
UNITED N A T I O N S ОЕШБАЬ 

ECONOMIC 
AND 
SOCIAL COUNCIL 

ORIGINAL i tENGIilSH 

COMMISSION ON Ш Ш RIGHTS 

CONTEmSî 

Appointment of метЪвга .to the Committee on Communications 
Appointment of members to the Committee on the Yearbook 
Appointment of тьтЪбгв to the Comralttoe on Prevention of 

Discrimination and' Protection of Minorities , , 
Draft International Covenant on Hocinn î^l^hts (E/1371> E/CN.1<-/365, 

E/CN.lj-/353/Add,10, E/CN.ÎI./3ÎO, E/CN,1^/37^, Е/0№Л/375,. 
E/CN.I|/379, E/GW.I^/380) (continued) 
. Article 8 (continued) 

Mrs. EQQSBVELT United States of America 



Page 2 

Members: 
Mr, WHITLAM Au s t r a l i a 
Мге STEYAERT Belgium 
Mr* SANTA CRUZ Chile 
Mr, С Ш Ж China 
Mrs, WRIGHT Denmark 
Mr« RAMADAN Egjrpt 
Mr. ORDOWKEAy France 
Mr, KYROU Greece 
Mrs. MEHTA India 
Mr, C. MALIK Lebanon 
Mr, GARCIA Philippines 
Mr. EGARE United Kingdom of Great B r i t a i n and Northern Ireland 
Mr, ORIBE Uruguay 
Mr, JEVREMOVIC Yugoslavia 

Representatives of speolalized agencies: 
Mr, EVANS 

Mrs, CASTHiO-LEDON 
Representatives of non»govemmental organizations: 
Category A: 

International Labour Organisation ClbO) 
Commission on the Status of Women 

Registered; 

Mias SENDER 

Mrs, BERG 

MrSf VERGAEA 

Mrs, NOLnE 

Mr, BERNSTEIN 

Mr, HUNTINGTON 

Mr. CRUIKSHAKEC 

Miss SCHAEFER 

Mr, SOHNIDT 

I n t e r n a t i o m l Confederation^ of Free Trade Uhlons {,ICFTU) 
World Federation,of United Nations Associations 
Catholic International Union f o r S o o i a l Service 
Commission of the Churches on International A f f a i r s 
Co-OrdinatIng Board of Jewish Organizations 
Friends World Committee f o r Consultation 
Inter-Amerloan Council of Conmarce and Production 
International Union of Catholic Women's Leagues 
Pax Homana 

/Secretariat 



Page 3 

Seoretarlat; 
Mr, HUMPHREY Director of the Division of 

Human Righta 
Mr, LIU МОиЗНЕШ Secretary of the Coramlseion 

АР РОШШЕМТ OF №MBER3 OF THE" COMMITTEE ON COMvIUUICATIONS 
1» The CHAIBMAN recalled that she had hoen requested to nominate the 
members of the Committee on Communications which was to consider items 6 and 
7 of the agenda CE/ONo4/356/Hev.l), She suggested that the representatives 
of Chile, Franco, India, Lebanon, the United Kingdom, the United States, 
Uruguay and Yugoslavia should be appolntod to the Coimnittee and that the 
latter should be convened by the representative of the United Kingdom. 

It was so decidedo 

APPOIHTMEÏÏT OF MEMBEBS OF Ш COMMITTEE 0Г1 THE YEAKBOOK ON HUMAN BIGHTS 
2. The CHAIEMAN proposed that the representatives of Australia, Belgium, 
China, France, Guatemala and the United Kingdom should be appointed to the 
Committee on the Yearbook on Human Bights which was to consider item 9 of 
the agenda, the Committee to be convened by the representative of Australia, 

It ms so decided, 

APPOIim-lENT OF MEMBEBS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PREYENTION OF DISCBBUNATION Ш) 

PBOTECTION OF MIKDBITIES • 
3 , The CHAIRMAN remarked that while she was prepared to nominate the 

meiabere of the Committee on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of 
Minorities, which was to consider item 11 of the agenda, the Coinmlssion, at 
i t s f i r s t session, had agreed to postpone the election of a member of the 
Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities 
(item 3 of the agenda), In a note concerning items on the agenda of the 
Commission i^/0'N*h/^^3) the Secretary^-General had suggested that consideration 
of item 3 was urgent and that i f the Commission decided to elect a member to 
f i l l the existing vacancy, the machinery whereby the new member of the 
Sub-Connnission was to be nominated and elected should be established early 
i n the session, 

Д , The Commission 
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k, The Commiaslon should therefore decide whether the vacency should 
be f i l l e d , or whether the membership of the Committee should be reduced from 
thirteen to t-vrolye., • 
5* If no nominations had been received by the following Monday, the 
Commission might then take a decision on the matter. 

6, HUMPHREY,,(Director of the Diviaion of Humen Eights) in reply to. 
a question',by-Mr. • SAHTA CRUZ; (Chile ),, stated that the decision to Increase tb0 
membership the Committee to thirteem had been tajeen by the Economic, and 
Social Council at the re^quest of the Commission, on Human Rights. Should the 
Commission jwish to reduce the m.em!)ershlp to twelve, i t should transmita 
recommendation to that effect to the Economic and Social Coimcil. 

7. -ThB/;GHAIEMiAIí• nominated the-, representotivea, .of Denmark,. Egypt,. Greece, 
Ind'i«̂ > .;the Philippines .and the United States to the Committee on Prevention 
of Bis or tminatipn end Protection of Minor it,le e,.-̂ o be convened by the representa­
tive of Deiimiark, 
e. ...... Should the re.pre.eentatlve of Gueitemela not eri'ive In time for the 
meetings of the Committee on the Yearbook, i t was hoped that the representative 
of Chile would agree to take his place. 

It'Wfia so decided. 

DRAFT -IHrERNATIONAL COVENANT.ON HUMAN RIGHTS.AND MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION — 
(a) DRAPP UTDERNATIONAL COVEHANT ON. НШ'Щ RIGHTS (ANNEXES I AND' II OF THE 
REPORT OF ТЩ FIFTH SESSION OF THE COMMISSION. ON HUIVIAN EIGHTS)(E/1371)(continued) 
Article e (continued) 

9 . Mr. HOABE (United'Kingdom) observed that some confusion had arisen 
following the adoption, at the previous meeting of the Commission, of the United 
Kingdom suggestion for the deletion-of the words i n peregraph .3: "except ' 
pursuant to a sentericôto such punlsho»nt for a crime by a competent court", 
BB a result of which the pereg2*aph read: "No one s h a l l be required to.perform: . 
forced or compulsory labour". 

/ 1 0 . Tho Commlsôion 
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10. He f e l t that the ComttlSeidb ought to ôonslder f u l l y the Implicatlona 
of the amendment, to paragraph 3 In relation to the United Kingdom amendment to 
paragraph k (a) (E/CN.I+/388.). The Commission was not hound hy its.previous 
decision and, i f permitted under the rules of procedure, he would he in favour 
of i t s talcing the matter up again and proceeding to another vote. 
11. If not, he f e l t that the discussion should he f u l l and free and he 
wished, therefore, to explein his views. 
12. As in the case of the ILO Convention, the a r t i c l e did not attempt to 
define the term "forced or compulsory lahoua-" hut merely gave a l i s t of 
exceptions. 
13. The d i f f i c u l t y lay in the fact that persons confined by due course of 
law were required to work and were therefore doing forced or compulsory labour. 
It was therefore necessary to make some exception for work done by such persons. 
As i t stood, the text excluded from the conception of forced labour certain • 
types of work performed by prisoners. The effect of paragraph 3 of the 
Commission's text was that i f a court included in a sentence a requirement of 
labour, that labour was not to be regarded as forced or compulsory labour. 
That appeared to be a safeguard. No illusions should however be entertained as 
to the extent of that safeguard. The paragraph would not prevent an 
authoritarian State from i n f l i c t i n g harsh labour upon prisoners by the simple 
expedient of i t s courts including in their sentences a requirement of labour,, 
14. Paragraph k (a) sou^t to make another exception in order to deal with 
cases where a sentence was imposed without an o f f i c i a l requirement of labour. 
The existing text provided for the exclusion from compulsory or forced labour of 
any work in prison not amounting to hard labour. That paragraph was open to 

hard 
criticism, for i t introduced a new conception, namely/Labour, in addition to the 
conception of forced labour. French law might take i t to be the equivalent of 
"travaux forcés". Under English law, however, the term "hard labour" no longer 
existed, having been abolished in 1948, 

15. Paragraph 4 (a) was incompatible with the conditions of a modem 
prison system because i t l e f t i t in doubt what kinds of labour could be permitted 
where the court sentence did not in terms specify labour. It should be so ' 
drafted as to take account of a modem prison system in States where such a 
system existed. If that could allow abuses in the prison systems of other 
States, i t must be remembered that the existing text would equally allow abuses. 
16. If i t maintained i t s previous decision, the Commission should consider 
whether paragraph 4(B), aa i t stood, was в possible text, since i t would imply 
that anything short of "travaux forces", as understood in France, would be /recognized 
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¡f^cognlaed, but .that type-of hard ,:lBbou«.'Itself-would tiot bejpermitted. 
•17* • • The сошЬined effect of the United.•Klngdora-amendments could be that 
any person undergoing détention: iropoeed b y e lawful tribunal and subject to 

•.prison'authorities,appointed by due, process of law would not be considered to be 
doing forced or corapulaory labour. • 

10, ïhe CHAIEiM/H thought that It .would not, oe advisable to establish the. 
precedent of reconsidering decisions. The Commission should.abide by the vote 
i t had taken at the previous tGeeting> 1й the knowledge that It could reconsider 
lûs position during the second reading, 

,19,. WHITLAM (Australia) stated thafc • hie delegation agreed with the 
United Klrigdom i n principle,- though i t f e l t that the idea of forced or compulsory 
labour was. rendered umecessarily obscure by the re-ference to prison labour, - .:, 
If the latter question were dealt with in .a sepaï'ate peragraphi article 8 
would be clearer. 
20, If peragratph 3. were retained i n i t s amended form, paragraph 1+.(a) 
coulfl not be, accepted ofl i t stood. In,Australia, the term "hard labour" was 
B t i l l used, in sentencing people. His delegation would not wish to prevent the 
imposition of hard labour by order of, or pursuant to order of, the court. 
21. Subject to the reservation that piaregrephs ,3 and, k would be reconsidered 
«tthe second reeding., and unless any other amendments were presented, he would 
vote i n favour, of the United Kingdom amendment. . 

22. Mr, OEDOMIŒAU (France) thanked the representative of ,the United . 
Kingdom for recognizing French legislative, d i f f i c u l t i e s . If the last pert, of 
peragraph 3 were deleted, as the Commission had egreed at Its. previous meeting,, 
sub-petragrççph^ (a) must take into account the po s s i b i l i t y of prisoners ., 
performing penal labour, which was anormal end sound, procedure. The .United,, 
Kingdom amendment was precise and at the. same time flexible enough to cover a l l 
eventualities. 
23, He wondered, however, whether the French translation was quite satis­
factory and proposed en alternative trcnslation, 

2 h , Mr, HOARE (United Kirgiom) understood that the French representative's 
d i f f i c u l t y arose from the fact that the French,word "detention" had certain 
specific connoteblona end excluded any. form of imprisonment accompanied by forced 
labour, /25, The word 
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2 5 . The vord "detention"-In the Engllah text was intended to coyer аД.1 

forma of compulsory'residence i n institution? under court sentence. It had the 
advfintage, of .IncludinG inmates of estohlishments other than prl.6one. — for exnmple, 
approved schools,. 

2 6 . . The United States representative had ohjected that, as i t stood, 
suh-paragraph k .(a) did not cover the routjjie housekeeping work required of a l l 
prisoners. The Tuiited Kingdom amendment •v/as intended a.s an all-inclusive approval 
of a l l forms of work le.gally required of perscns coifined hy the due processes of 
law. 

2 7 . ' • The CBñ.IRMA.N thought t l ^ t i t was a question of translation which might 
he l e f t to the French represientative and the Secretariat. 

2 8 . Mr. SAN'JCA CRUZ (Chile) pointed out that his delegation was а1з,о 
interested in the question of translation. The word "crim.e" must he very 
carefully translated in Spanish in order to cover offences or misdemeanors 
which were not always crimes. 
2 9 . In Chilean legislation the term "detention" had a restrictive meaning. 
It vaa limited to the period during which an individual was deprived of his 
freedom as a result of a court sentencej i t should he clearly distinguished from 
the concept of forced labour. According to Chilean legislation the individual 
sentenced to impriscnment had to perfom a certain-amoimt of work vender the 
prison regulations. In other words, the obligation to work was included in the 
sentence, without implying hard labour, which required a different type of sentence. 
Sub-paragraph k (a)^ as i t stood, covered both routine housekeeping prison work 
and hard labour. He would therefore prefer the United Kingdom amendment, which 
differentiated between them. 

3 0 . Mr. Т Ш Т Ш ! (Australia) suggested that the United Kingdqm amendment ̂  
might be rendered more generally acceptable i f the word -"ordinary" were deleted, 

3 1 . Mr. C, MA.LIE: (Lebanon) stated tliat i f an immediate vote were taken on 
the Iftiited Kingdom amendment, he would he obliged to. abs-taln. It was generally 
admitted that sub-paragraph k (a) шв inseparably linked to paragraph 3 and since 
there aeemad to be considerable doubt whether the Ссша1еэ1оп had auopted. the 

/correct decision 
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Qioiïreot. decision;.-m^paragraph: 3 íeit, that It-^wouid Ъв' impossible for h,ia 
delegation to vote cti-.a precise text of su"b-paragraph k ( a ) . 

•32. .The Ccmmdsslon should bear ;ih mind that there were three kinds of 
prison labour. F i r s t l y , there \тв hard labour which formed .part of a sentence 
pas.sed. by the. competent .cowrt. • T3,mt sentence might no longer exist in the 
United Kingdcffl'and some; other countries but i t s t i l l existed, in many countries 
where, the ,pri.Bori,er,was forced to perform a certain am.ount of la.bour, under the 
, terms of his sentence.. Secondly,' there was routine work performed in the course 
of Imprisonment. The making of beds, washing of clothes, etc, were not hard 
labour; they were routine req.uirem.enta similar to those demanded of pupils at 

. b.oarà-liiG .schools,i, iTh-lïdly, there, was. work done. to.promote the delinquent's 
rehabilitation and npt ay., a punishment for a crime. He f e l t , that i t should be 
specified that prisoners who did that type of work should be paid at the wage 
rate current in: the community to which they belonged. 
3 3 . The. United: Kingdom amendment ocvered a i l •those foMis-of: prison-labour 
without any different.iation,, and that n o t advisable. As. i t rotood/ i t opened 
the door to many abuses. He had not had time to., consider the amendment thoroughly 
-but he tentatively suggested that i t might be .Improved i f the words "by law" were 
added after the word "required". . 

•3^.; . Whorea.t,the types of work mentioned-in sub-para.graph 4 (a.) were, not 
really, exceptions.to forced o r compulsory labour,but merely.usual forms of. 
labour, hard.labour was forced or compulsory under, the law. .He therefore: 
suggested that hard.labour.:3hould be mentioned in paragrap^i 3., perhaps under 
some formula, such as the Coimaittee had.agreed to гше in artipley-^. ,• He suggested 

• .the phrase:, "In :countries where the penal system of hard,labour ;ex.lsts. ..."..•, 

3 5 , Mr, GARCIA (Philippines) asked whether i t would be. possible to 
postpone the vote on both a r t i c l e 8 and a r t i c l e 5 as the Philippine representative 
wets, unayoida.bly, detained inWew York,- lie .;;ointed out that,• шаег the rules pf 
• proce.dure^, a delegatloij could :only .exercise Its ,yüte i f i t s representative, or, 
his alternate were present, 

36.. : The; CHA, IEIÍAN regretted that she. could not agree to that reque s t-since i t 
would, establish a very dajigerous precedent.- It would moan that the Ccmmlsslon 
would never..be, able to vote i f any member were absent. . . . . , •-

/37 . Mr. GARCIA 
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37. Mr. GAECIA (Philippines) vrithdrew his suggestion. 

38. Mr. ICYEOU (Greece) agreed with Mr. Malik tliat i t would be advisable 
to differentiate betv/een the concept of hard labour, travaux forcés in France, 
and any work or service done in the ordinary course of detention. 
39. He therefore suggested that paragraph 3 should be retained in i t s 
amended form but that sub-paragraph k (a) should be re-drafted and that the 
United Kingdom amendment, with the deletion of the word '"ordinary", should be 
inserted as a new sub-paragraph 4 (b). He proposed the following text for 
sub-paragraph k (a): "hard labour imposed for a crime by a ccmpetent court;". 

ko. The С Ж Ш У М , speaking as representative of the United States, explained 
that, since paragraph 3 had been amended, she would withdraw hór proposal to 
delete sub-paragraph k (a) and would support the United Kingdom amendment. 
If the Australian proposal to delete the woï"d "ordinary" wore adopted, her 
delegation would accept th-at deletion. 

k l . Mr, HOARE (iMlted Kingdom) thanked the representative of Greece for his 
suggestion, which was prcmpted by the desire to reach a compromise solution on 
sub-paragraph k (a). Mr. Kyrou had tried to meet the Lebanese point of view 
by introducing a distinction between hard labour and other forms of prison work. 
Mr, Hoare f e l t , however, that the Lebanese proposal required further consideration 
and was not f u l l y covered by the Greek text. Sub-paragraphs k (a) and k (b),' 
as proposed by the Greek representative, overlapped, since a particular exception 
was f i r s t made for hard labour and then a general exception for a l l prison lalour. 
k2. He therefore suggested that sub-paragraph 4 (a) should be accepted in i t s 
present terms. It would have to be considered very closely together with 
paragraph 3. His amendment and any others could be considered at the -second 
reading, 

43. Mrs, MEHTA (India) stated that her delegation also wished to diat4ngui:sh 
between hard labour and routine prison work. She was therefore afraid that she 
VovJÁ Ъе unable to vote in favour of the United KJjagdom amendment. 

/kk. She was 
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h h . She was inclined to agree thai tЯè distinction co\ild be made i n 
paragraph k as the Greek représentative had suggested; , i f iiot> paragraph 3 
would have to be reconsidered. At that stage, however, she would prefer to 
vote on sub-paragraph k (a) as i t stood. 

4-5. Mr, OEDOMEAU (France) f e l t that moat of the .Commission's d i f f i c u l t i e s 
arose from the. fact that a useful phrase had been deleted as the result of a vote 
of the consequences, of which most representatives had„not "boon f u l l y aware*. If 
parescaph 3 were re-modified, the United Kingdom anisadment. would then be accept­
able to everybody. He therefore suggested that the Commission should reconsider 
i t s .decision on paragraph 3, . 

k - 6 , , The, CEAIRMAH emphasized that that would, set a bad précèdent. She 
suéigested that the Commission might decide not to talce.a vote on sub- . 
paragraph k (a) at the f i r s t reading and appoint a sub-committee to re-draft 
paragraph 3 and^ sub-paragraph 4 (a). If the Commis a i pn agreed to that 
suggestion, i t could proceed to vote on sub-paragraphs.4 (b), (c),and (d) • 
and could postpone the vote on paragraph 4 as a whole u n t i l the ввсоМ reading. 

h j , -.Mr, KÏEOU (Greece) was prepared to agree to that suggestion,• but 
wondered whether i t would not be possible to ôolve the q;uestloa by taking a vote 
on the reconsideration of paragraph 3 . 

48.. Mr; HUMPHREY (Director of the Division of Human Eights) explained that 
-Buch a vote oould be taken under the rules of procedvire. There being no rule of 
procedure providing for the reconsideration of a vote the Commission could usaume, 
a f o r t i o r i , that i t could-take such a step. If, on the other hand, i t inter" 
proted the silence of the rules of procedure to mean that reconáideratión was 
Impoeôlble, the rules of procedure could be set aside under rule 76.' A simple 
majority would be sufficient, 

h9, Mr, Ci MALIK (Lebanon) would hot object to taking a vote on reconsidera­
tion, but preferred the Ghairmán's previous'suggestion. The suspension of any 
action on sub-paragraph 4 (a) would be sufficient to indicate that thé Ccammleeión 
intended paragraph 3 to be reconsidered. A aub-ccmilttee should be appointed 
to draft the new text and the Commieelon should proceed to diseuse sub-
paragraphe'4 (b), (c) and (d). , 

/ 5 0 . The CHALRMAN 



5 Q . ТЬе,СЦА1БМАЫ a s k e d t h e r e p r é f e e n t a t l v ê e o f A u s t r a l i a , . F r a n c e , L e b a n o n , 

t h e U n i t e d K i n g d o m a n d t h e U n i t e d^States t o draft a n a g r e e d t e x t o f p a r a g r a p h s 3 
a n d k ( a ) , t o be s u b m i t t e d a t the S e c o n d r e a d i n g . 

51. She t h e n r e a d s U b - p a r a g r a p h h (b) 

52-, ' M r . OEDOM'IEAU ( F r a n c e ) r e c a l l e d t h a t he h a d b e e n u n a b l e t o a t t e n d t h e 

m e e t i n g d u r i n g -which t h e j o i n t F r e n c h a n d U n i t e d K i n g d o m amendment (Е/СЖ.4/391) 
h a d . b e e n e u b m i t t e d . U p o n f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n t h e d r a f t i n g o f t h a t amendment 

r a i s e d c e r t a i n . d i f f i c u l t i e s f o r t h e U n i t e d K i n g d o m es v e i l as f o r F r a n c e . F o r 

t h e moment t h e r e f o r e , i t w o u l d be b e t t e r f o r t h e C o m m i s s i o n n o t t o t a k e t h a t 

amendment i n t o a c c o u n t . 

5 3 , . .Mr. .EOAEE (United Kingdom) concurred in that request. The amendment 
had been drafted to meet United Kingdom objections to an original French amend­
ment, but he too had doubts on the text of the amendjuent. The French view could 
be upheld, but h© f©lt that the best solution had not yet.been found. 

5 4 , ... ... The СЗА1ЩА1Ч f e l t that i f the representatives of France and the United 
Kingdom wished for further time to. consider their proposed amendment, that would 
mean that t h e vote on sub-paragraph k (b) would also have to be postponed u n t i l 
the second reading, which would be regrettable. 

5 5 , ..Mr. OEDOMEAU (France) realized the d i f f i c u l t y i n which the Commission 
had been placed. He pointed out that the pressure of s/ork had made informal 
discussions impossible, though i t had often been found that agreement could easily 
be reached i f such discueaions were held. . In future, i t m i ^ t be wise to leave 
one,or two afternooiis free each week for informal discussicns. 

5 6 , The CHAIBMAN did not wish to cu r t a i l the Commission's working time, but 
was prepared to consider the idea i f i t would eventually expedite the work. She 
asked whether the Commission would be in favour of setting every Wednesday after­
noon aside to give members an opportunity to consult together Informally. 

/57. Mr. CHANG 
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57. . Mr. CHANG (China) f p l t that i f ^ ^ iibt so much e question of making 
regular provision f o r consultation amoñá áéle^ilbtxa aa of ensuring that aucb 
consultations took place v h l l e the points a t issue were clearI^r i n ambers* minds. 
While i t was open to the Commlaslon to eUëpend discussion of paragteph k x m t l l 
the second reading, he f e l t that most members were i n favour of reaching ол 
immediate dc- ision. He f e l t that a short period of ocmsultatlon would be suf* 
f i o l e n t and ле. therefore suggested that the Commission should adjourn forthwith 
with a view to considering an agreod text a t the following meeting. 

56. The CHAIBMAN said that. While she agreed with Mr. Chang In p r i n c i p l e 
on the usei^iness of the procedure he suggosted, she thought that, i n the given 
^nstanoo, i t wouldЪэ d i f f i c u l t to reaoh an agroed solution i n the l i m i t e d tliae 
available .before tho f p l o w i n g meeting. 

59» Mr, C. МАЬЖ (Lebanon) supported the Chairaan's view, 

60.. Mr. OKDONNEAU (France) supported Mr. Chang's proposal, which he did not, 
. however, oonsider affected h i s own proposal that more opportunity should be given 
f o r consultation among delegations. 

.61, The CHAIBMAN agreed with Mr, Ordonneau's view that aftemooa meetings 
should oooasionally be devoted to consultation among delegations and undertook 
to ascertain the Commission's wishes on the matter, 

6*. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) did not consider that, at the e x i s t i n g stagie of the 
Commission's discussion, consultât ions would serve any useful purpose, ' He' 
therefore fonaally proposed that the discussion of paragraphs 3 and k should be 
re-opened. 

6 3 . Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) pointed' out that the' omission from the revised 
rules of procedure of the Functional Coinmissions of the Economie and S o c i a l 
Council of any provision f o r the reconsideration of proposals was Ш е r e s u l t of 
a uollberate decision on the Council's part. I f , therefore, the Coramission 
re-opened i t p discussion of paragraphs 3 and k, i t would be departing from the 

/procedure 
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procedure l a i d down Ъу the Council. Í¿> kowever, the CoimilBsion agreed to regard 
a resumed dipOusslon of the two pajiagrajilis. as a second readlng> any Infringement 
of the rules of procedure would he avoided, also the delay of twenty-four hours 
required hy rule 76 of the rules of procedure. 

6 k , • • ., ̂  CHftlRMAN pointed out that the twenty-fotir hours' notice' could he 
waived i f no .memher ohjected, 

65, ... Mr, ОЩБЕ: (Uruguay) said that, i f , as the explanation-given hy 
Mjr. Santa. Cruz appeared to indicate, his proposal for reconsideration was out 
of order,., he was prepared to., withdraw i t . Since, however, the décitíions adopted 
at the previous meeting had heen taken hy ш п у delegations without a f u l l 
realization of their implications, he wondered whether they could not he declared 
n u l l and void, 

66, The CHA.IEÍ'ÜAN considered that rule 76 of the rules of procedure would 
permit that to he done. 

67, Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) f e l t that the proposal to re-open discussion 
of paragraphs 3 and k forthwith had certain disadvantages. For example, proposals 
relating to those paragraphs had been put forward in the coiirse of the meeting 
by the representatives of Australia and Greece but had not yet been circulated i n 
written form. It would in his opinion be preferable to postpone fxirther dis­
cussion u n t i l the drafting committee had produced an agreed text, 

68, Mr. C. МАЬЖ (Lebanon) pointed out that the Commission had already 
agreed to appoint a drafting committee to draft an agreed text. Mr. Oribe's 
proposal would affect that decision also. Since the committee would inevitably 
consider paragraph 3 i n conjunction with paragraph k (a), i t s work would i n 
fact be tantamount to reconsideration of the two paragraphs. He therefore f e l t 
that Mr. Oribe's object had in fact been achieved. 

69, Mr, ЮШОи (Greece) reverted to Mr. Chang's proposal that provision 
should be made for immediate consultation, and suggested that the following 
morning's meeting should be cancelled to enable the drafting conanlttee to produce 
an agreed text for submission to the afternoon meeting. 

/70. The CHAIRMAN 
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70, 'The <Ш1ШШ suggested t h a i "bib doamileelon'should decide "whether or not 
thé reoonsldérat tc i in 'of paragrajflis 'ŝ 'àttii to he'regarded as a second reading* 

71, Mr i HOAEE (United Kingdom)- diiâ'not f e e l that i n v i e^ of t h e ' d i f f i c u l t i e s 
ÍJi /olved^ the work of the draf t ing oonmittee should subject to any time l i m i t . 
•He'theîréfore-sùggested-'^hat-^tà proposals áhbuíd-'bia blr&Ulated and discusaé'd 
e i ther In the oourae of a normal second roading dr o f a continued f i r s t r e a d l n « . 

72, Mr, СШГ&-(Са11паУ propoffed that the Coimil t teé 'should Suspend I t s ' d l s -
o'ussidn of a r t i c i e • 8 ' - í int i i • the drkf t ing conuuittoe'had óompleted I t s work, The 

'draft ing óoiniüLittee should' Work on the' assíüirptíoñ' that a" sec'ond readirig would take 
place-.' ' 

It'' was" scf-deoided, ' 
The meeting rose at 1 p«m« 

10/4 e.m. 




