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' Mr. BEUMPHREY -~ ' Director, Human Rights Division
Mr. DAS S | .
Mise KITCHRN g eeretaries of thc Commission

RECOMMENDATTONS CONCERNING INTERNATIONAL FESPECT FOR THE SELP—DFT”R&T”’mTON Gy
PEOPLES (A/L.102, A/L.106, 4/2112, E/CN.}4/516, E/CH. h/6h9, B/Ch.L/657,
E/CN.b/L.2Y, E/CK.4 1,22, B/oN.b/L. 23/Rev.l, B/CN.4/1L.2k4, E/CN h/1,.25,
' E/CN.A/L.QG, B/CN.4/L.27, E/CH.4/1.28, B/cu.b4/L.28/Rev. 1, B/CH.b/L.25,
E/CH.4/L.30) (continued)
_ Mr. HOARE (United Kingdecm) proposed that the Commission should egree
- for the time being to postpone'the discussion of whether the'article onithe
right of self-determination of peoples should be inserted in one or botk of the

covenants. - Much would be gained by first sgreeing cn the text of the article.

»  Mr. MOROZCV (Union of Soviet Seeialist Republics) egreed that it would
:_betadviSable to defer the guestion of where to place the erticle on self~ .

determination.

Mr, KYROU (Greece) agreed with the proposal to defer disc¢ o - but

rped the Commxfslon to keep the problem constan ly in mind.

The CBATRMAN stated that the Commission would prepare the text and
at a leter stage discuss the most appropriate position in the covenant @ra

covenante for the article on °ﬁlfvdeuerm1nation.

_ Mr. VALZNZ UFLﬁ (c hlle) gought clarif;cation of tne uhirﬂ pﬂragrapb of
the USSR draft resolution (E/cw.4/1..21) relating to natloaa¢ m:noritjes,
adm&ttudlj a very complletcd pIoulcm presenting broad . dif*erence, in verious
parts of the world. Tn the lluht of the definition. of m1noritles drafted by
the uub—Commlssion .on, Preventlvn of Dlscrlminatlon and Protection of Mlnorlulﬁ°
the Uqu text commlttlnq States to ensure to miﬂOIItLEu the right to hgve. the:z g
own schools, libraries etc., presented grave problems parf1cuLarl7 in the '
case of under-populated countries which hed enbharked on & policy of Jarge—scqle ‘
impigration. . In addition to the broad economiu and practical implications, ‘ "
such a provision would retard the process of assimilation of immigrants ;nto thP 

community end would prevent the formation of a hcmcgeneous gociety. -
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Te alsc wished to point out that in somo cases the right t9 use &
native languag.e served to isolate grours from civilizatlon and wes often ueed

ns a means of alowing down progressive development ’qoward. irdependence.

Mr. CASSIN (I‘faﬂ.ca) gtatiod that the Trenoh de]egabion which kad expres.:
reservations on the principla of 1nolucl1ng the 1'10'111, of gel{-determination in
the covenant could nevertheless contribute to the Comission's work in drafting
an article. | ‘ | ’

Recént discuseions indicated a general ter..dencylfor a shert statement
of principle rather than a detalled artilcle,

He would be unatle to support the first paragraph of the USSR proposal
because 1% embociiecl & céncép-b of "nations” mot in line with the wishes of the
Goneral Assembly. The second paragraph was obJectioneble in that 1t gingled out
one category of Ytates instead of applying to all States without eicception. The
third paragraph on minorlties excesded the directives of the .Geoneral Aspembly for
an article on self-determination. While the gquestion of minori’oi:es should be
treated elsewhere, an attempt to introduce the principle of the rights of
minorities in the article on self-determination would terd to weaken the prinmcipi
of self-determination by discouraging States from ratifying the covenant.

The proposals of Trxdia, the United States and Yugoslavia shared the
‘common characteristic of aocep’cihg the cbligation of all States to promote ths
goneral principle of self-determination, In hlg opinion, the formulé. propoged
by Egypt vas too limited. On the thres general toxts, he preferred the Unlted
States propoeal ag a pasic text becausmo 1t ves brief, applicable to all States
and contained an important reference to the purpose and principles of the
- United Nations. The United States text might Véll be improved by additlons
from other proposals hefore the Commission. ' The Egyptian formula might suggest
a definition of the principle of self- detefmimtio‘n t0 be used in both covemants.
| The Yugoslav proposal was wo:r'thy of consideration becauss it had the
merit of including all sovereign States, Nsn-‘%elf—(,overning Perritories ard
‘groups seeking emancipation, In his opinion, 1t would be preferable to refer i
all States without discrimination, but 1if spocif‘ic categories Were to be named,
there should ue no omissions from the list, axnd ‘it should apply to all States av
a]l "‘-30{)139 without any exceptions.,

/He hed not
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He had not Yot come to 8 decision on the Belgean proposal because he
was uncertain whether a mere question of drafiing was involved in the tra,nslation
of "constitutional processes The point required clarification.

In general, he approved the sescond paragraph of the United States text.
In his "op'irii‘on,‘ recognition of tls rights of otier States would serve to
strengthen rather than weaken the principle of gslf-determination.

Tue remalnder of the Yugnsiav, Indlan and Chilemn proposals wves.
prématurs at the tresent stags because they rolated to recormendations ard in
all cases would requive protracted study and investigation. The Chilean ‘proposal
reiged importent questions of principls., I? self-determination included
inalisnable squere ignty by the people over their natural resources, all "
intsrmatioral agreements would be sublect to reTeoetion by either of the parties.
Technleal sssistance and othed programms of inmbsrmationsl cé-operation would
be discoureged If g0 sweeping a formmla were adopted without edequa'be study.

Such proposale should not be pat to the vote but should_ be eermarked for
extensive study and investigation, : '

He could no% acoept ths Tolish ame ndment because it resembled the U%

proposal, which he had deolawed hs cowid not eupport

Mr. EORATINSKT (Dol La“x sta tod. tha’ if the Commlssion was prapared
to Jom in implementing the reaol; slon of the Ceneral Assembly an adopied rather
than to limit 2ts political and lLugnl coaseCvsnces , the best gourse ofha,c'stion
would be approval of tue USER resolubion ernbej.y'ing the éeneml principle of
galf-determinetion and 1te practical eonclus‘ir‘wa‘ Tn any serious consideration
of the subject, the gecond paragraph wab en es.—xentlal element The right to
Bglf- detemmatfon could not be fully ensured \uthout guaranteeing the rlght af
niatlonal minorities to use their mative tongue a.nd to have their ‘own cultural
ard educa‘tiona'i 1nstitutions. |

In 2is opinion, the search for d.efmitione wa.s unneeessary as self-

d.etermination & muld. be proc.Laimed. for ﬁ--hl-n

/The United States
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 The United States proposal sought.to weaken the principle of self-
‘detarmination and legalize the colonial syetem, Its reference to "propor
regard fdf the rights of other States" would undermine the principle of self=
determination and constitute & step bankword _
The Polish delegetion considered the I syphilan and Ghilean propasuls
accaptanle end would support them.

. Mre. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) requested clarifieation
of tne Chilean vropopal. While it vas clear that past abuses of rights
granied under contraotual arrangements bad led to the Chilean statement of
principle, 1t aeemed rore appropriate to incorporatae llmi+attrnu ia such .
agreemanis rather than to include statements in e treaty which would 1nvali-
date contracls and m&ke lnternauional co-operation imnosdible.. uatisfac+ory
safeguarde could be evolved without destroying al¢ popslbllity of internationa’
asslatance. Bhe could not support the Chilean propesal in its present form
but might £ind it acceptable if 1ts wording mare changed. :

erthermore, sovereianty rested in States and the people might not
have title to the natural wealth, Tha Chllean propogsl seemed o invclve
complieated matters of State uueoeasion which should not be mentiowpd without
~reference to such questions as the publie debt etc. It would be manifestly
imposgibTe for fhe goegenans to meed all'the verying circumstances of
1ndividual cases, ‘ | .

‘ The Indlan propogal f01lawcd tho epacifie l@nnuqﬂo of ths Gencral
Assemb Yy in its opening aentence except for the word "sha11” In ber.
opinion, the language of the Gensral Assembly was preferaile,

| The limitation of the propo»al to large cﬁmpact navienal. groups
'making a conscious demand ‘nmight lead to dlvergent interpretatlonﬂ. Moreover,
difficulmies might ariee regardlqg the proposal for educetion by the.
Trusteeship Councll. , '
’ The thoﬂlav pronoaa' s weak because 1t entered into grest
'detail on secession and independence and failed to mnntion other methoda by

/vhieh poople.
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which‘ people might appronriately express 'bhéir will. Also it failed to

extend the right to peoples already o:v."ga.nized‘inv independent Sta‘,tes or to |
stress the cbligation to maintain independence end freedom. As an exha.us“'oi‘v'e,'
illustrative List could.uot be given, it vould bevpreferable‘mérely te stale
the principle. The United States delogation would therefore be‘cblige& to
vote againgt the Tugoslav proposal. -

Mr. AZKOUL (Iebanon) wlshed %o explain his delegation g provxsional
position on the varlous proposals tefore the Sommissicn, No ome of those
texts appeared entirely adequate, but he hoped that by werking on them the
Commlasion would evolve scmehhing aa.“bisfactovy. ‘

The following considerations had to be kept in mind: the e.rticvle
to be drafted was Intendsd for a legal instrument; no matier how the article
was phrasoed, The covenant, and counsequentliy the.article iteelf, would be
bindiné only on the parties to ‘sha‘b Angtrument; ih‘dra.fting the sxrtiele, it
was nscessary to comply with certeln express instructions of the General
Agsembly and o interpret corractly the General Astembly's vlews; and, aa
it was not the result of long study, the erticle should not be unduly
detaliled, lest its pro‘uswons be misinterpreted.

. He then procesded to cxamine the various prcp'casals in tﬁm, '.L’he
firet paregraph of the USSR draft vesolubion (B/CN.L/L.21) introduced the
word “nation” which was not in the text adepted by the Generald Assembly. IHe

was not opposed to the binaertion of the word, as the General Auser:bly had
used 1t in its resolution 545 (VI), and its omission in the sentence in |
question might well have been involuntary. - If the Comulcsion d.ld not wiah_

to leave 1tgelf open to crivicism on that polny , newever, it might use the
Genexral Assembly text and then sugmest in 1t report to the General
Lssendbly that a reference to natlons was desirable, The Same’rama;jkﬁ
a.ppliecl to the Polish arendment (B/CN.L/L.27). ' _

The word "national” bofore "self=-dstermination” in the same pare.-

graph of +the USSR draft resolution, however, was less a.cwptable. The Geneml_’ o

Asgenbly had &t no time spoken of 'netional self-determination”, and the. phxc:s -
‘might be interpreted as meaning itbat peoples had the right %o gelf~-doterminatl: .
only on the national level snd not on the international levela R

/he second
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The pecond peragraph of that draft resolution was & re-atatement of ong
port of paragraph 1 of General Asgembly resolution 545 (VI); by omitting all
yeferonce to the other part, it distorted -the meaning of the General Assembly
. repclubion end made 1t epposr that only States having responsibilities Tor the
administraticn of Non-Sélf-Governing Territories were bound to promote the
realization of the right to self ~dotormination. The text should be complementad
- by a statement to the effect that all States veie 80 pound., -

The third pax"agx*aph introduced the subject of minorilties, which was
irvelevant to the issue under discupsion, and thus distorted the meaning glven by
the Gonerael Asseubly to tle vight of sell ~c‘Letei-minatjfon'. - o

" The URSR dralft sesolutlon as it gtood wap inadeguate; 1t spoke of Non-
Self-Governing ’l‘erx"itorieﬂ and minoritles, but failed to mention peoples within
a Bsoverelpn State, thus (nlnr the inpression that such peopJeo wore not
1ncluded in ilie soope of the proposed sxbicle, ' ‘

Point L off the Egyptian sxpndment . (B/CN.M4/L .23/k<w 1) to the USSR draft
reésolution contained a definition of the right to self-determination which was
not all-inolusive. The Chilean drait resolution (B/CN.L/L.2L). went much
further in defining the economic aspect of that right than the words in the .
Egyptian amendment, "’bhe‘right freely to dotermine thelr...sconomic...status",
would indicate, The Egyptian definltion might therefore be misinterpre ted as
Limiting the vight of self-délerminetion, - Furthermore,the referecnce to the,
right 40 determine social and cultwrel statve mlght be taken-by totaliterian
~ rogimes as an -excuse for burning or prohibiting foreign books, strict control
of ad.ucatjon y and verious other measures which wors - certainly not in the mind
of the eryptian rapreaentatlve. Vo definition would be better than an
lmpexfect one. ‘ . ‘ S _

Point 2 ¢ the Tgyptian amondment wew o nacessery complemsnt to the USSR
- text, which aid\nob contain a referonce to "all States'; bub 1t appeared to pub
“on tho same footing uta.Las which had clireot responsibilities in the matter and
States which had none, ‘ '

rhe game obJection applied be. point L of ’nha United States B.mendm:ant
(B /CIL4 /L. 28 to. the USoR draft resolutlon: it, too, gave the lmpression that the
B Stetes which administered Non-&elf-(}overnm{, Perritories and those whlch had none
o arlmlnie.ter hed an egual respongibllity in promoting bhe roallzatton of the
-.",I‘l{)hb of ﬁelf»d.e‘oermimtion, whereas Genersl Apsenbly resolution jlu (vI) m&de 16

[elear that }
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clear that the [lrst group had & ¢reator regpongibillity. The final text of
. the article should make that. dletinetlon, possibly by introducing some such
phrese ag "within-the limits of their respective responsibilitiss”.
| . The Tirst clavse of polmt 2 of the United States amsndment was
~acceptable, but the words "in accordance with ¢onstitutionsl procesges’ were
dangerous; they might be taken to mean that , if the commtitution of a metropollts
State prohibited seocessilon, a people under that Stabe's aubhority could nevey
‘hope ©o exercise 1ts right of selfe-determination. THo phrase "with proper vegs.
for the xlghte of other Gtates and peoples’ was equally 0bJaction&ble, 8- 1%
pormitted the exercise of & basioc right only provided that all the other -- and
posEibly secondary or acquived we righte of others were not injured thercby. '

~The Beolgian smendment (E/CN.4/L.29) was undoubtedly intended to wundo any -
posglble damage -caused by the adoption of the reference to congtituticnal
procesges in the United States emandmant. Should that reference be’ rejacted.
however, he asked what would happen to the Belglan amendment; he woudd have to
oppose 1t,. as standlng by iteelf it would appsar td sanction the rostric Lion of
the right of sslf~determinatlon on all exceph sonatitutional grounds,

He thon turmed to. the Yugesley draft resolution (B/CN.L/L.22). Tts
.second. paragraph centalned a dsfinitlion of a people vhich was ag J.md.equa’ce as
the other definitions that had bosn attempled; aceording to 1%, a “thousand.
poople inhabiting the seme village coudkd.call themsslvea & pooples The
paragraph, moreover, concentrated on the right to ssceds and omitted all |
roference to I{gmﬁélt‘—@oveming; Ta:c;x-itoriea, thus departing from the poéi‘bion
taken by the General Aspembly. . o - |

| The third paragreph contained & worthwhile 1dea, not to be found in obhe

drafts; that tatos which in eny, way controlled the right of self-determination
by anothor people should undertake to guarantee ita Iree exorcise. C

With roference. to the Indlan draft resolution, G/owd/L.25), he

could only regrot that t.h@ United Nations, and the world as a whtle, had not you . -

ree.ched the stage at which the .admireble ildeas it containsd woqu be u.pplir:.able. v
It wee, to ay the least, premsture to speak of a United Nabions enqul.c'y 1nbo »
the political dayelopment of peoples at & time when the United Nations had not ,
the right to esk for reporus on the politlcal developmenu of "the populations oi‘
Non- Solf «-Governing ‘rﬂ*ﬁritories. Incidentally, the frafi resolution. contalned .
a d,afinn tion of the world "peoples’ which wus vague and not suff iclently
comprehaneive y and served once More Lo prove ‘the -dangers of attempting a d.ei‘imtb

[The Chilean
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 The Chilean dreft resolwtion (E/CN.h/L.2k) containod sn ldsa which he
appreciated and would be happy to accept, but he fearod that as it atood, the
regoluticn would discoursgo foreign invesztment in the under-develcped areas

which were badly in need of i,

Mr. NISQT (Ealgium) romerksd In veply to tha representetivhy of Lobancs
that Iif the paspage. in the United Stetes amendment containing a reference to
"sonotitutlonal procogpes” wers not edopiad, tke Belglan emsndment would he

withdrewn.

© Mra, MENTA (Indla) seid thet ehe wap not entlrsly saticfied with any
of the texie bofore the Commimgion, including her own. Sho was upsble to
accopt the USSR draft rososlution becauso of the lagt paragraph which dealt with
minorities and wag plainly irrelsvant. She wee es dluturbod as the Lebanvwe
repranentative hal boen by the reference to "constitutional processes" in the
United States amendment: where no congtitutlon oxistod, as was the cene vith
Non-Self-Coverning Territorles, 1t was not clear by whet processes the right to
self-determination could be exercised.  The rafersnce in that amendment to the
rights of other States was equally nebulous; eche wondered who was to decids,
in caugo of a conflict, which grOup'a right should prevail.

While she held no brief for hor own Jofinition, she thought both the

right of self-detsrmination and the notion of "pooples" -- which was constantly
being confused with minorities -- ghould be tlesrly dafined.

_ Mr, VALENEZUEIA (Chile) rpmarkad that peveral roprosentetivos had
described the Chilean dveft resolution (E/CN.4/L,24) as dangerous. The ides it
contained, howevez, vag perfectly sirmplo and repruuantad no suoh dangers aa
- had besn implisd., - ‘ : o

: Tho‘Frensh‘rap;osontativa had said thet the modern tendency of States
waa 0 owrrenler soms of thelr sovéreignty whon entering into internaticnsl
arrsngoments.  Frence could afford to surrender some of 1ty Aconomic rosourcas,
a8 1% hed done under the Schuman Plan, preclooly becauss 1t hed full soverelgn.;
over them; but the countrios of Latin America did not heve complete Eoveraignts
over thelr own proporty, which was being'diepouod of without their being

‘connulted and. without ragard to the consequencea t0 tholr paoplaa.
/A large
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A large share -of Latin American r@bources was controlled by foreipn
enborprises which determined how much should te produced and at what prices,
which suapended production when théy so pleassd 1z order 10 keap‘QOrld pricep at
e high level, ard which.In many cases paid royalties not to the States whose
resources they vere exploilting bub to other forelgn enterprises from which they
hnd lessed conceasions. In all those activities, no account wad taken of the
interests of the local population or of the hardships to which it mightvbe
aubjected. . ' : ‘
He 414 mot think thet foreign Investment should be frightaned off by
the recognitilon of the simple fact that & people was master of 1t5‘pwn‘00unﬁry‘s
repources. Private investment, the most likely.to he eo affected, had in any
case dwindled of recent yoars, which wae one of tho reacoms that Latin America
wag in such dire nead of technical sssistance.

B would not iInsist on‘the.preciEGTwording‘cf his article, dbut would br
ready to accept drafting changes, provided thet the idee that peoples had s righ
to soverelgnty over thelr own natural rescurces was uriequivocally stated.,
Limitatlona to provont abusss of that right could bda included elaewhers.

AZMI Boy (Bgypt) wished to clarify his intentlons in veply to ths
Lebanege representative's criticlsm of the Egyptien amwendments (E/CN.4/L.23/Rev..
A dofinitlon of gelf-dotermipstion had heen 1ﬁclud6d in thosa ﬂmendments in viev
of the existence of two covonanta. The ssme idea had governed the Indian draft
renolution (E/ON.4/L.26) and constitutod the basic structure of the revised
United States emendmonte (E/ON.4/L.28/Rev.l), which wore divided into two parts,
under the headings of the covenant on civil and political rigbts and the covenant. .

on eaonomic, soclal and eulturcl riphts.

Mre. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) etated that her origiral texx
had been revised 1in order to meet the definltlon in the Egyptlan amandments,
 nevertheless, if the majority of the Commiasion agraed with the Lebanose
representative that no guch definition should be attempted, nhe wounld be praparP» '
to withdraw it. She pointed cut that the United States amendment elac omltted ‘
_ the veference to nations proposed in thé Polish amendment (E/ON.4/L. 27), aince

1t ssemsd that the concept of psoples included thet of pations.
/She pointed
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... . .Bhe pointed out thet. the phf-ase “gonstitutional processes wag in no
wa;y jntanflerl to 1imit obligations- relating to.self-determination . to. countr'las
whloh already had conf,;titutions, . The real meaning of the phrase waz that the
right to self-determinatlon should be promowd. by legal and peacoful means;

- no restrlctlvo interpremtlon deperdent on existing constitutions was- implied:.
':An example of self-determination that had been granted by constitutional processc
wad thet -of the Fhilippines, which had ‘been achieved legally and peacefully, but
had not been restrictéd in dny way by the Uniteci States Constitution. The

. rhraqe "and Wlth proper. regard for the rights of other States and pecples”
,,‘complemented. that idea by stressing that the rights of States and peoples
.grantin‘g and racelving self-determination should be balanced,

Mr. HOARE (United Kingiom) was not satisfled with any of the drafts
befora the Cemnission, but was glad that at least some attempts had been made
to daflna the nobulous terms "pecples” ard "aelf~determinat‘lon"'.

It vas evident, frcm the, debate that there were two ways of approaching
“the Droblom of including an artlele on self-determination in.the covenants.
Certain mpresentatlves rogarded the task merely as that of granting the rléJht
of gelf- determinatlon to. Non—Self‘-Governing Territories. According to that
5 view the only nroblems involved ~would. be those confronting the administemng
- authoritlaey, In that connexion, 1t had to be recalled that many of the l:ro'blmnq
whivh arose ooncerning mmorities wjthn Statas equally arnge .in certain -
B ’\Ion-%lf Governing Tarritorieq. L |
’ The gacond. point of view vas tkat of representatives who held that
."any oblig&tion w:th Tegard to selfudetermination st be laid impartially on
‘ all signatory States and miat apply in relation to every peovnle which claimed
self-dotermination. Fxperience had shown that the practlcal application of the
_ nrlnoiﬂle of . self~c1etermjnation coulri only be achiaved by a maxinmum of good will
and gkilful qtatesmndhip, the diff;culty of Bettlin{f such matters by a atroke
of the nen vag therefore apnarent. e
& ‘ With regard to the concrete pm'aosnlr;s beT orse, the Cozrmisqion ‘the
nrmolp&l dl:fic'ulty Eseemed bo be Jhether the directions glven 'by the Assembly
should ar should. not be f‘ollomd exactly, ... The. USS‘R draft resolution (E/Cn.lt/L 21)

/ redundant
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redunda.nt second recommandation of the Genera.l Assembly concerning States which -
had respons ibillties for the ad.ministrauion of Non-Self -Governing Territordes. . It
was the purpose of the E@ptian amendment to restore the proper emphe.sls on the -
oblinations of all States. He agreed with the Lebanesge rapresenta’oive that
there Was no need to include the phrase "and ratlons" in the first paragraph
ard thought that the questlon of the preservaticon of cultural end educational
institutions in the thixd paregreph of the UHBSR text was a qulte sapara.‘oev lssue
which oould best be dealt with when the COmmission considered the separate articl-
on this su‘bject which ha.d. been ‘Proposed by the Sub Comnlssion on Prewntion o:f:‘
Dlscrimina'blon a.rd. Protectlon of Mlnorities. '
Tho Eggpti&n &msndment broke new g,round with 1ts attempt to defme
geolf~ de'bermlnation, | 1t seemed however, that the economic ‘gocial and cultural
e+atus of the psople arose out of elrs umstances ‘beyond ity unmediate c’nfrol
and 1t ‘was therefore dangerous to aquate sel f-detamination with that oonoep‘h.
The Yugoslav draft resolution (E/CN 1+/L 22) was vitiated by the vealth
of detail tha.t it contained- several representatives had oriticized the text on -
those grounds ard he vould confme himself to pojnting out that peoples seeking
gelf-determiration 414 not necelqarilj belong to "a group inha‘biting a compact
territory". .
Thé Inclian drai‘t resolution (E/CI\T 3. 2;) a‘o 1east recognized the A
cl?fficulty of giving self-determination %o a paople whioh was not yet fit for
gelf -government, but it in fact proposed an amendment of ths Charter by stating
that politically und.evaloped peoplas should be pl.arecl under the protsction of thr
Trusteeshlp Council with a view to their education. The Chilean proposal
J_./CN 4‘/1; o) was also extremely rudical, Although he eccepted the Chllean |
representativa‘s statement that his cage was supported by facts, he had noted

. that his proposal conuernod the rights over their naturel resquroes of‘ peoples
who vere already Sovereign States. Such rights of States had nothing to do with
tuman righte. Moreover, the Chilean represen‘oativa wes asking the Commission
to write International lav and to define the relatiors 'betvaon States owning, )
Yogources and Statee or their nationeuls ‘sesking to exploit guch reaources. The
Commission was obviously not competent to deal with such mtters nor vere they

Proyper or Inelusion in 8 covanant on human rights. N

The CHAIRMAN stated. that the Commisaion wag 'bound. o conform With the
specific instructions of the General Assenbly end recallsd thet it had
done 80 previously with regard to the Assembly's directives on the question
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of whether one er more covensnts should be drafted and on that of the territorial
epplicntion clause. When the Commission had done aeverything in its power to
discharge its duties faithfully, however, it could give the General Assembly
its exsert opinien in o separate resolution through the Ecmomic and Social
Council, as it had done with regawd to the question of the number of covenants
to be drafted,

Mr. KYROU (Greece) thought that, in view of the general dissatisfactic
with the proposels before ﬁhe Commigsion, most representatives were not
prepared to vote, He therefore sugzested that the Lebanese representative,
vho, as Ba;pporteur of the Third Comnmittee, was best aware of the Assembly!s
intentioné , might prepare a working paper with.the tex% of an artiele which
wvould be acceptable to the majority of the Assembly. Meganvhile, the draft
regolutions and amendments before,thaf Commission would remain in ebeyance and
would ba vo*t‘e‘d on if the Le’oanes‘e‘vforking -'pé;per proved. to be unacceptable,

Mr, AZKOUL (Lebanon) agreed to submit a working paper, provided that
it weuld be presented on behalf of his delegation,

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that such a working paper coull not de
regarded as & proposal and could not be voted on, since the time~limit for
original proposels had expived,

|  Mr, AZKOUL (Lebanon) suggested that the working paper might be
submitted as an amendment,

The CHATRMAN pointed out that the text conld net be submitted as
an amcndment 1f it bore no relation to any of the originsl proposals,

-AZMT Bey (Egypt) proposed that the Secre*barmt should be agked to
| Prepare & paper synthesizing all the draft resolutions and anendnents before -
the Cemmission, in order to facilitate the vote,

The CHAIRMAN gtated the.t the Secretariat would be unable 'to prepare
such o docunent for the following meeting, since no technical services

‘were in operation after 6 p,n, N
~ /AZMI Bey



 B/CN,4/8R.257 -
Page 15

AZMI Bey (Bgynt) withdrew his proposals

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Commission should procesd to & vote
on the following day. ’

M, MOROZOV (Union of Soviset Socilalist Repwblics) supporied that
suggestlon in principle, with the reservation that any new emendments should
be discugsed,

The meeting rose st & p,m.

» 6/5 Callle



