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SThe representatîve'of SaucU Arabiaasked a verypertinent question yesterday whicli I believe deserves anadequate.reply. He'requested a number of us who representfederal states-to, express our opinion on the suggestionadvanced by -the representatitre of Egypt that the hreservell 0'reservationl clauses in the covenants can meet ail thelegitiniate concerns of the federal states0

I can assure you that if we were convinced that ou]dî±'±îcult problem of, divided jurisdiction between 'the, federa&ýand provincial.authority in inatters relating to human rights.could be.satisîactorily met by any 11reservell clause, ewe wou.cnotýb«e persisting as stubbornly as we are in our contentionthat.this Comxnittee should not shut the door in our face andboit iV,ý on, theý federal state clause.

May I ask, first of all, what "reservell clause?Is there any such clause in the draft convenants.at the presetueë? Is Vhere any assurance that there will be a reserve elin the covenants when they are completed? Xs it noV the fadtthat the position of the 11reservell clause in the covenants a~tthe present time is very much the sanie as the position of theafederal state clause itself? At the present tume the draftcovenants containi no such clause.

There are no doubt a num!ber of draft texts in existland these will no doubt be considered in good time by the lirapaights Commission, unless in the meantime the General A.ssemblI'decides to give a directive to thie Commission not Vo includei'reserve clause. But up to the present moment, the federal sticlause and the reserve clause are to ahl intents and purpo80$sin exactly the sanie position. Both of theni are on the plate~the Ifuman Rights Commission, - part of its lnfinished busineIeýit what assurance can we have that before these covenants aricompleted, some other equally-zealous, devoted, and eloquentJadvocate of the principles of universality and 100 per cent-equality of obligations will not corne alon&, as our Egyptiaxcolleague has done on this occasion and shout "Away with thisreserve clauseos On guard! Beware of this trap! 1V is nothinmore than a booby-trap to ensnare unwary idealisVs! It isnothing more than an-, escape hatch for Vhp, mi-schievous colonX#powers, for irresponsible conscienceless federal states lilceAustralia and Canada, and for the unitary stt,es theniselves,Vo welch on the responsîbîlities which the covenants impose 0On

I expect, of course, that my Egyptian colleague wi1linstantly assure me that he has no intention of proposing thatthe reserve-clause shouid be eliminated. The Government ofEgypt may welî be anxious Vo have a reserve clause for reasolswhich, in its v.iew, are entirely justifiable. That may beequally true of every governmenit represented around this table,But I would point out with great respect that on every occasiOewhen the reserve clause is invoked by any state, it will by tilevery fact be diminishing and weakening that principle of univeesality and 100 per cent equality of obligations on which therepresentatîves of Egypt and of Yugoslavua have laid such greatemphasis. 1 will go f urther than that and ,state that every t1oa uniVary state invokes the reserve clause, it will be delibererefusing Vo accept an obligation laid down in the covenants wlut is constitutîonaîîy perfectly capable of assuming but whiCut does mot-choose Vo assume for reasons of domestic policy.Those reasons of domestîc policy may be umderstandable;; bht-tOuse aeain the arguments of our Egyptian colleague, why injecet


