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ШАБ*Р mWlATlÔriAL ООттТ ON HUMAN RIGHTS (ANNEXES I AND I I OF TEE REPORT OF 
Ш COMMISSION ON В Ш Ш RIGHTS ON TTS FIFffi SESSION, DOCUMENT E/1371) (coTxtInued) 
A r t i c l e 19 (E/CN,V365, E/CN.ifA53) (continued) 

1. The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Commlsaion had already adopted 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of a r t i c l e 19, Paragraph 3 was the subject of an Uruguayan 
amendment (E/CN. k/k^3 ). 

2. She asked the representative of Uruguay whether he would agree to make 
a s l i g h t s t y l i s t i c change i n the English text of his amendment by replacing the 
words "neither,,.nor" by the words "either,,,or", 

3. Mr, ORIBE (Uruguay) accepted that amendment. He wished to give the 
following explanation of his own amendment: the e x i s t i n g text of a r t i c l e 19, 

paragraph 3, merely established an abstract general p r i n c i p l e , while the amend
ment was aimed at f o r e s t a l l i n g any possible c o n f l i c t between the covenant and th© 
conventions referred to i n the a r t i c l e . 

h . Mr. CASSIN (France) and Mr, NISOT (Belgium) were glad to accept th© 
Uruguayan amendment, which read: 

"No provision of t h i s a r t i c l e s h a l l authorize domestic l e g i s l a t i o n 
to infringe or to be so applied aa to i n f r i n g e . . . " (provisional t r a n s l a t i o n ) , 

5« Mr, JTEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) reiterated his view that the i n c l u s i o n of 
paragraph 3 i n a r t i c l e 19 would serv© no purpos©, 
6. With r©gard to the Uruguayan amandment, he did not see how i t changed 
the o r i g i n a l text or what c o n f l i c t s might arise between tho covenant and other 
conventions. I f the r i g h t s proclaimed i n the conventions were the same as those 
providod under a r t i c l e 19 of the covenant, there was no danger o f . c o n f l i c t . On 
the other hand, i f the d e f i n i t i o n s i n the conventions broad©n©d th© p r i n c i p l e of 
freedom of association as dofined i n the covenant, i t was obvious that the States 
signatory to the conventions would be bound to respect them whatever the terms 
of the covenant. F i n a l l y , i f the conventions r e s t r i c t e d the r i g h t s defined 
i n the covenant, i t was clear that the provisions of the covenant should 
p r e v a i l . 

/ 7. That applied 
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?• That applied t o a l l conventlotifl, présent and future, and involved a 
p r i n c i p l e which should Ъе set fo r t h c l e a r l y . Any convention must he able to 
broaden the righ t s defined i n the covenant; i t -was only when a conveiition 
r e s t r i c t e d those ri g h t s that i t s entry into force should be prevented. I f 
conventions of greater authority than the covenant could be concluded, the. l a t t e r 
would serve no px-p->r!s wh^teoDver, 
8. Before a riocl.f.;lou was taken on parâg3?aph 3, tbat question of p r i n c i p l e 
should be settle d through a d e f i n i t i o n of the relations between the covenant 
and the various conventions. 

9. The С В А Ш Ш put the Uruguayan amendment, as amended during the debate, 
to the vote. 

The amendment was adopted by 8 votes to one, with 5 abstentiong. 

10.. • The С М Ш Ш Ш put paragraph 3 of a r t i c l e 19, as amendedj to the vote. 
Paragraph 3 of a r t i c l e 19 was adopted by 9 votes to 2. td-th 4.abstentions. 

11, The OBAIEMAII put to the vote a r t i c l e 19 as a whole, as adopted paragraph 
by paragraph. 

A r t i c l e 19 as a whole was adopted by 12 votes to.none^ with 2 abstentions. 

12. Mr. HQARE (United Kingdom) wished to explain why he had abstained frcm 
voting on a r t i c l e 19. 
13« He thought that the new text of paragraph 1 represo^ited a considerable 
departure from the o r i g i n a l t e x t . Moreover, he f e l t that the,English and P^rench 
versions did not f u l l y correspond, 

.lk» Mr. МАЬЖ ..(Lebanon) explained that he had voted i n favour of a r t i c l e 19 

• as a whole, although be shared.Mr. Hoare's view of paragraph 1. 
15, In spite of Mr. Casein's explgnations of the matter, he s t i l l believed 
that-the. new version weakened paragraph 1; the term " i s . recognized" .•rè.s merely 
an acknowledgment rather than a vigorous expression of a r i g h t . 

/ l 6 . He noted 
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16. He n¿ted with s a t i s f a c t l o h that thfe CoUmission had adopted the 
English wording "prescrihed Ъу law" i n paragraph 2. . That was more euitahle, 
both f o r a r t i c l e 18 and f o r a r t i c l e 19, than " i n conformity with the law". He 
therefore hoped that i n concording the various a r t i c l e s of the covenant the 
Commission would agree to use the term "prescrihed Ъу law" f o r a r t i c l e l 8 as w e l l , 

17. Mr. JE?/EMOVIC (Yugoslavia) repeated his previous statement that i n his 
opinion there was no J u r i d i c a l reason to r e t a i n paragraph 3 ot a r t i c l e 19. That 
was why he had ahstaine.d from voting. 

18. Mr. Щ1Т1АМ (Australia) explained that, although he had voted i n 
favoiu: of a r t i c l e 19 as a whole, he wished to express some reservations 
about i t . He agreed with the representatives of Lebanon and the. Uhited Kingdom 
that i t was essential that the French and English versions of paragraph 1 should 
correspond. 
19. With respect to paragraph 3, he sympathized with i t s aims, but he 
shared, the fears expressed by the Yugoslav representative^ 

20. Mr. CASSIN (France) stated, i n reply to Mr. Malik, that the French 
delegation had â çreed to the term "imposées en application de l a l o i " instead 
of 'prévues par l a l o i " as the French t r a n s l a t i o n of "prescribed by law".. 
Concordance of the French and English texts should not, therefore, give.rise to 
any d i f f i c u l t y . 

A r t i c l e 20 ( E / C N.lt / 3 6 5 . E/CN.i{/353/Add,10, E / C N .V353/AddД1, E/CN .V358, 

E / C N . V ^ 1 8 , E/C^.h/kk-J, E / C N . V ^ 5 1 , E / C N . J I A 3 5 ) 

21. The CHAniMAN opened the discussion on a r t i c l e 20. 

22. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) thought that i t wculd be useful to show that tho 
second clause of paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 20 explained the f i r s t clause, to separate 
them by a semi-colon. The paragraph should therefore read i n French, "Tous sont 
égaux devant l a l o i ; tous se verront accorder l'égale protection dé l a loi",and i n 
English, " A i l are equal before tho l a w ; a l l s h a l l be accorded equal protection/lav^ i,' 

/23. Mr. VALENZUELA 
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23. Mr. VALEHZTJEIA (Cblle) ilibughl tkbt M s delegation'в eonenáment vould 
probably modify both the form &nd Úé ôUbstance of paragraph 2 more than any 
other. He therefore Considered i t necessary to explain why he had submitted i t . 
2k. • In A r t i c l e 1, paragraph 3/ A r t i c l e 13, sub-paragraph (b), A r t i c l e 55, 

sub-paragraph (c) and A r t i c l e 76, lisub-paragraph (c) of the Charter, the same' 
(sxpresslon was used "without d i s t i n c t i o n as to race, sex, language or r e l i g i o n , " 
25. Tlie Supreme Court of C a l i f o r n i a had recently given f u l l l e g a l value to 
that provision of the Charter. 
26. • The same expression appeared i n a r t i c l e 20, paragraph 2 , of the 
covenant (where, however, the idea of colour was added) and i n a r t i c l e 2 of the 
universal Declaration of Eximan Bights. He understood very w e l l that I t had been 
intended to broaden that p r i n c i p l e of the Charter i n the Declaration, and h i s 
delegatlou had accordingly voted f o r a r t i c l e 2 of the Declaration. 
27. A l l ' t h e members of the Commleelon had recognized that the covenant 
should BO f a r as possible be a J u r i d i c a l expression of the provisions of the 
Declaration. That was why he doubted whether from a s t r i c t l y J u r i d i c a l point of 
view i t vas possible to re f e r to the ideas of race and colour i n such a document. 
2 8 . Law was a science which must r e f l e c t progress i n the other sciences. 
Even i f i t were to be admitted that the idea of race was not out of place i n the 
Charter or the Declaration, the fact remained that that idea did not correspond to 
a s c i e r l t i f i c r e a l i t y . I t rather-tended to evoke a dangerous prejudice l i k e l y to 
pejrpetuate r a c i a l discriminations, f o r i n speaking of races there came to mind the 
thought of di f f e r e n t races and of the d i s t i n c t i o n between superior end I n f e r i o r 
races according to Nazi r a c i a l theory. 
29. The struggle against r a c i a l prejudice must be fought on a l l f r o n t s , I t 
was too much to expect decisive progress In a short time, but i t was the ' i 
Commiesion's duty gradually to eradicate the idea that there were d i f f e r e n t races. 
I t would be more s c i e n t i f i c and humane to replace the idea of race by that of. 
ethnic o r i g i n . Inetead of drawing a d i s t i n c t i o n between human beings on the 
baftie, pf t h e i r b i r t h or b i o l o g i c a l heredity, the- f a t t e r idea'prepented them both 
as proçiuote of an evolutionary process and as factors In that, evolution, ̂ which. 
Çontiîxued without end.. In placing the problem; before the Coitanlssion, he was acting 
i n accordance with formal inptructions from his Government. 

/30, Some members 
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30. Some memberB of the CommlBBlon might f e e l that a less rigorously 
s o i e n t i f i c text -would nevertheless be acceptable i f i t s effect were to pi'otect 
"races" which were the victims of discrimination. But such an argument could 
not apply, at any rate, to the idea of colour, which had no s c i e n t i f i c basis, 
and was dangerous, obnoxious and devoid of l e g a l significance. He did not see 
how a court could determine the colour of human beings, and f e l t that the idea 
of coloxn*, as well as that of race, was adequately covered by the concept of 
"ethnic o r i g i n " . 

31. As for the other ideas expressed i n paragraph 2, he believed that a 
J u r i d i c a l text could not r e f e r to "property", f o r i t was impossible to establish 
the boundaries and the idea of property. Moreover, speaking of " b i r t h " 
immediately conjured up the caste system, which was contrary to the principle 
of equality of human beings. Only the idea of na t i o n a l i t y was recognized by 
law, 

32. The CHAIBMAW thought i t would be better to study the various * 
paragraphs of a r t i c l e 20 separately. 
33. Speaking as representative of the United States of America, she 
reminded the Commission that Mrs. C a s t i l l o Ledon, the Chairman of the Commission 
on the Status of Women, had Infonned i t on 11 A p r i l I950 that she considered 
paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 20 to be somesrhat vague and lacking i n strength. She 
herself concurred i n that view. 
3I4.. In order to make the meaning of the words "equal protection" more 
s p e c i f i c , the United States proposed (E/cN.h/k^l) that paragraphs 1 and 2 

should be combined. The new text would make clear tho conditions under which 
equal protection of the law should be accorded. 

35. Mrs. MEHTA (India) said that the drafting of a r t i c l e 20 had already 
caused a great deal of d i f f i c u l t y , 
36. Paragraph 1 simply reproduced a r t i c l e 7 of the Declaration of 
Human Eights. I t expressed two different ideas; f i r s t , equality before the 
law and, secondly, equality in the application of the law, 

/37. Paragraph 2 
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37, Paragraph 2 reproduced a r t i c l e 2 of the Declaration of Ншпап Rights, 
hut the words V'defIned ,InЛЬ1э.Covenant"-In,that paragraph.restricted the Ideas 
expressed In I t to a гешгкаЫ© extent. The Indian delegation, tharefore, 
wished those words to he deleted. 
38, The United .States,amendment to paragraph .1 would r e s t r i c t the scope 
of the text even more because I t no longer dlstlngnl.ghsd betvreen equality before 
the,law and equality In the application of the law. The Indian delegation 
would,, therefore, vote, against that amendment and f o r the e x i s t i n g t e x t of the 
paragraph. 

39, ', In connexion,with the Chilean representative's statement, the 
CHAIRMAN wished to remind the Commission that the word " b i r t h " , which also 
appeared In a r t i c l e 2 of the Declaration of Human Rights, had been Inserted In 
the text of paragraph 2 of a r t i c l e 20 of the draft covenant a f t e r long d i s 
cussion and at the pa r t i c u l a r urging of the TBSE representative. That repr©" 
sentative, however, was not present. She had therefore thought i t r i ^ t to 
r e c a l l how long the discussion had been, although she had not personally underт 
stood why 80 much importance was attached to the matter. 

^0. Mr*. HOARE (United Kingdom) agreed with the representative of Belgium 
about the two different ideas expressed i n paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 20. He fcould 
not, however, see why the two ideas could not be linked by the copulative "and". 
Paragraph 1 should take account of the permissible l e g a l d i s a b i l i t i e s to which 
minors and. persons of unsound mind might b© subject. The United Kingdom 
Government had therefore submitted an amendment to that paragraph ( E / C N . V S ^ ? ) . 

Minors and, persons of unsound mind could not themselves exercise certain r i g h t s 
and i t was ©ssential that the power to impose reasonable l e g a l d i s a b i l i t i e e 
on them should be st i p u l a t a d . 

h i . He had li3t©ned with interest to the Chilean representative's state" 
ment about paragraph 2 and agreed with him that the idea of discrimination on 
grounds of race.and colour,was bad and obsolete as w e l l . He could not, however, 
follow him in ,Btating that the factors i n such discrimination should be expressed 
i n s c i e n t i f i c terms. On the contrary, a l l the possible and knpwn reasons f o r 
discrimination should be enumerated i n f a m i l i a r terms so that they could be 
exposed and combatted more e a s i l y , 

/ h 2 . Paragraph 1 
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k 2 . ParagrapÜ 1 of a r t i c l e ÈO Ъогё виж rfeiatiôri to a r t i c l e I 5 . I t might 
perhaps come more appropriately i n that a r t i c l e , while paragraphs 2 and 3 night 
form a separate a r t i c l e , as the Suh-Commiesion on the Prevention of 
Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities had proposed i n paragraph 5I of 
i t s report to the Commission on Human Eights (E/CII.4/358), 

43. Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) said that a r t i c l e 20 was probably the most 
important i n the draft covenant. When speaking of human r i g h t s , the possible 
v i o l a t i o n of such rights naturally came to mind, and the very thought shocked 
and revolted the conscience of humanity. The idea of discrimination, which 
had entailed so many v i o l a t i o n s of those rights dioring the war, was pajrticularly 
abhorrent. Legal procedures must be set up to ward off such instances of 
human error and prevent t h e i r r e p e t i t i o n . That was why ai'ticle 20 which placed 
stress on the p r i n c i p a l reasons f o r discrimination, was the most important 
a r t i c l e i n the covenant and the provisions r e f e r r i n g to that question were 
r i g h t l y emphasized i n a r t i c l e 2 of the Universal Declaration of Human Eights. 
In the covenant, too, i t shovild be given a leading position, at the beginning 
rather than at the end. In any case, whatever text the Commission agreed upon 
should not only express the idea of non-discrimination but should also contain 
the word "discrimination", which was indispensable. 
44. Ыг. Malik agreed with the Uni!;e/̂  otates representative that paragraph 
3 of a r t i c l e 20 was p a r t i c u l a r l y unfortunat? and should be deleted, 
45. He shared the v i e ^ o f the representatives of India and the United 
Kingdom i n regard t o paragraph 1, I t was not enough to state the rirjht to the 
protection of the law. I t was also necer-sary to state the idea of equality before 
the law because the one did not necessarily e n t a i l the other, a fact which the 
representative of India had eloquently pointed out. 
46. There were also grounds f o r drawing a d i p t i n c t i o n between persons 
subject to the law and the way i n which the law protected them. The d i s t i n c t i o n 
might seem f i n e , but i t was r e a l , and № . Malik therefore f e l t that the idea 
of equality before the law should be retained i n the text. The United States 
amendment only expressed the idea of the r i g h t to the protection of the law and 
did GO i n the form of a double negative. He was prepared t o support i t , subject 
to acceptance of his amendment by the Commission, He would, however, prefer 

/to see 
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t o see that provision expressed i n á positive form. 
U7. He was e n t i r e l y i n agreement vH.th the Indian representative's suggestiq? 
that the reference to "this Covenant" should be deleted from paragraph 2 and 
would vote f o r . i t , I f i t Vas submitted as a formal amendment. 
kô. Go f a r as the Chilson representative's statensnt was concerned, 
he agreed with i t s underlying idea, but pointed out that the l i s t of the causes 
of discrimination had been dî'awn up with great care. Although i t might add . 
nothing to the pirinciple stated, i t s inclueion would ensure that a h i s t o r i c , 
docimient such as the coveixant contained an in d i c a t i o n of the causes which had 
given r i s e to discrimination, and thus t o v i o l a t i o n of human r i g h t s , i n the 
past. 
h9. As the United States representative had correctly pointed out, the 
word " b i r t h " had a long h i s t o r y . While the word might have a.greater significance 
i n Russian than i n English or French, long discussion had f a i l e d to produce 
a more, petisfactory equivalent. Hie Commission had also discussed the 
approp:."iete place for the word at considerable length. He therefore hoped that 
the Chilean .represe.utative would not reopen such a thorny debate, 
50. In conclusion I'Ir. Malik said that he would vote f o r the e x i s t i n g 
text of paragraphe 1 and 2. He hoped that the Commission would f i n a l l y decide 
to delete paragraph 3 . 

51. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) wished to explain the draft i n g change he had 
proposed to paragraph 1. The two clauses i n the paragraph expressed not two 
separate ideas but оПе and the same idea, which was f i r s t stated and then 
elucidated. I f the paragraph was not interpreted i n that way, the equality 
before the law to which the f i r s t phrase referred, could only mean equality i n 
f a c t , as opposed to the l e g a l protection to which che second phrase referred. 
The a r t i c l e would thus have the absurd ef f e c t of precluding a l l l e g i s l a t i o n which 
recognized differences, as, f o r example, l e g i s l a t i o n regulating the work of 
pregnant vomen or conferring a spec i a l l e g a l status on minors. 
52. In order to avoid misunderatanding. Mr. Niaot proposed that a colon 
should be substituted f o r the semicolon, which he had e a r l i e r proposed to insert 
between the two phrases. 

/53. The С Е А Ш Ш 
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53. The СПАХШИ, speaking аВ representative of the. United States of .America, 
explained that the purpose of her delegation's amendment vas preciooly to avoid 
any ôonfusion between the two parta of paragraph 1 which, i n i t s opinion, set 
fort h two different ideas. In view of the relationship between the f i r s t part 
of paragraph 1 and a r t i c l e 15 of the di'aft covenant, the United States delegation 
had amended a r t i c l e 20 so that i t should deal only with the idea of the protection 
of the law. 
% . Replying to the Indien representative, she said that the United States 
delegation could not agree to the deletion of the words "defined i n t h i s 
Covenant" from paragraph 2, The covenant should not necessarily guarantee a l l 
the r i g h t s and freedoms which might he granted Я̂ld0r a l l the l e g i s l a t i v e pro
visions of various countries; indeed, some of them might even he inconsistent 
with the princ i p l e s to he upheld Ъу the covenant. The United States delegation 
therefore preferred the o r i g i n a l fomiula, which had the advantage of guaranteeing 
w e l l defined rights from both the humanitarian and the J u r i d i c a l points of view. 

55. Mr. SORÏÏNSOÏÏ (Derjnark) also emphasized the special importance of 
a r t i c l e 20, and i n p a r t i c u l a r of paragraph 2 dealing with the pr i n c i p l e of 
discrimination. In i t s cominsnts on the draft covenant the Danish Goverriment 
had reserved i t a position regarding t h i s a r t i c l e . I t had done so because i t was 
concerned at the fact that association with nationfl.1 minorities was not included 
among the grounds of discrimination l i s t e d i n paragraph 2, The Danish 
delegation had at f i r s t wanted to propose en amendment to that paragraph; 
i t had refrained from doing so because i t wished to abide by tho desire shown by 
the Commission at i t s previous session not to depart from the text of a r t i c l e 2 

of the Universal Declaration and because i t f e l t that the phrases "without dia-
crimJ.nation on any ground" end "or other status" provided s u f f i c i e n t guarantees. 
I t would only l i k e the o f f i c i a l summary records to show that the Commission 
interpreted those provisions as covering non-dlscriraination on the ground of • 
association with minority groups. Since the Sub-Commission on Prevention of 
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities had found the paragraph satis f a c t o r y , 
i t had obviously interpreted i t i n the same way. 
56. In view of the above considerations, the Danish delegation was not 
inc l i n e d to support the various amendments proposed to a r t i c l e 20. The great 
disadvantage of the United States amendment was that i t did not contain the 

/words "without 
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words 'Vlthout discrimination on âfty gif-olilid'S to which ítenmark atiaehed p a r t i c u l a r 
importance f o r the reasons Just givefti I f that amendment were put "•.o the vote, 
the Danish del-egation would piropose the inc l u s i o n of the words "on the grounds 
df...". 
57. The same remarks applied to the Chilean amendment. Mr. Sorenson 
believed that the exi s t i n g text of paragraph 2 contaixiod a more complete l i s t of 
grounds f o r discrimination than tho Chilean amendr:;ent. I f the Chilean delegation 
maintained i t s amendment, he would propose the addition of the words "or f o r h i s 
association with a national minority group". 
58, In connexion with the Chileen representative's c r i t i c i s m of the ideas of 
race and colour, ho recalled that the, Süh-Commission on Prevention of Discrimina
t i o n and Protection of Minorities was i n f u l l agroemeht with the views of the 
Chilean Government, as appeared from paragraph 31 of Chapter VI of the Suh-
Commisslcii's report (E/CN .̂ •̂/ЗЗв, page 17). While recognizing the advantages of 
eliminating the outworn ideas of race and colour from the covenant, he was i n 
clined to share the opinion of those who had stressed on tho one hand the need not 
to depart from the ideas set forth i h the Universal Declaration and on the other 
hand the p r a c t i c a l inconveniences there would be i n deleting ideas s t i l l recogni2e3 
by a l l législations and by current speech. 
59, ' Speaking of the r e l a t i o n between paragraphs 1 and 2 of a r t i c l e 20, he 
said that the two were completely d i s t i n c t and should be the subjects of two 
separate a r t i c l e s , As the Governments of the United Kingdom and of Norway, and 
the Commission on the Status of Women, had suggested, paragraph 1 should not 
exclude the p o s s i b i l i t y of i n s t i t u t i n g categories of l e g a l l y incapacitated persons. 
He vas nevertheless i n favour of retaining paragraph 1 and of adding a special 
provision to that effect to a r t i c l e 15. At i t s preceding session, the Commission 
had already recognized that the principle of equality before the law vna not 
incompatible with a legitimate c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of persons, such as existed i n a l l 
organized sècietles. In view of the usefulness of paragraph 1, he would vote 
against the United States amendment, which was s p e c i f i c a l l y designed to combine 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of a r t i c l e 21. 

60. Lastly, . with regard to the Indian amendment, he recognized that i t 
would be desirable to extend a r t i c l e 20 to a l l rights and freedoms, whatevc^r they 
might be, and not simply to those set f o r t h i n the covenant. I t was quite 

/obvious that 
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obvious that a number of rightte, includiûg even Hghte set f o r t h i n the Uni.versal 
Declaration, did not appear i n the covehfettii Hove ver, the Danish dolefcation 
considered that the amendment might give r i s e to abuses and would thorefon.- not 
vote i n favour of i t . 

6 1 . Mr, WHITIAM (Australia) recalled that the Australian Government hud 
already emphasized i n i t s comments the connexion that existed, i n i t s opinion, 
between paragraph 2 of a r t i c l e £0 and a r t i c l e 2 of the draft covenant. The 
discussion that had just taken place confirmed that view. The r e l a t i o n between 
paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 20 and a r t i c l e 15 of the draft covenant had also been 
brought out. Ho reserved the r i g h t to submit formal proposals on those points, 
i f he thoiight i t necessary to do m at the end of the discussion. 
6 2 . In general, hs sharad most Of the views which had boen expressed by the 
representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, Lebanon and Denmark 
with regard to paragraph 2.. Ho would return to them i n d e t a i l when the time 
came to vote. 
6 3 . He then expressed h i s admiration f o r the Chilean representative's 
eio<luent statement. Nevertheless, he pointed out that the ideas of race and 
colour, however lacking i n s c i e n t i f i c foundation, were not yet outmoded i n modem 
thought and were, unfortunately, s t i l l the most frequent source of p o l i t i c a l 
dissension. In spite of the embarrassment that might be f e l t at the use of such 
expressions i n a covenant concludod UD.der the auspices of the United Nations, i t 
nevertholess seemed that i t was necessary to use thom i n order to denounce the 
prejudices thay represented before the conscience of mankind. 
eh. He agreed with the Lebanese representative that paragraph 2 contained 
one of the most important provisions of tho covenant, and he was therefore anxious 
to see i t placed among the f i r s t provisions i n the draft, possibly even i n 
a r t i c l e ?.. 
6 5 . The Australian delegation considered that paragraph 3 should simply be 
deleted, not only because i t was of no use, but because i t might even give r i s e to 
interpretations which would be dangerous to human freedoms. 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

4/5 p.m. 




