
ha$ objected to this pX'Qp05Bd amendtment, whiçh wi1. eniable
the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Political Comnmittee to
partioîpate in the work.of the General Cownitte in the
same manner as the chairmen of other main coemmittees of
the Genera]. Aseembly.

T~he second amezidment concerne Rul3e 73 (113). It ie
this proposed amendment which has given rise to most of the
debate and4 cozsIdefrbe conf'usion at theg presozit session.
Some delegations seem to be doubtful about its off ot.,
They suspect that it will place an unnecessary restriction
on the rîghb of freedom of speech,, The Caziadiaxi d1elegation
doea not share this view. The Ganadian 4e1egatiozi Ias

-liatezied attentîvely to those.~delegates and particuiarly
tQ the dïstingiuished delogate fro~m the Soviet Union wbo

attmptd t arguae that tkiis amendaient iwould restriot the
rig1ht offree dêb&te and4 Infringe the sQoreign right of
meme guvernents to f reely express their vIewa on &»y
Issueo bfre the Ulnited NIations. The Soviet delegatels
argumaent on this point, Mr. Chatroan, was, in our viewý,
very weak and4 cop3eteiy uncovincing.

le thought that the distinguished delegates f rom
China and Greece pointed out, in a very clear and convincing
manner, that the proposed amendment to Rules 73 and 113,
could have no other effeot than to, limit the debate on a
purely procedural point. Its purpose is solely to limit
the time of the debate on whether the debate on the item
before the assembly or c-:ommittee should be limited.* We
entirely agree that thie le the only interpretation that
can rightly be put on the words of the proposed amendaient,
In other words, its purpose is solely to limit the time
of a procedural debate and Ini no way could it prevenit any
delegation f rom freely expressing the views of its
governaient on the main item under consideration. le do not
see the logic of the argument that a possible limitation
of the time for a procedural debate would, in itsef, bo
a means of preventing any baember State f rom presenting its
view on the item under coneideration. A procedural debate
would, by ite nature, be reetricted to a point of procedure
and muet exolude the menite of the item on the agenda.
This muet be Clean to ail delegations ini thie committeo,
Moneovon, we do not thinlc that the debate on the main item
before the Assembly should bo unnecessarily delayod on
extended by a long2 time-consuming procedural dobato in
Which sixty de1egates might malce lengthy speeches on a
procodunal point. Surely lengthy procedural dobates are
'lot in the beat intereets of the United Nations or in the
spiri.t of the Charter.

The Soviet delegate was, in oun viewv on very weak
ground when ho tnied to convince this commdttee that this
Proposed amendaient would prevent delegations trom freely
eXPreusing their ;overnment'a vieu's on any item on the
agenda of the Uni'ted Nations. He negieoted to emphasize,
anld I thin* this i8 important for ail delegations to keep
Inl mid whe considering this proposed aaendlmmit, that
Rul 73 (113Y, as5 &mendedg Il tl b. subaeot to the

ai-Be of the ms4ority of delegations Ini th'e Gnerai
,kaemlyor any of the committees, If the majority of

40legations do not want to limit the procedural debate,th.Y do not have to, Tey can simply vote againut anly


