. The Costa
Rican draflt resolution did not Tuiu- {ullill both those
requirements.  The fundamental question was what
work the United Nations should do on the covenants
during the lollowing twelve montha The stage of
governmental action had been reached and the resolu-
tion should therefory be drafted in a form which made
it intelligible to Governments,
3. The Costa Rican draft resolution put forward
ufcnldill':“hml ﬁ:‘u. lt:d'ﬁ:l":im Tﬂdﬁl::l;
cxpress & with with regand 1o the work at ent
session, without definitely commining the General
Assembly. The Australian d:'r li:rhn found Iﬁ p:drt
of the propoaal Ml:q‘.'?ﬂ-bh' t further suigpested that
the Secretary-General should be requested Lo re
a compilation, which would be extremely useful to
Governments, It was to be hoped that the document
mentioned in paragraph 2 of the operative part would
be sccompanied by a summary of the discussions of the
Commission on Human Rights and the comments on
particular articles submitted to that Commission. The
Azstralian approved of that part of the
in principle, but it considered the e relat-
ing to the “public dehate™ unrcalistic. It was difficul
to see how such a public debate could be orpanized or
what results it would yield. The Turkish representa-
tive had already pointed cut that the termas of relerence
of the jalized spencies did not cover activives of
that kind ; a3 for non-governmental izations, their
participation would be of Litthe use at the current stage;
those that had consultative status had ﬂrﬂdﬁwa
mitted their views tu-iTh;:Enumﬁuhn on Homan Rights,
at the time. proposed a ts were
not nu-nm.E]f a Government concern and might form
the subject of a separate draft resolution. The Austra-
lian delegation was in sympathy with the Costa Rican
delegation's main purpose, but it could not accept the
text of the proposal in its existing form,
15, He reserved the night o spoak again on the
amendments that had been submitted. He had noted
with intercst the very pertinent remarks made by the
Turkish representative. He wrged the Commitiee to
think carefully about the draft resolution it was going
to adopt.
36 Mr, MATTHEW (India), introducing the
amendment  submitted by his delegation  (ASCIS
L416), said that the im nce of drafting should
pot be underestimated. The Committee should agree
on its wishes and express them as clearly as possible:
but the terma employed in operative paragraph J of
the d:rE!'t resolution m :::h:m:_n. "?tht:t_pm-
won “hrst preferende piven mught inler=
ed 1o mean merely that the dralt covenants should
tzken up first, which did not correspond 1o the wish
expressed by most delegations. India therefore pre-
posed a more definite formula specilying that the meet-
ings should be “mainly” devoted to that item. The
words “article by article™ need not oblige the Committee

to keep strictly to the numerical order of the anicles
or prevent it, for instance, [rom congdering Iwo con-
nected artides simultancoutly. In any case, there would
have to be an anicle-by-article discussion at some time
or other and the Indian delegation Felt that it should
take place at the next seasion. The expression “il pos-
sible” was not clear. It might give the impression of
an ironical reservation underlining the bility
that the covenants would be adepled at the npext ses-
sion. Indny therefore that it should be re-
placed by the words “at the carliest possible date”™,
37. While not wishing to po into the substance of
the question of “public debate™, he thought that the
world Press and the various cullural and other asso-
clations could not but be interested in the dralt cove-
nants. DPublic debate would ke place without any
need of “encourapement”™,
38 M- Hﬂfil[ﬂhiﬂnm Rica) 1|m11:ﬂndﬂr :Tur:j:h
represenialive for having sugpested t 1llﬂ'f! B
new su ph 1o the preamble and asked him for
a draft of his text.
39, The Legal Department of the United Nations:
Secretariat had stated that when the word “Govern-
ments” was not quaiificd, it should be interpreted to
mean “Members and non-Members of the United Na-
tions”, Mr. Nifiez had therefore kept the word, as
it was in line with the principle of universality, the
importance of which had been stressed by the Alghan
representative.
40. He had drafied a revised text 1o deal with the
difficulty mentioned by Turkey with regard 1o the
role of the specialized apencies. new lext nInp:n-
tive paragraph 1 would have three ssub-paragraphs and
would incorporate part of the Alghan amendment. The
non-governmental erganizations should be mentioned.
With regard to the Non-Seli-Governing Territories,
he asked the Afghan representative to submit a scpa-
rale propozal,
41. His delegation was willing to accept the hl“'lhn
amendment (A/C3/L.416), provided that it contained
the words “including new articles, il any™ sugpested
by Afghanistan (A/C3/L.419).
42, Mr. JUVIGNY (France) agreed that the rcler-
ence Lo the new articles should be included. He noted
tot, according to the Indian representative, the ex-
[+ ession “article-by-article™ need not compel the Com-
mittee to follow the strict numerical order.
43, With regard to non-governmental organizations,
the French delegation wished to point out that in its
inion, as apparently in the opinson of the Sl:tl:t-ll]'-
"y tive, the orpanintions to Cifi=
culted mm national, but the international,
organizations with consultative status that had affilia-
tions both in Mon-Scll-Governing Territories and in
the metropalitan territories. Conssquently he could not
sce the use ol the amendment proposed by Afghanistan,
44, Mr. PAZHWAK (Afghanistan} was surprised
to hear the Secretariat’s opinion mentioned when the
Secretary-Genenal's representative had not yet given a
final answer to the question he had been asked. He
hoped that the Secretarv-General's representative would
be able to give the necesmary information at the follow-
ing meeting.
45, Mr. HOARE (United Kinpdom) reserved the
right to introduce the amendments proposed by his
delegation [ASCYLAIT) at the next meeting., Ile
thought that the Costa Rican representative might be
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ahle 1o acoept them immediately since they were only
drafting changes.

4. Mr. NUREZ (Costa Rica) stated that he would
conault the authors of amendments and agree with them
on 3 new lext that would satisly most delegations.

47, ying to a question from Mr, JUVIGNY
(France), the CHATRMAN recalled that in principle

the Commitiee would close its discussion of the draft
covenanis on Friday evening, 12 November, unless o
then decided otherwise.
48, Mr. PAZHWAK ({Alghanistan) moved the ad-
journment of the meeting,

It was s0 decided,

The meeting rose at 1.20 pm.

Pristed ia LLS.A
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