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[1]
October 30, 1973, denouncing the arbitrary arrest of the former Brazilian federal deputy, Mr. Paul
Stuart Wright (of the Brazilian Workers Party), which took place in December 1973.
[2]
In its note dated January 9, 1974, the Commission requested the Government of Brazil to provide
the pertinent information, in accordance with Articles 42 and 44 of the Rules of Procedure.
[3]
The Commission examined the status of the initial processing of the case at its thirty-second
session (April, 1974) and noted that the Government of Brazil had not replied to the request for
information. It also noted that, in order to continue the examination of the matter with the appropriate
information, it was necessary to determine whether the appeals provided for in the domestic jurisdiction
of Brazil had been lodged and exhausted, as prescribed by Article 54 of the Rules of Procedure.
[4]
Consequently, it decided, at that session, to request the complainant to supplement the
denunciation and inform it whether, in this case, the appeals the laws of that country establish for the
defense of human rights had been filed with the competent authorities of Brazil.
[5]

In implementation of that decision, the Commission wrote to the complainant on April 24, 1974.

[6]
At its thirty-fourth session (October 1974), it was not possible to continue the examination of case
1789 because further information had not been received from the complainant. It was therefore, decided
to repeat the request that he send such information and to warn him that, if it were not provided within a
reasonable period of time, the matter would be filed without further action being taken.
[7]
1974

In implementation of this decision, the Commission wrote to the complainant on November 11,

