e

INITED NATIONS v e

Pl
‘CONOMIC E/CH.4/58.303 4 =
WND

X Jue 1952
LOCIAL COUNCIL

CRIGINAL: ENGLICE
I S Em——— 1 am - -

mmmﬁmmmmmm:s
Eiphth Jesoica
SUMKARY EECORD CF THS TIGES EUNDASD AMD THIAD HEZTING

Held ot Hecdq: oxtern, New York,
LH ] H'nln.'mﬂ.ﬂ-;, :1- :'hr l':'.le at Jﬂ.:ﬂ lamle

CONTFITO:
Dreft intor-stionol covemenin or Ihman Rights and pensurcs of
{xnlemeatition: propwale fur wdditlons? wtic'es oo corronle,
Gaelnl wad citltared 1tghte (B/1U5R, S/0a.0 o35 44,5,
BN M LAA P e 1, ESON.G/L.055, Afonhickl, sfoabfuas,
ef b Lao ] Corr.2, BfCLA L. LG Aav. ) (contlizusd)
Hew wrtfcle propured by Frence (B/Sb/L.of/hov.l) (eontinusd)
Roraumadatlons of the Jub-Nraioetl, of P'roveation of
Diaerielinsion art Protnobivn ef Hingitios
You nyticle projacmi by Fronee (F/30.5.71.07)

Chaly=pai} Kra. [2H3A Indla
Buppuriour, e, WIITLIM Auatrlila

Fa-lagh



E foN. bfer.303
Fege ©

¥ewbers: . UISOT Belgius
Mas, BrETA CATZ Ch?'la
He. CEETG PANIAR Chin4
ATHI Bey Fpr=t
Hr, JUVIGHY Frereo
ﬁ_’ W Grecno :
He. ATEOUL Labenan
He, YAEED Pakioten
He. BRAIYIERX Talaml
Hrp, FESSEL Sucden
He. SLEVED treraind 1n Soviet Serizlint Republic
He. HOROZDT Talen of Faeivt Sacieliat Ropublice
Hr. BOARE Unite! X'n=t=a of Groat Britaln and
Lertl nvm I <loml
[iro, POCCEVELY Unttad Staten of J==wica
fir. SORSTTA Uonau~y
Hy. JEVIHOVIC Yunoalovio
Fepreasntabive ef 4 ppecialized svemoT:
Hr. TI7T0n Taternetion.l Lotour Or3mmioction
(114)
Reprepnatat ol gl L 3 At ]
Catagery B: ¥r., HOGEOMITE Compultatire Comeil of Jevieh
Crgaizationa .
Mia, EXER ; Intemuticonal Fedorailen of Buoiness
e, SOV (n! Te=fonelonal tarad
K'on LITRLT Interaticnal Unien for Child Vel aw
Miea GARTLAL interaaticaal Union af Catholle
Vezen's Leemuca
Kr, RYED i]
Hre JELBET Varld Jewloh Conorean
Hrs FEPLOEIG

foe~reterinty



e

l,‘t"-‘ﬁmtﬂﬂl

Ingz 3
Sacr- ..minuy '
M LIE . Division of Homn [ighta
Hr, EAS } i
m' FrCIER) Secratarisa of the [oosicelen

DRAYT IITERFATIOMAL COVERATTS OFf EUMAN RICETS AMD JEASURSS G IHFLLISICATION:
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Mo articls propoced by Frunco (1AML MGG ftev.), BANAML.165) (sontinued)

M. ARG CRUS (Chils) referred to tho longthy diociouien of an
article on tha right to cun property at ths ssverth secsaiovn of the Coralssian,
and noted that at that ti=e ths Commisolon had dccldad pot to Inocludls on articls
on the subject in the coverant, The Chilean dolejation remined opposed to such
an mrticls. The Frerch rovised taxt (EJCN.A/L.GEfiev.)) coatalred sy undertak-
ing by ~taten to respect the ripght to own progerty vithout 1ind ationa of any
kind relating to tho type of property or ite picuation. he Chilean delepation
was urablo o oooopt thu principls that the ripht to own real or poreoral
proparty anwhore vithout limitation cheuld be rocojmized co o [undamontal right
of the Individusl to bte pafeguordad in an internatlomml covepant, It wes not,
however, oppoted Lo the pational lagzislation of countriss recosnizing cuch
unlim®ted right to ovn prororty. It osemsd out of place o~ & coverunt that
wie dadicred to protoct the righdn of the individual and .o sremote hio well
being end persoml dsvelcpmnt ts protect jroperty richta, includin; the rizhts
of monopolittic & foreln enterprioss which controllsd ths natwol resowrced
of a country end thoreby iopedsd the ;-':.td;l.mqﬂ'l; of the cblcetiven of the
covenant,

The Chilean énlepption wno Irepared to succpl & provision lipiting
the right of the indlvidunl to ovn property to the gproperty noedod for a
livelihood ond for developoont of the Individusl in society. llo Jurther
sxtenaicn of the ripht %o [roperty could bo regasdsd ao o fundamontal ripht
of the Individual. He stressed the fact that 1% vas ths preropative of aash
State to accept or Teject the principls of unlimited property rights and that
in pary cassa the positicn of warious goverrments in tho matier yas wadorcolng
CHATL N -
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The laat peregraph of the French propossl vas o necessary corollury
of the principle of wnlizited preperty rights sot forth in the riret prrazzroll
Tt vas noteworthy that mrtiele 1T of the Declarction of the Rights of Han of
1709 contoined & similocr provieien restricting expropriatlen to cases of
public necesnlty, and pranting Just compemsstion with, hovever, & provision
for compengetion in advance. The Conwtituticon of the Fourth Resublic, of
27 Cctober 1546, provided that &)l property end all enterpriscn hoving the
charactor of & not{ooal public service or a bonopo)y muct becooe the propart
of tho comunity. o refercoco to cosprmsation wes mode, In fact, the
Feerth Fiablio had expropristed propertr oot enls bocowre of senepollatic
charactor tat eloo as ponishzent for colliboration with the encry. The
rrinoiple of the predeninance of the intorests of scclety over the interest
of tho inilvidual vao sct forth in many natfonal congtitutloms withouot
provision for co=pensatlion in cosee where pooe reotrictlen of the right to
avn property wvoo desmed ouioorriete. The Comlezion should not ineert I
the covenant a prinalpls wvhich 414 not gerreepond to n fundroental right and
whilsh merely reflectet £ oyatem fyoawalling In scmo aountrion.

It van alas rezontial to note that the firal paragrarh of the
French propooel ren counter to the provision of the article vhich the Com-
misnion hrd adested om the right of self-determination of pooples relating
to sovereipnty orer nuturol Tescurcen [EfCH.M/G651). It would be crtyearly
undeairatle, in conén of expropristion w!thout sompensstion to ondertakingm
exploiting a coumntry's rencarees contrery to the yrovisions of thet erticle,
for any Steto to have the opportunity of Invekin? en intsmotiooal covenent
on the rigkte of the ipdividusl In eddition to the provisions of & lav,
Pilaterzl trestr or comrention.

The Chilsan dslogation wvould vote ogainat all three poragraphe off
tho French proposal for an orticle on the right to own property and, If that
ertiole woo epprovnd, would wvote sgainst tha govenant o o vhole.

Fr. JUTICHY (Frence) said in explenatien of the revissd Frenmch
proposeld. (EfcH. b /L.60fFev.1] thot, vhile In the past, the right to ovn
property hed been conaifered mn individuel right, ito socinl aspects had

Joomumed,
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sopumtd incressing importance in many countries i recent yoars. It thercfore
should be Included smongs the articles of the covenant on econosic, 8230inl and
cultural rights. The right to own property skould rot be subject to pro-
grespive ipplezentation but should inatced be loplemented femedistely, The
revised tixt Lherefore adopted the Lebanese verding in that regand.

In reply Lo o statepent by tho United States reprossntative that
the third partgraph of the Prench propesal upplied Lo o partioulsr ence, b
would point cut that exproirioticn was an extresely brosad concert in France
but that expropriuticn, o legnl act deprivir: an indizldunl or frdividuaia
of property in the ponersl interest, s/t 1ot be confused with texco to wlich
everyone wof oubiect or vith ccaflscetlen of Froperiy ua f gstetlzn. 1he
provislon Tor cxpronriation wud essentiol In the French progpensl b el
atlention to the ippurtent poclel sopects of the Gueotilnh.

In reply o & question raised by the Yuroslay reprogsitative, be
sold thut liajtaticne of the right to pioperiy in the puv.ic interert in the
same wny o3 other richts weuld be covercd by the perertl regtrletive clouce of
the cuverunt. Horecver the seconhd parnfraph of the Frendh propoesd sode Lhe
right to owvn propercvy subject 10 the lawve of dhe country b wvkich ke property
vas pltunted. In gunernl, ratiosel lesdalutione made provialona far Lhe rpaen
clted by the rupresentative of Yo oelavia,

He explained that tle second parorruph of Mle profueal wes dntended
to suke it clwar thut in ail gueotions relating to property amnd oill Rupecta
of property rights, the lows of the countr, ‘5. wkiel the prayjerty vos pltusted
prevalled,

The French propesal, partleulurly Ita legt twe paray rngho, oust be
conaldered ne Bn ntegril «vhole. Axpropristion ahould ozcur 1= oeceordnnce
with the lov and the ovners of the expropristed property cloadd recelve
compenanticn. That Frineiple rreveiled in France snd In mace ather countries
and governed the relevant internotionsl declsionn,

Fe vished to point out that the provision of the Frenel Constituticn
cited by the repreecntative of Chile wvas contodned in the prenobkle ond not
the bedy of that dncument. MHorcover, it did mot weridpes the prinelpls of
compensation vhich hod consistently been respected In cooes of exproprietion.

fIn the
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In the notionalization of sll key induotries cogponeation had been wvritten
into the law ond the stockholderg, vhether French or forelpn, hod boen
indernified. The only excepticn wes & aingle Jndusiry wvhich had boen gelzed
o8 o penal sancilon and bad been oatlonalized.

1le French proposal woo logleal spd protective. The notions of
public utility epd componsation galeguard=d the intercsts of pociety ond the
righte of inaividusle. The French delegation vas hoverer prepared to
conuider redrafte of ito proposol.

The Balgion apenfment providirg for foir coopencoticn "in odvonce”
wvos in line with meinclplee leny epplicd in =iny ecuntries. Put coses might
arjoe in which urpent ressons pede coopenzation pricr to exproprinticen
inpaseible. Jottlepent of falr ciopensstico elpkt occur Lelore, dariug or
after exproprivtion Lub it wne cosantiol ko aafemuard hotl the righte of
soclety end the rights of individuals.

In reply to the W3R represcntative’s objcetlon that “fair
coapensation” wvas a vojue concept, he polnted sut that thit practice was
troditional und that tho tlird parsgraph of the French propoonl provided s
number of scfoguards by prohibiting srlitrary expropriotion and requirins o
dafizdtion by Inv. It vis 3 court that detempiresd the amount of ccepenpation
nnd that Judiciol determination provided upn ndditional pnfoguard in canco of
expropriation. In the opindon of the French delegut.on u refercnce to
coEpensution =~ post egsentisl in the Intercst of scilevin n mufriclently
broad article.

The CUAIRCH gtated thut, aince ell the opeakers on the Mat had
boen bhoerd, the debate on the artlcle ves eloacd.

Jr. GANTA CRUL (Chile) wid Mr. +XROLOV (Union of Soviet Jeelolist
Hupi.l.'nunu.'_l pointad gut wint ibe artlele deolt +ith o oot important aubleat
and asked to be permiticd to reply to tue now arpsents of tle represcntative
of France and others; If nccessary, the debale could be reopencd.

lir. Horozov sdded thas tie Cocuisalon hod nol yet decided vhother
it would rocelve the Bolplon omendsemt {(3/CH.4/L.105) to the erticle propooed
2y Frunce. hile ke would vyote opainst auwch e vourse, I the oxepdnent wvon
roceived it wvould huve to be discussed.

fir. ACEOUL
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Mr. AZXOUL {Lebanon) and Mro., ROOSEVELT {United Gtaten of Americe)
ware opposed to reopening the debate on the proposed article.

#r. KISOT (Pelpiue) rewmarked that the orticle had mroused co mach
controveroy that it meemed unlikely that the Commisalon could reach e
oatisfoctory spreement, de therefore vondersd whether the French representative
would mot withdrew Lis text.

Mr. JUVIGNY (Frosce) wos inclined to ogree with the Belpianm
representative’s understanding of the situstion, but thovpht that 1t would be
better to odlouwrn the dehate.

Hr. JANTZ CRU: {Chile] ond Hr. NISOT {Belplum) supported the motion.

Krs, POOSEVELT (United States of sserics) oppoosd i%; the Commiseion's
sance of responuibility elould prozpt it te Tinish the task it had begpin.

The mo*ion er the edlournment of toe debate of the item v .«f
rule 45 wvns adgpted by 12 votea to b, with 2 sbatenticna.

Aecommendntions of the Jub.Cocsisseien on Prevention of Dieerimiration and
Protection of Hinorities (EfCH.4/641)

Al Dey [Emopt) resarked that the Jub.Coc=lssion's repert
(E/CN.L/541) contained, in Anmex X1, tws rescamendations to the Commiselnn
whleh called for consideruticn ut the prooent stapre. HAecommendetion I,
relating to non-discrinination, had alresdy bieon curried out by the Coemlselon
vhen it had adopted nrticle 1, perscraph 2.

It could be spid thot recommendrticon TI, which dealt with the
question of aminorities, hod been pencrolly covered in the vorichs prticlra
already diceussed Lnsofer ab 1t could be Jenlt with at all in the covenant on
economic, social end culturnl righto. In ony event that recos=cndation shevld
moTe appropriately be connidersd during the dlocuseion on the first covenant
dealing vith civil and political riphto.

Htre. ROOGEVELT (United Gtates of America) ssaccisted herself with the
Egyptien representativefs sremorks.

L

fHr. JEVRFMOVIC
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Mr, JEVHEMOVIC (Yugosleria) d1d mot think that the subject of athmic,
religiows or lingaiatic minorities, with vhich recommemdation II vas concorned,
bad bean adegustaly debeted by the Commiesion, Tut felt thet ruch A Achate shomld
take place during the consllerntiin of the covemost on civil axd prlitical rights,

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soriet Sccialist Republica) agreed that
recommtdation I bad been dealt with In the pof-discrimination cleune in orticle 1,
but ves umadle to mgres that the sublect of minoritics bal been slcquatsly
covered 1n the articles on economic, socinl ard eultural rights alonted by the
Commipaicn, aince the cloude denling with mincrities had been sxcluoded from the
article cn the right of pecples to eelf-determination,

At o later stage in ite work, when it had rpprovad all the artlcles ef
Yotk covenants, the Compdenion would hore to decside which of thoee articlen
should bo inoluded In the two covemonto, in orler to comply vith Ocpercl Jooenbly
resolution 543 (VI), vhich stated that the tuvo sovenenip ohould centain ss many
oimilar provisions am possidle. At that time the Coemipelon could decide
whather an articls om mincrities, es recommended by the Sub-Coomiesicn ehould be
inclodesd in the covenant en civil and political righte alone or in both covensnts.

Wr. /ZKOUL {lebancn) 3loo egresd that the recommenintion on
mo-discrimination vns sdequately covered In artlele 1, Recomnendatlion IT,
howsver, vas dealt with neitber in the article an the right of arlf-leternination
ner in the non-discrizinaticn clumme In erticls 1, as the latter =roRibIted
disorinination on the gromads of race, language ond religlon cnly with regard to
the rigtts emmciated in the coronant, rnd those righto 414 not inclodle the right
of minoritics to enjoy their ova culture, or to profecs and prastise their owm
religico, or to use their own langusge. The question, therefore, remalned to be
discussed, and he mgresd vith the USSH representative that vhen the Commieplion
kmev the contonte of both covenants it could decide where an artiels of that
petore shonld be placed,

Tha CEJFMAN ougrested that the Commianicn should agree to take ha
scticn on recormendnticn T in Ammex IT of the Sub-Commisolon's report (E/fCn,b/5h1)
as 1t consideref that the quostion vem covered by article 1 of the covepant on
scocomie, socinl mod cultural rights drawm up by the Commisalcn, and that, ans
regerds reccamerdation JT, ths Cosmissien sbould agree to loave 1t open for
consideration in comexion with the covenmmt oo eivil nnd political rights.

At uma so eapeed, fHew
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Mew article proposed by Fronce Iﬂf{!ﬂ-hﬂ.E‘Tfl'-'-;rr-ﬂg_ﬂfﬂ'-'lﬂnlﬂfﬂﬂ-E]

Hr. JUWIGHT (France) said iniztrofucing the nov article proposed by
bia delecetion {E/CH.MJL.67/Corr.2) that the text was very oimple. Farogmmph 1
vao based on article 30 of the Universal Declaraticn of Husan Rliphto, apd woo
inteaded to opply to all the preceding srticles of the covenant ol ceanoaic,
sociol wed cultural rights. Its purpose vas to ensure thot States, when
sdopeing ceneral policies designed to guarantse the en)oyment of thoee righta,
414 pot uce pellods or achicve resulta contrary to the alna of the covenant,
ond that preups and individuals d1d pot exercioe any of their rights at ikc
expense of the rights of others in such & woy that the righte of sooe were
reduccd or even sanulled,

Perusreph 2, vhich was of parasoant inportance, wad bescd cn A
piovislon In the covensnt on civil nod political righto. Ito purpecn wog to
prevent Jrates, which bad more progressive legielatlon or hed sigrel more
l1iberal corvertions then the esrreupordiog provieiono in the covenant,
from reproling such lave or violoting such conventions on the grounds that
their obligations wndur the covenont wvore leoo than those deriving frem
conventlone or lav, [Puragroph 2 vas desipned io counter-bolance the tondency
in the covenant to otote the varioum rights in very jenoral terms. Such
gancral statemanto (uve the cowepant conojderable flexibility wnd while the
Fresch delegntion favourcd such flexibility, pararraph 2 of tho French
proposal would cnsure Lhat it wne not ohoged,

Wherese article 32 wer=itted certain limitations of the ripkts sct
forth In the eovenont, the French proposnl wuld prohibit lialtation of the
rights ond freodooc nlrendy enjoyed on the rrounds thut they wvere enjoyed to
& greater oxtent than provided for in the covenant. Connequently, the French
propoeal vould incresse tle oblipmtions of the States partles to that
loetineeent .

Thn reviued text of the promacl contnined in dorupent
EfCR. b L0 /Corr. 2 differed frew the arizinal enly on tuo minor painte; the
changen had been introduced in ordar to bring out more cluarly the i1dess
he had exploined.

Hro. ROOSEVELT (United Jinten of Jmerdea) onid that the mention of &
propocul to delete parmgroph 1 of the Fronch omondaent, to be found In the
revised Uited Stoalee caendoent {B/CH.L/L,10MMev.2, wao an error; che In fad
supporied thot parapraph, oo it morely reproduced the criginnl dreaft articlelS

(Ef1992). The United Stotes smendments to porsgraph 2 of the Fresch propusal
were
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wern intendsd to brosden it. The vord "exerclsed" sdded pothing, vhersos

"recognized” 414 broaden the scope of applicoble lov. In English at leust, the
word "law" wvas broader than "laws™ because nmnmmﬂmmt!mmﬂ
included both the constitution ond the statutory lava. The United Ststes
snendgents introduced no change of substonce.

AZMI Bey (Sgypt) could support the substitution of the word "lsw®
for "lews™, but not thet of the vord "recognited” for “egercised”. The former
might be taken to imply that there could be a long delay after rotification in
putting into effect the leplolation required forthe exercioo of rights vhich
hed mercly been recyymized,

Mr. MOROYOY {Union of Boviet doctnlint Ropublica) warned the Comiosicn
that & trap ves concesled in the Premel propesul (EfCi.by/L.G7/Corr.2). Tno
French repressntutive had explained thad oll his delegntion hod bad In mind wea
a ponns of proventing the Gtate frum uslne the coveonont ao n pretext for
pbridging ouy of the rights o freeduso excrcleed or guerantesd under ito
exioting lev, It wos, however, rldiculous te agouna Lhat any State honest
ervugh to oign end ratify tle covenant wlth the deolre to guarontee to ltc
nationals the exerclse of ccononie, suciol und cultural ri hts would cver use it
a0 & pretext for abridging them. Lither o Jtute would not vieh to nomze the
oblirations in the coverant mnd therefore would rct aipn it or it would sign 1t
and do everything poasitle to prosote the enjoyoent of the rights stated in it.

1n 1he French proposal weder conplderatios (EfCH.AM/L.CT/CorT.2) the
reul oiz of pare(zaph 2 woe in fuct yet another silempt to nullify the p:lnmnﬂd
{n the draft artlele on the right to self-deteruinnticn affirming the permanent
povarelgnty of the peoples .ver thelr oun naturcl wealth snd respurces. The
real and vholly objectionsble olm was to uce the exloting unfoir treaties and

flnr:nl.



i{g.gm.iﬂl

lagel Inetramnts t6 vhich the State concernsd ves e Jurty to justify the
perprtmtion of dominion over non-self-govercing pecples. The iptemtlon bad besn
t0 sow axtent mesied, firetly, by the perfactly felse snd abrad sesunption
produced by the French representstive and, seconily, by ferwgraph 1, which might
on the whols be soceptabls with a few mince slteretions to be sugsested lster.
At the previcus mseting be bed 1llusirmted with facte the way 1o which treatien
and sgresments conteining cos-sided bensfite hed Tean Impossd by strong covntries
oo wealey pecples for the purposs of axplolting them. Telen cut of the
historical contest of their impositicn, euch cooventions cfter locked Liks falr
tilstarel ogresxante or et least meemed to glve & quasi-legal Justificatico for
their comtinuance, That was ths resl Jurpoes of persgraph 2 of tha Frezch
mopossl; it ves Dot genuinely oopoerned with ecme hypathetical ataidgment of
exlating righte end freoloos, CGoumtriea wishirg to msictsin or extesd thelr
Power over vesker psoples, criginelly obtyinmed by force or fraci, alvoys sought
o purported lagel Justification. Thoee delsgations, therefore, vhich hed voted
forr the sdoption of peregreph 1 of the resclotion oo tha salf-lstrroioetion of
pooples (E/CH.5/663) should serutinize the Trench prupocsla with a vary wory eye.
A sommvhet einiler trep had been avolded wharn the Freoch representative
had baen coapollsd to propose the sdjowrmmest of the considsration of hiwm
Fropossl cn tha right to property (E/oN.4/166/Rev.1). Thers again the trop had
bean rather cleverly comscesled, s the fizal phress, which had bosn showvn to be
in direct conflist with permgraph 3 of the draft erticls {E/eN.4/661) on the
self-detarminetion of pecples, Bad been szbolied 1o & proposal otkerwise not
wmasceptabls.

Mr. AZEOL (Lebanco) agresd with the USSR representative that the French
Fopoeal required very coraful eomalidesrnticn, particulsrly in wiew of the
icterpretstion given. DBe hioealf hed thought that the intentior bed been iizilar
to that of articls 30 of the Universsl Imclaraticn of Humen Rizhts end dralt
articls 19 of the Areft corsnant, pamely to prevent Btates from atridging the
rightes of Individusls, He supgeated teptatively that the Icsertlcon of the words
“to everye”™ (& touts perscere) sfter the word “guarertsed™ =ight orercose the
difficulty; but be wem not yet sure thet thot smendrent would rezovs oll fanger
of sn Interpretatico euch as that given by the USSR represaptative; aince be had

foot yet
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oot yet fully thought out how it would effect the rlght of peoplos. Thy Fremch
Froposal thus smoded would be veluebls, becouss, sltbough it wes certeinly mot
vory Likely thot o State would use the covenent o8 o Fretert $0 abrilgs rights
end freedoxs slreedy szercised ¢r gusrsntesd, such a possibility 414 exist. The
mdarn Btate wos fluld; » Mrnﬂ‘lll.mrmt succeeding o progressive cme,
which had accorded righte in excess of those it hed wundertsksn to ensure under
the eovemant, sight use the covecant es a pretext for repseling ito predacesscr's
legialaticom. A further, snd more importent, cocosidereticn woe that the Fronch
Jroposal byoedered the covenant's scops by Eeking States responsiblo to othar
Cootracting Gtatos snd to any body vhich might Bo st up under the messures of
implomenteticon for Fulfilling the undertaking mot to sbrid2e or Gesogsts fros
rights end frecdoms othor than those statad In the covenant, necaly thoss
guarentesd undar the lavr or uwndsr existing comyemtions.

The forruls "permettent soit de redulre...poit d4'y porter atteimte®
=ight be clsarer and =ore acrurwts than the presept omd or than the ooe the
Balgien represontative had sugseeted.

Mr. BANTA CRIZ (Chils) 44 not bellevs that the Frorch propossl could
s Tairly dsocribed se o trep; the Iotestiom kad surely beot to sefeguard the
rights olresdy gueractesd by law opd existing comrenticzo baziles the rights
epuncistod In the covenant, He agresd with the USSH repressatative that it wes
mliely that any State would ues the coremast mm a protect to adridgs those
rights, marticularly in view of artiels 29, in w-'ch Gtatos recogaized the right
to the coatibuous izprovement of living stanfards, but tke poscibility msatiooed
by the Lebanesd reprapertativs should not be iprmored. The Fronch rejresentative
should revise hie dolegstion's toxt co that his resl intontion wes more
sccurntely reflescted ard szy sutplciom thet 1t hed bosn oimed ot mullifying the
Frovisiom for the salf-dstermination of pecples ves dlspelled, either by
Inoorporating the Labenaso mresentative"s auggoation o by on explicit
atsment that the propossl reforred solely to the rights of indiv!iuwsla,
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