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OEOAI'ÎIPATIQM О? THE WORK 

1, Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yufjoslavla), врваМпе on a point of order, thought 
that before proceeding with i t s consideration' of tnoasuros of imple3ionv?.t,ion, the 
Coiiailnsion should decide how i t intended to orc.'i.nlz.o tho work •î-rhicb. roT/riaed to 
Ъз dono on the di'-art covenant. Aftor completion of i t a vrork on ii'?.plec..on.'>r'.ion, 
i t voulu nomally resume discussion of a r t i c l e 22, which тав the fitie;! arc.icle of 
]}art I I OS? the draft covenant, as i t appeared i n the report of the f i f t h s.osaion. 
Thore were, however, sev-aral now additior^al a r t i c l e s which had Ъэеп fora? 11,7 
рго^озос nt tho f i f t h Bessioii and i n the coui'So of the ¡rrescnt БЗЗСХОП, which had 

a direct hearing on part I I and sbjuld to integrated i n thab s o c t l o n . I t г-ав 
for the Corimiesion to doc ido vhon those r e l e v a n t now iiropoaaiG e^nold Ъе 
consldererl, wh.ethcr i t should he aft e r a r t i c l e 22 or when tho ovitiro c r a f t 
covonatxt hai heou cotr.pletad, 'Tho Yugoslav delegation formall,/ proposed that they 
Bhouia oe discusgod im'^-aediataly a f t e r a r t i c l o 22. That та в a reasonable and 
pr'oper procedure and .Mr. Jovrono'. ic ar.-ed tho Commission to aáoT)t i t , Лп 

immediato decision would s e t t l e the matter and .~uid(> morabors i n tho p::'eparation 
of t i i o i r work for future me о tings. 

2, Mies BOv.niT. (Uultod L'5.ng6om) was anicious to completo the work on the 

a r t i c l e s of tho draft CO'.'LUPI;!:., which had boon bofore the Ccmmission for .throe 
yea re. 1;г the bi-i:?.f -^rlod vhich reraaimd of the ̂ .'i.Tcth aesoiou. I f i t shoitlà 
deoido t o interrupt that vovk f o r tho consideration of new a r t i c l o s , i t could not 
be expected to f u l f i l i t a pledge to submit a completed draft of the covenant to 
tho ]i;coiiomio and Social ОотгсИ at i t s forthcoming sosaion. There vero several 
a r t i c l e e :in part I ".-hich had to be reconsidered, part I I I had not b^en dealt with 
at a l l , and the entire problem of nieacuroB of implementation -ras as ;"et in the 
i n i t i a l BtagoG of discussion. Tiae must also be found f o r a second reading. In 
viev of these d i f f I c i i l t i e s , the üommiasion should not commit i t s e l f to d iscuss 

new a r t i c l o B . 

3, The OHAIRMW agreed'that tho primary ooncerii of the Comíjisciou. should be 
the completion of the i n i t i a l draft covenant for s'abiuiseiou to tho General Assembly 
at i t s f i f t h session. I f tlmn permittod, new a r t i c l e s might then be considered 
with a view to t h e i r inclusion either i n that f i r s t covenant or another 

/oovcnant 
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coTenant to Ъе drawn up at some l a t e r date. The declsioïi requested by the 
repreeentative of, Yugosla-via co.uld not he,taken \«itil ooneideration of 
a r t i c l e 22 had been completed and the Commission could ĉ ûga more accurately 
how much time remained to f i n i s h i t s work oh the covenant. 

h. Mr'. МА,ЬЖ (Lebanon) thought i t wa.á pre'^aturo for t i e Сост:*й'Г:.сп to 
commit i t s e l f regarding the consideration of additional now a r t i c l e s . Tnat was 
an important question and any, decision on i t should be ta.ken or.ly ai'tor. thorough 
discussion. • I t entailed such problems as the mtui-e of the ad,:l;lt.".c::.al 
a r t i c l e s , the time •tha,t èhould bé devoted to t h e i r с ons ido ra с i on, ard whether 
they should be reserved f o r inclusion i n á second covenant. 

5.' Mr. ÏIISOT (Delgi'om) did not thinlc that a decision ahou.ld be taken at 
that stage on the question raised by .the repreeentative.. of Yugoslavia. He 
moved the adjournment of the debate on that question. -

The motion f o r ad.loumment of the de'bate \'гв.в aclppt'^d by Q votos, to h, 
with 2 abstentions. 

6', Mr. JEVREMOYIC (Yugoslavia) had voted against the motion f o r adJ,Qum-
ment because he f e l t that i t wapj perfectly reasonable f o r members to have some 
Idea of -one orgar.laaT^j/r. r'f ̂ '-лъпге work. He had been au.rpriaed by the position 
taken by aom-̂  delegations r5ga.rding'the necessity of discussing the additional 
n e w a r t i c l e a proposed f o r inclusion i n the covenant. There, could bo no 
equivocation on that matter: the Commission could not consider.its work 
complete, technically or p r a c t i c a l l y , unless i t had discussed the new a r t i c l e s . 
Its' refusal to decide when that discussion should take place Jeopardized the 
woi'.k' on the covenant. 

7. Mr. МАЕЖ (Lebanon) had voted i n favour of the motion',for adjournment 
of the debate without prejudging what items should be considered by tlie 
Commission after' implemehtatiori. His vote should not be construed as a decision 

/on the 
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on the substance of the question raised.by Yugoslaviaj he vas simply not 
prepared to discuss a d d i t i o n a l a r t i c l e s at tliat stage; with p r i o r notice, he 
would bo quite ready to consider that complex question. 

8. Mr. KYCOU (Greece) hud voted against the Belgian delegation's notion 
because he agreed that it'was reasonable for tho members to Imow i n advance how 
the worlc which remained would be organized. Like the representative of 
Lebanon, however, he had taken no decision on the substance of the point raised 
by Yugoslavia and reserved h i s r i g h t to revert to tliat matter. 

I.mñURICS OF IMFL.Íí2.®ITATI0H (E/1 371, Annex I I I , E/CK Л / 3 6 6 , . E/CÏÏ .4Д19, 

E/CE.4/lü4/Add.l, E/CN.4/358, chapter П , E/CE.4/353/Aàd.10, s/ciV, V'353/Add..11, 

Е/ С Н Л / 4 4 4 , .E/CI.V '^5г, K/CE.4/4:;>7)' ; : 

General debate (continued) 

9 . The OBL\IRNI/VW pointed out that two sp e c i f i c texts o u t l i n i n g measures of 
implementation were before the Commission: Ш е United Statea-United Kingdom 
proposal (Е/СЕЛ/444) and the French sviggestions (E/CE .4/457) < The delegation 
of India, i n i t s paper on the subject (E/CH.4/452) , raised several fimdaTiiental 
questions which might serve as' a basis f o r a general dlBcusalon of the entire 
problem of implementation, before consideration of,tlie two s p e c i f i c texts. 
As there seemed to be-nO adverse opinion on the f i i - s t point, i t could be assumed 
that th© Commiasion agreed on the necessity of aomo lntei.Tiatlonal mchinory to 
impleiTient the covenant. Discussion was open on the second question: whether 
the measures of implementation should form part of the coVonaiit or form a 
separate inatrimient. 

10. Mr. C'lBSIE (Franco) considered i t indispensable to, include measuroa of 
implementation i n the f i r s t covenant, which wou3.d represent a standard or model 
by which subsequent covenants would be,guided. Those l e g a l procedures would be 

/applied 
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apíplied Ъу the 'ccrntractlhg States i n Cases' of vio l a t i o n s of hvmian r i g h t s 
vrtiere no STjeclal mchlnaiy'already eitlsted. For example, i n v i o l a t i o n s of 
trade vinion r i g h t s , e x i s t i n g Ш З procëdurëô Vóuld applyí s i m i l a r l y , the 
provisionë of the trusteeship system would be invoked f o r violât lone of righ t s 
i n Trust T e r r i t o r i e s . In cases of v i o l a t i o n of rights enumei-^ted i n bhe 
covenant> hoVevery th© signatory States would be obligated to resort to tlie 
measures of implementation expressly contained i n that dociaaent, 
11. States -which had not signed the covenant s t i l l had recourse to the 
procedures recognised'by the Tftilted Watlona Charter i n resolving a l l questions of 
observance of human r i g h t s . They could bring complaints to the General Assembly, 

Í 

the Economic and So c i a l Council, or, where they considered v i o l a t i o n s a threat 
to peace and security, to the'Security Council. States which were not-prepared 
to accept and r a t i f y the covenant might be persuaded to commit tliemoelves* to 
li m i t e d adherence to i t s provisions by submitting periodic reports to the 
Commission on Нгтдап Righto on the observance of human ri g h t s . That commitment 
might be embodied i n a resolution of the General Assembly. Moreover, when, 
fo r technical reasons, States were not In a position to accept a l l the measures 
of implementation contained In the covenant, they might consent to be parties 
to a supplementary protocol. F i n a l l y , there was nothing to prevent the 
elaboration of other covenants to enforce rights not set f o r t h In th© f i r s t 
covenant. For example, the r i g h t to education and the elimination cf 
i l l i t e r a c y might be implemented by submitting cases of v i o l a t i o n to UKESCO. 
12. • The position of' the French delegation таз categorical: f a i l u r e to 
include measures of Implementation In" the covenant itself-would leave the 
impression on world public opinion that i t was merely a second Declaration of 
Human Rights with no provision f o r l e g a l enforcement. 

13. Miss BOWIE (United Kinc^dom) endorsed thevietfs of the French 
representative. 
Ik. The suggestion of the Indian dele^-tion f o r a separate protocol 
an moaauros of implementation would not enlarge th© area of the people 
benefiting from the guarantees given i n the covenant; only States which 
accepted, tho covenant i n every d e t a i l would be able to apply that protocol. 
As proof of the s i n c e r i t y of i t s authors, the covenant must include measures 
f o r Its implementation. 

/15. MB. OEIBE 
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1 5 . № . OEIBE (Urugiiay) Indicated that the delegations of India and Denmark 
had, for d i f f e r e n t reasons, proposed that implenoentation measures should -Ъе 
separated from tho covenant i t s e l f . The p o s i t i o n of the Indian delotiation was 
tb£it imylemsutatlon nsaauros wero general i n character and should apply to the 
cavena-nt, and to the humn rights provisions of the Charter i n the сала of 
States which did not sign the covenant. The Danish delegation contoaiplatod 
ImpleBientation meastires re s t r i c t e d to the covenant i t s e l f hut f e l t thao s ince 

soBie GovorniGents might have d i f f i c u l t y i n aocsepting the co-̂ 'enu-nt and Implementa
ti o n measures In a single instrvjtiHnt, separe.tion of the two was preferable. 
1 6 . I t should he remerabored that oven i f no s p e c i f i c jmpl'3i>Bnoation 

measures vere inserted In the covenant i t s o l f , the ganercl. prüvlsions of i n t e r 
national lavr would automiitlcaliy apply nnd tho ouBto.mry maclT'.ne:.-,Y for enforce
ment of tï-eatloB would bo set i n motion as a res u l t of tho adoption of the 
covenant. Since by Its very nature a covenant Implied implemertation'aa,chinery, 
the issue before the Сот!т>1зя1оп was to dotei'mine ягЬеоЬог Bj : :eclal machinery shot^ld 
be contemplated i n addition to the t r a d i t i o n a l automi\tlo moh-.ner.y of i n t e r 
national law. The ultimate decision i n the usatter vrould depend on the typo of 
Implemontatlon system tho Co.rmiaolon adopbed. The Uru¿:uayah delegation reserved 

i t s p o sition pending further c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the question. 

1 7 . Mr. JEVlu^MOYIC (Yugoslavia) noted that the Yugoslav Government had 
submitted written views advocating that meaoures of implementation should be 
contained i n a separate instrument. I t would therefore support the proposals 
of the Indian, delegation. 

1 8 . The CMIBl'ÏAN, speaking as the representati.ve of tho United States of 
America, conciu'red i n the views of the representatives of France and the United 
Kingdom. Provisi.ona f o r complaints by States against other Statea should be 

included i n the covenant but provisions for ijetitions should be contained i n a 
sepa.rate instrument open to separate r a t i f i c a t i o n . In that way, States would 
be free to accept or rejec t machinery for p e t i t i o n since that machinery would 
not be a part of the covenant. 

/ 1 9 . She noted 
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19. She noted that the p4?ttposal oí the United States and the United Kingdom 
on implementatioh dealt only wltk State to State complaints f o r the f i r s t , 
covenant. 

20. Mr. KYROU (Greece) endorsed the views of the representative of .France 
and stressed the importance of psychological factors i n the advar*ceme:at of 
human r i g h t s . International public opinion must not he given the impression 
that the covenant was s i l e n t on measures f o r enforcement.. 

21.. Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) stated that the Australian delegation was 
fi r m l y convinced that measures f o r imjilementation should he included i n the 
covenant. I t agreed with the representative of France and f e l t that there were 
sound l e g a l and psychological reasons for including implementation provisions 
i n the sams 1^УЭ*ГШваА rather than leaving the matter to the general operation 
of international law. 

;22. The question of the appropriate form for implementation i n regard to 
additional a r t i c l e s should be decided separately. The Australian delegation was 
not thinking i n terms of r i g i d formulation of implementation measures and was of 
the opinion that provisions for such additionej machinery might appropriately 
be contained i n whole or i n part i n a separate instrument. 

23. Mr. МА1Ж (Lebanon) was concerned that i n i t s important discussion on 
inçlementation.the Commission might f a i l to determine precisely what type-.of 
implementation i t envisaged. I f the Commission's standards were low and i t 
wished to adopt safe though inadequate proposals which merely set f o r t h the 
princip.les of international law which would apply i n any case, eüoh a text would 
obviously be innocuous and could safely form a part of the covenant. The pro
posals of the United Kingdom, the United States and France would ensure r a t i f i 
cation and were;, qui te understandable i n the l i g h t of the cons t i t u t i o n a l pro
cedures of those countries for r a t i f i c a t i o n of international agreements. I f , 
however, the Conmission set high standards and adopted implementation measures 
which wnnt inuûh farther than those envisaged by the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France, i t was obviously i n the Interests of those countries to have 
suck provislotiB "placed outside the scope of the covenant. 

/ Z k . While the 



$:/CN.4/SR.176 

2 k . While the Lebanese delegation wovdd not advocate sweeping provisions 
which would mice any State unable to r a t i f y - t i i e covenant, i t neverthelosa f e l t 
that the cautious conservative approach should be modified somewhat to achieve 
worthwhile implementation provisions going beyond the gsûsral proced-ures of 
international law. I f the Commission envisaged only State to State complaints 
and refused the r i g h t of p e t i t i o n to individuals and groups and ev^n non'-govern-
mental organ!zations, i t s action would obviously merely f a c i l i t a t e and codify 
e x i s t i n g procedure on complaints but would mark no s i g n i f i c a n t advance. The 
CoiKjndBsion must therefore f i r s t decide whether i n p r i n c i p l e i t was prepared to 
go beyond prevailing practices under international law. 
25. The representative of Lebanon pointed out that some types o f convention 
were self-regulating i n the matter of Implensntation. A breach of any coiámit-
ment by a signatory State adversely affected other signatories and impelled them 
to take r e t a l i a t o r y measures. The Covenant on Human Eights was unique i n that 
signatory States undertook s p e c i f i c obligations toward thei r o>m nationals. 
V i o l a t i o n of those obligations by a signatory State would not cause immediate 
and d i r e c t injury to other States. Dausage would be r e s t r i c t e d to the moral plane 
and, since States were tmlikely to undertake action f o r ouch reasons alone, 
additional implementation machinery beyond the ordinary procedures of i n t e r 
national law was indicated. 

,26. A second major question before the Commission was the determination of 
hoîi f a r measurea on implementation should go. While № . ífelik considered the 
French propoaal as vastly superior to the Joint text of the United States and 
the United Kingdom, he was not convinced that either one vaa s u f f i c i e n t l y f a r -
reachln'i. Although he was w i l l i n g to have either of those texts Inserted i n 
the covenant,, he believed that the Commiasion must alào'provide a d d l t i o m l " 
itachlnex'y going beyond the e x i s t i n g machinery of international law. The r i g h t 

, Of p e t i t i o n shoulâ not be r e s t r i c t e d to States but should at least be extended 
to non-governmental organizations. He f e l t , however, that measiires on imple
mentation i n connexion with petitions should form á separate protocol. 

27. Mr. KYHOU (Greece) expressed the view that i n Judging the objectives 
of the Commission i t must constantly be borne i n mdnd that the highest ideological 
and s p i r i t u a l alma would be thwarted i f r e a l i t y were disregarded. 

/28. The CHAIRMAN 
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28. The CHAIRMAN., speaking as the •representative of the United States of 
America, f e l t that the objective of d r a f t i n g an international instrument vhlch 
could be r a t i f i e d bj-- the greatest possible-number of States should hot be 
qu a l i f i e d as aiming low. A basic question of judgment was inrolved: i n an 
i n i t i a l covenant was i t aijpropriato to seek a broad basis of r a t l f i c a t i o r . as a 
cornerstone for the ad\'anoe-̂ .o)it of bumanriglitai I t -щич-г, also Ъе remembered that 
many morally recogiized aupiretions for the •extoml'-'n cf indjvidual r i g h t s were 
gradually being tranelatsd into enfor Joable law i n vavj ous parts of the world, 
29. The United States delegation agreed that basic provisjons on 
implementation should be insertod i n the covenant and that a separate protocol 
might be dra\in up for separate r a t i f i c a t i o n i f States so desired. 
30. While i t was true that even i f no special implementation provisions were 
included, the ordinary procedures of international law would apply i n the case of 
ccmplaints, the United States f e l t that i n oxyder to prevent use of the covenant as 
an instrument of propaganda by a &t.atô r a t i f y i n g i n bad f a i t h , the covenant should 
make provision for f a c t - f i n d i n g machinery to cover State to State complaints. 

31. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) was g r a t i f i e d to note that the United States 
representative endorsed hla b e l i e f that measures of implementation should be 
included i n the covenant. 
32. Reverting to his e a r l i e r remarks, ho pointed out that international 
law provided for three possible types of recourse applicable to a l l t r e a t i e s . 
F i r s t l y , there were the t r a d i t i o n a l methods of ai*bitration and diplomatic 
negotiations which might lead to the denunciation of the treaty. Secondly, a l l 
States which had accepted the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the International Court of Justice 
were bound by i t s decisions under A r t i c l e 3^ of the Statute of the Court. Thirdly, 
there was the Charter. Experience,had shown that the General Assembly could act 
i n cases which involved the human rights provisions of the Charter. In the case 
of threats to international peace and security, the Security Council vas empowered 
to act. Furthemore the. Latin American States were bound to abide by thp d^nininna 
taken at the Ninth Inter-American Conference at Bogota. 

/33. Thus 
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3 3 . Thus there was a vast budjir of International law covering the 
implementation of t r e a t i s e which Vas applicable to a l l such instnunentn which 
would automatically apply to the international covenant on human rig h t s . The 
inclusion of measures of implementation i n the covenant should therefore create 
no obstacle for any State wishing to r a t i f y the document. In those circumstances, 
the type of measures of implementation included i n the covenant became leas 
important. I t might be possible, however, to take a step foi^wa^d and provide 
for measures to promote c o n c i l i a t i o n or other methods of s e t t l i n g disputes which 
had not hitherto been contemplated i n international law. 
3 4 . I t should be made clear, however, that such meaaui'es, i f incorporated 
i n the covenant, were to be considered exceptional and supplementary, and were 
i n no way intended to replace the e x i s t i n g procedures prescribed by international 
law. 
3 5 . For a l l those reasons he was i n favour of including measures of 
implementation i n the covenant. Irrespective of whether such measures were 
included i n i t or not, however, i t should be borne i n mind that r a t i f i o a t i o n of 
the covenant In i t s e l f represented an important step foiward. i n the ImpleBientation 
of human r i g h t s , 

3 6 . Mra. ЬЖШк (India) agreed with the UrufjAayan representative on the 
significance of the covenant. By becoming signatories to that Instrument, 
States were undertaking to carry out the rights proclaimed therein. I t vma for 
that very reason that she f e l t the machinery for implementation should not be 
included i n the docijment i t a e l f . Moreover, although a treaty, I t was not an 
engagement between States, but rather an agreement between States and the 
United Nations and i t should be for the world Organization to set up the necessary 
machinery to ensure that those rights were enforced. In the case of a dispute 
between State and State, the requisite machinery already existed but measures of 
implementation were needed-to deal with disputes between the vState and an Individual. 
3 7 . I f the measures of implementation were included i n the covenant, however, 
they would have to be w i t t e n into evei'y treaty. For that reason, she thought 
i t would be better to present such provisions i n a separate instrument, 

3 8 . Mr. CASSIIi (France) noted that the Lebanese reproBentative had endorsed 
the solution advocated by the French Government, namely that the covenant should 
include certain measures of implementation,to bé supplemented by a separate 
protocol, / 3 9 . With regard 



39. V71thjpegard to the Irláî áñ proposals, he thought I t would he unwise to 
draft an abstract Instrumont o:̂  iiiiii^ementatlon In the absence Of any concrete 
provisions on the ri g h t s set fcaiith i n the covenant. He understood the technical 
argument raised by the Indian delegatlon, but thought that where an instminent 
proclalued c e r t a i n r i g h t s spedlfic provision should be made for the impioraentatloh 
of those r i g h t s . Moreover, as tho representative of Uruguay had pointod out, 
the mere Bignlng of the covemnt would represent considerable progress. 
h o , The French proposal suggested that a spécial body should be set up 
which would be responsible f o r ensuring respect of human rights and fxindamental 
freedoma.. That proposal should be coinbined with the covenant into an 
i n d i v i s i b l e whole and with that as a basis, the Commission could consider 
wliat further progress could be made. He did not f e e l i t would serve any-
useful purpose, however, to prepare one instrument setting f o r t h human r i g h t s , 
and a separate document con-talning the measures of the'implementation of 
-those r i g h t s . 

hl» The GEAIEMA-îI suggested that the Commission should at-tempt to c l a r i f y 
i t s views on the general question of •implementation. She noted that many 
members f e l t the covenant should contain measures of implemen^fcatibn with regard 
to disputes betV'Teen Sta-te and S-tate, and that there was some sentiment i n 
favour of an a u x i l i a r y protocol containing supplementary measures of iraplemen-ta-
t i o n , which States would be free to accept or r e j e c t as they wished. 
hZ* She thought i t would be d i f f i c u l t f o r the Commission to reach a 
conclusion on the t h i r d , fourth and f i f t h questions raised by the Indian 
delegation u n t i l a basic -text was before the Commission. 

43. I n reply to Mr. ШШШ (Egypt), Mr. CASSIN (France) thought the 
question of the relationship between the proposed United Nations organ áhd the 
In-ternational Court of Justice should be discussed when the Commission took up 
the French proposal to crea-te such a 'body. The Commission'should f i r s t decide 
the preliminary question vbetber an ad hoc body or a permanent organ should be 
set up before d i s c u s s l i ^ any concre-te proposals. 

k h , Mr. KÏPOU'(Greece) agreed that the Qommission should f i r s t take a 
decision'on p r i n c i p l e before acting on thç Indian proposal, 

, Д5., In reply 



^ 5 » I n reply to the С В Ш Ш М , Mrs. ЩЕПА (India) said there \та.в no need 
to vote on her propoeals u n t i l the sp e c i f i c issues had been thorouGhl;r debated. 
I f necessary, a committee could then be set up to work out a draft f o r the 
Commission's consideration. 

ht» The CEAIHyiAK thought the fourth question raised i n the Indian state
ment could not be answered u n t i l detailed proposals were put before the Commission. 
^7» I f the Commiasion could reach a consenaus of opinion, i t might be 
poesible to prepare a j o i n t text which would meet with general support. 

HQ, Miso ЪО\Ш (United Kingdom) said i t could not be assumed that a 
sub-committee could prepare a text satisfactory to the entire Cocmiasion. 
49. A decision on the t h i r d question put by the Iridian delegation should 
be taken, f o r the entire discussion would depend on that decision. I f the 
Coriimission thought i t would be better to establish a pencanent organ, the 
French proposal would be most suitablej but i f i t preferred an ad hoc body, 
the j o i n t United States and United Kingdom propoaal would seem to recommen.d 
i t s e l f . The advantages of a permanent organ should be expounded, however, 
before the Commission cane to any conclusion on the question of p r i n c i p l e . 

5 0 . Ilrs. МШН1.А (India) re c a l l e d that at a previous session the Australian 
delecatlon, l i k e the Implementation G-roup, had been i n favour of a permanent body. 

5 1 . Mr. V7BITLAM (Australia) thought the f i n a l objective should be to 
establish an international court to handle infringements of human r i g h t s , but 
that need not necessarily be the Commission's immediate goal. Every aspect 
of the question should be considered, including the further steps which could 
be taken a f t e r the i n i t i a l agreement had been l a i d do\m. 
5 2 . At a l a t e r stage his delegation intended to propose that the Inter
national Law Commission should be asked to give the matter further study. The 
basic l ^ ^ l j f c i o ^ before the Commission, however, waa what could be done at the 
present/to implement instrumants of international law. Бе considered the 
proposals before the Commission as tentative sugj-estions on which to begin 
the debate. 

/ 5 3 . He f e l t 



Е/СКЛ/5В.17б 
Page Ik 

53. He f e l t there was a sincere-desire on .'the part of the Ccfflmission to do 
everything •'possible i to make the ̂ -covenant a r e a l instrument • of international law. 
When i t decided how f a r i t could go at the present stage,.it could consider ways 
and means of giving f u l l e r s a t i s f a c t i o n to the hopes and aspirations vhich the 
peoples of the world placed i n the covenant; 

5^. The-CHAIRtiAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, said the Joint United States and; United Kingdom proposal favoured the 
creation of an ad hoc body to handle disputes between State and State. I t was 
d i f f i c u l t to foresee the extent of• that body':s a c t i v i t y . : The covenant could 
be amended to provide for the creation of a permanent body, i f necessary. 

'55. Most согдп-Ьг1эй, sha felt,- would be w i l l i n g to begin imp lement at iOsn 
prócediAreá' i n a modest'way. • Fvirthermore, the expense of creating a permanent 
i n s t i t u t i o n might deter many States from adhering to the covenant. I t would 
therefore-seem wiser to.adopt-the Joint proposal and modify that procedure i n 
the l i g h t of future developments. 

5'6. Mr. KYEOU (Greece) thought i t would be easier to reach a decision 
after the avithors had f u l l y explained the various proposals before the 
Commission. 

Thê  meeting rose at 1 p.m. 

10/5 a.m. 




