these problems into an international instrument? -Why weaken
the force and effectiveness of an international covenant by

king concessions, either by way of reserve clauses or federal
State clauses or any other clauses, to the legitimate concerns
Of the various states? Why not persist in our zealaus adherence
to the principle of 100 per cent equality of obligation, and in
that way achieve a dovenant or covenants that will be 100 per
cent perfect, absolutely airtight, that will contain no com-
Promises, no concessions, no escape clauses,--- and that will,

0 consequence, be signed by no one.

The Government of Canada for its part does not insist
on g federal state clause for the purpose of-enabling it to
®scapé from any obligations or responsibilities under the draft
COvenants which are constitutionally within the jurisdiction
of the Government of Canada., In that respect, an important
distinction should in our opinion be drawn between the reserve
Clause snd the federal state clause. The reserve clause is
Clearly an escape clause by which states can declare their
intention not to assume certain obligations which they ‘are con-
stitutionally quite capable of assuming. The federal state clause
°0 the other hand would not relieve the Government of Canada of

Single obligation under the covenants which it is constitutionally

apable of assuming.

It might, of course, be argued that it would be perfectly
POSsible ynder the reserve clause for a federal state like Canada
O enter what might be termed a blanket reservation, an over-all
JUrisdictional reservation with respect to all clauses of the
COVenants to the extent that the subject ma@te? of the covenants
les within provincial and outside federal jurisdiction. What
thig amounts to is giving permission to a federal state to write
8 federa] state clause into the covenants by way of its own ..
UNilatepsl reservation., I doubt very much that this "back-door"
S0lution of the problem would be regarded as a happy or honest
tﬁe’ either by the unitary states or by the federal states

fmselves,

asking for no such back-door solution. We are
g aSKingwihzrgommittge to mix oil and water by burying the
Problems of federal states in the reserve clause, or by offering
they a devious and doubtful way out from their prgbdam, - a
?ﬁans of escape which clearly was not originally intended for
emo

d emphasize again, that unlike the reserve clause
Ve are notliﬁggitingpon the federal state clause for the purpose
f ‘ from a single obligation which is con-

en, escape
Stitui?iigiluswgghin tge power of the Government of Canada, We
e 4 the federal state clause for the purpose of

n °
eﬂabliﬁgaiﬁlﬁg gggly the covenants in certain provinces of Canada
A not in otners, as our Egyptian colleague seems to think. We
g : federal state clause for the purpose of

e n i the
helpigé iiﬁlﬁﬁef2§1¢nia1 powers. The colonial powers can take

¢
8¢ of themselves.

: tion of Canada is asking for the rejection
gr the E T?iaﬁeizgilution for only one reason, and that is I

®lieve gygorthy one whose motives all members of the Committee,
Togt of all the Egyptian representative will understand. We do
ot Wwant the door to be closed forever on t@e possibility of.
federal tates like our own signing, ratifying and implementing
; et I must state in all seriousness to

S Covenants. Yet that, :
fe Committee, is exactly what will be the consequences of the



