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TRAFT INIZHTATIOMAL COVENANTS OF HUMAK RICHTS AND WEASURES Or INFTEMENTATION
tﬂml W-WWJ; lfﬂl-‘lﬂ-ﬁ: mlhﬂlm: #ﬂ-‘m-lﬂ: 'm-m-lﬂ-
B/CH.L/T.17: { contirmed)

Ariiale 32 {contimed)

Mr. BAYTA CRUZ (Chile} stated that if the Comstesfen decided to ipclude
& groeral limitetion clause in the covenant he would subeit an amndoen
exaapting certsin rights, in perticuler the right of peoples to self=determination,
from pll limitations,

Mr, JVIGKY {France) remarked thrt oome parts of 4ls asendsent
(5/CH.%/L.76}, 1n particmlar the words "requirezents of morality” apd "public
erder”, had given rise to Aifferent intarpretations. The Yugoslav delegation
hod atresscd certain difficultice of interpretation with regerd to the tem
“public order”. EHe thought he bad clesrly expisincd ita neaning by stating
that the decisions of the executive power were eublect to the control of the
Joliciary, which was in the finsl analysis the gusrdisn of rights pusrentesd
¥ legislation. The notion of jublic onder mipght, hewever, be given n brosder
intorpretation in countries which did not hewe the gano Judiciary guaranices of
lammn rights; furthermore, the work of tho Jecretariat had Srought to light some
delicate problems comneoted with that potion. Compequently, to alley the fears
of Sertaln delegations and to climinats the poasibility of ambipality, ke would
drlete in hie emendment the phrase “anl meeting the lepitimate requirersnts of

morality, public coder”.

Mrs. ROOBEVELT (United States of Americe) geid 'that os those words were
“eing deleted In the French smendment, there was no longer any need for the
hilted States amendment (3/CH.4/L.115),

Mre. ROSSEL (Sweden) reenlled that, from the tice srticle 27 had been
‘iscussed ot the Comission's seventh sesalon, her delegation had alvaya
"onsidered that the regulations relating to trede unlons belonged to article 16 of
Se draft covenant, Should the Coomiselom decldo, however, to include such an
wrtiole in the cowenent on economis, soolal apd culturel righta without the
Unitations set forth in article 16, it would be necessary to retain article 32,

The wonld therefore Tote in favour of artiole 32 aa ezendod by France.
JHe, MOROZOY

Y The Chileen emendment wus oirculated in the coutee of the meeting as
| documeent EfCH.4/L.175.
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kr, HOSDZOY (Ooion of Soviet Scolslist Bepoblics) seid thet, in view
of the Chilsan smwondment (B/0M.4/L.179) to the French emendssot [B/CN.0/L.76), be
bad nothing to edd. Hoverthalsss, if the Commiseion ryejected the fivet IBIR |
Evpoeal to the affect that thers abouli e oo gsoeral limitation clease in the
oovemmnt, it would bave to vots on the seoond Jroposal, to the sffoot that the
Camtssiocn sbould for the prossat taks no decisicn oo the substance of articls 32, |
Mr, IYROU (Cresco) var in favour of smiztainirg article 32 for
; Peyebologiml rescono, s such an wotion womld show e opirit of general coe
opeTation. If the Comiasion docided to inclods o gonarel Msitatics clause
in the covezmnt, Lo wvoull ask the Treoch represontative to go 8 otop further
eid £ withirev bis amendmeont. Thoe Ca=miseion could than follow the Indlar
ropressntative’s ndvice and wait until ths whols covemant bsd Boon draftsd before
adopting erticla 32, It could then re-wizmine articlo 32 end dcclds oo ita
ccntents. Hs would profer to have s goneral limitatico clause cpplying to sll
e various righta,

Mr. MOBOZOY (U=ion of Soviot Deaislist Repuhlica) moved the cloaure
of the datets oo nrticle 32.

The CHATFHAN statod that, when be bad pesured tho (ESR reprossntative
that ba wvould enterteln his proposals to the affect that thers abould ba no Ooharwl
limitution elause and that dacision on the suletanss of articls 12 sbould o
deferTed, the LG3E ruprosentative bed seid that he wves withirewing his proposals.
Ceutdoquantly, the Comaterion wes not ssissd of the previous gueetion of ]L'Ii"ﬂ.'lﬂijlll -
thet Do gemorel limitation clouss should be included in the covorsot = and
wnlese the Cosmission itself dooided to conelder that motion, ha could not put
it to the wote.

M, MOREOV (Undon of Soviot Soclalist Fepublica) resarked that be bad
clsarly said in Rwelsn that hs wished to maintain bis propossl with regard to
the previous gqusstion of prircipls, but that if it wves rejocted be would havs
mothing to add, in viow of the Chilean smenizent, Dy had farther proposed that

Jtha Cosmisston
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the Comxissicn should toke no decision on the mubstance of erticle 32, If the
Comsloaion ven under ths izgreasion that +he USSR proposals hei been withdmmvn,
that st bave boen due to an error in the intarpretation. The vote oo the
closuzre of the debate should therefore be regaried as invelid, and he would
withdmv his moticn for tha clomdre.

The CEATFMAN ctated that, In the absence of cbjecticn, the debats
was re-opened and that the Commission had before It the two USSR propoosls,

Me. WIITLAM [Australia) eoid that his delegation wes atremgly In
favour of aintaining the rencrsl limitation clause. The difficulty wms to
dotarmine the eoope of the limitatioms. I the queatiom of lizitation of trade
mion richts vas deferyed, 80 the Indlan Teprescntative hod cugreated ; he would
support the French smend=ent (E/CW,LfL,76). With regard to the idea of
frogreseive reslirstion provided for in article 1, ke 414 not think 1% limdted
the rights to which it applied; it oerely took Into accinmt the exloting situstion
and epsured that the realization of those rights 452 not otap at o glven level.
Feopoxia, soclal and oultural richts could not, here ond nov, be recopnized or
ary comultzent mmde concernlng them, without ony 1ird taticn vhateoever; that
would be petting too much trust in humen wisdam cod presclence. The papoac of
articls 12 wuo not to limft the rights eet forth in the corerant, mt, as the
Frocelk sepeedantative had Justly pointed out, to limit arditrary noticn on

the pore of Jiatuna

Ry, ZOMRE {United Eirgiom) apreed with the Avptrellfen repreoentative.’
If it 414 pot contaln a gemeranl limitation clause, the covenant could be
ipterpreted in two woye. The first imterpretaticon would be that, no llmitaticn
being specified, Staton were free to limit eny or all of those rightn ma they
chose, The pecond would be that Statea could 1i=it them only so [or es artlele 1
constituted a lindtation.

In a text which wouwld have po wide an ppplication account had to ba
taken of practical probleos conmected with the exerciee of the riphta end of the
sfvantages which sooer Individuals or proups might demend, The queation therefore
aTose whother, under the second interpretation, States would be entitled to
1imit in eny way the rights they recognized at the particular level allowed by
erticls 1. If Statcs were saked to apmme ruch extemalive chlipgations without
any limitaticos, they might well refuse to ratify the covenant.

It would seem therefore, that article 32 solved the problen of lim#ation

whioh was not solved by article 1. It rocognized that at ell levels of
Jrealization
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Tealizaticn of the rights set forth in the covenant, the State mat, in
irplemonting those Tights, take into accomnt conerete altuations end exceptlomal
casen, Tt defiped the mims apd limits of State sotion. It wvos a mistake to
mupposs that those wvero oatters which could be left to the courts. Evon when
courie Betiled qusaticms relating to methoda of anplication of laww and
rozalations, their decisiome were gorvesmed by and had to be in conformity with
the 1awe, Article 312 defined the oimo of thoee lawe, which muat be crepetible vith
the covenant. Obrigualy, therefars, s provision in the pature of orticle 32
wos needed to phviats any uncertainty with respect to the oblipatiens of States.
The Chilean reprenentative had said that some oF the righta in the covenant
could ot he limitet; the United Kingdom reprecentative felt, oo the controxy,
that all of them pave rise to verTy sooplex oroblems of detalled apili-atlon and
therefore Tequired seoe limltstion. The A1fficulty wvao %o draft a llsdtaticn
clauss vhich wea meithey too broad nor too narrow, Artlicle 23, am amended by
France, avsided both extrensn, and indicnted what elecenio hod to be taken into
account 1n izsplomenting ooy one of the righto.

Fr, DANTA CRUZ (Chile) sgrecd that in theory the Ausiralisn and
Toltad Kingdem renrsmentatives were right in affirming thet the limitetions 1n
article 30 were different from those in article 1. In nractice, however, both
articles would permit o State to refuse to apply 21l the rigkts set out in the
cowenant on the srounds that it 414 not guarsntee them, Fo dooands could be made
wuoder the covenant, even on the basis of article 1. Concequently the limitaticzs
of srticle 312 wore superflucus,

The French delegation had deleted the words "reguirements of public
merality end crder”. FBe weuld hawe preferred it to omii the words "respect for
the righte and freedoms of others” as a conflict, arlaing between the right of
peoplea %o self-determination apd the rights of individuals or groups explolting
a people might, in sccordence with article 32, be setiled in favour of those
individuale or groups,

Feferring to the Polish reprepentative's remarks comcerning the words
"na foreulsted” in the Chilean smendment (EfCH,4/L.1T53), be explained that they
bad betn introduced in recogniticn of the fact that certain rights oould by
theiy very paturs ot be eubject to any limitation,

[Mr, DUNTCHY



Mr, JUVICHT {(Frence), apezking cn a point of order, sald thet, Ima
#pirit of conoilismtion and 0 end the dcbate, he would mocept the Greek
reprecentative’s reguest and vithirew hio delegrticn’s ementment (E/CN.4/L.TE)
1f the Chiletn yenresentative ngreed to witldraw his sub-smeniment (EfCi1.4/L.175).

Mr. SAHTA 0T (Chila) cbasrved that the text proposed by kis dalegstiom
wad & fb-aserdnent to the Prench aarcemect and would becoms pointless 1F the
Latter wvasr withiraun,

¥r, JUTICHT (Trance) witilrew hic dolegaticn's cmsad=ant,

Mr. BCRATTEIT [Pelacd) re-istrodused ths taxt of tha Chilens sub-
. wmndment sy & Polish ooeadeent to articls 32 (B/0M.0/L.175).

Be axploined to thy Chilsen representative that thy words "in so far a2
| this may be capatible vitk the rature of theess rights™ aid mot, in his view,
imply any limdtation, since thoae rights, by their very zatire, could not ba
Limitsd iF tha geberel welfaro vas to be promotad.

The CATHAY noted that the tioe Lizmit sat for the subalislen ol
wmendnants bad axpized. ko Coemiseion cust tlereface declén whatber 1t would
recaive the Folizh omendsont,

Coemingaion ta recaivs the Folish desmt by B votes to 3,
with & abptentiona,

The CEAIRFAY Invited the Co==icalcs to decite ¢ tha [GIR represontative’s
propteal Dot to incluls o gezernl limitation clause In the covenant. That was a
sossticn of principle which wad zot covored by the rules of procodcol o sizmilar
gusticn had, however, arlsen previcusly and the declelon had besn teken that it
wthauld be put to the vols as & previous questicon if mo objfoctlicn vas made.

Mr. SANTA CRUS (Chile) recolled that ha had sudbmittcd an sosndment to
that rropossl, to ths affect timt 1f the UGSA propoosl was adoptsd, the Comisslon
‘hould consider the questico of including e spocial limitaticd clause in erticls 7.

JThe CEAIRMAN
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The CEATEMAN ncted that 1f he accapted that npendmect, thes 105R propesal

could o locger be ropudsd ms o Qusstlen of principle.

Hr. SARTS CHIZ (Chile) withirev his moesdesnt, axd proposed that the
Commioeicn okauld egrae to discuss the guestico of Ineluding & special linmitation
clause in article 27 if the USER propossl was adoptad. '

Hr. BOAFE (Uofted Mingdeam) thousht that the stipulation wes not
necossary aioos the Comilssion could in any cose Teopen the discusaica on eny
article of tho ecovemant. i

Mr. CHCREAL (Egypt) ehared that polnt of wvisv.

Tes CHATRMAH put to tha vote tha LR proposal forouloted as follows:
did the Commlsslicn wish to include & goperal lizitatlion oleuwse 1o tho coveoant,
aloag the linse of that of article 327
A ¥ots wal takan =mll.
In favour: Auwstrelis, Belpiwm, Chiza, Towdcoes, Goeseca, Indie,
Sveden, Unlted Eingdca of Oroat Hritaln and frthe’m
Irelend, Tmited States e Acerlon.
AEninat: Chile, Earpt, Lebenon, FPaxiatzn, Friasod, Uirainian
Goviet Soelalist Republis, Ualen of Soviet Soolalist
Republice, Turcelavis,
Abstaining: Uruquey.
Tha Coonioeion declded by 9 votes to 8, with 1 ehatention, to Inglude a
genaral limitation clavge !n the covenant.

Mro, MEETA (Indin) otated that she hod voted in faweur of mintaining

& gemeral limitatiom claute 88 che felt £t vao necessery wntll same Lisitation
clagss wap introduced o ariicle 7. If much n limitation clause wus Introduced

ints articls 27 in the fotwre, she Toperved her Coverr=ent'o right to reccisléer
the position,

The CHATRMAIl apkwd the UCSA representotive to state wvhether his jroposal
that the Commisoicn should not exemine erticle 32 wno baoed on rule kS or rule 61
of the xulen of procciura. . fHr. MIROZOV
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Mr, HRIZOY (Unico of Bovist Scoinlist Remiblize) replicl 43at ke wa
miing his proposal urder yula €1, ressrving the risht o osk for sdjormeent of
the dstats nnder ruls b% Af tkat propossl ves rejoted.

) Tin CEATRMAN put tn the vote the TSR propowal that the (acmilasion
-m&luh 50 dsainicn ¢n 1he sobotercse of artiels 312,

A vote ves teken by yolleemll,

In favourg Chilts, Barpt, Folasd, Ukminian Sorist Soeialist
Remublin, Daton of Borist Sociallst Tapublice,
Urugoay, Togmiaria,

Aan inaty Azatralia, Belgium, Chima, Franss, Orecéds, Ovedan,
Unitsd Xirplem of Great Eritain sl Dorthern
Trolagd, Ueited Btatss of A=ericn,

Asste ining: Irdis, Ieotanon, Fki13En

Tha CGosdscinn dcaldsd By B votss to T, with 3 abitnotion to d.al with
b smpbotance of articls 32,

Mr, WOROZOV (Union of Scvist Ecolalist Republien) formally mowed
ol Jourmment of the delata In coreriance with yuls &5 of the rulos of wroosduodv.

e, BANTA CEUZ (Chils) mitmitted an sswniment to that motion, to tiw
pffeot that the debate akoull b cdjourred wntil 23 ¥ay, 10,30 d.2.

The tmsrdment wor Tuisoted by § votes to 7, with 3 ebete-niops.,

The potion fo= af lorrreant ves Teibeted Y O votsy ta 7, with 3
abe tantions,

Tha . CEATTMAN imritad the Commefesiom to cormifar article 22 ta whish
e were no further soacrants.,

Speeking an ths representative of Lebtapon, be asksd that & vote sboall
o taken in mrta.

e MNALERYD (Ukreinion Scviet Snclalist Repudlin) thought that in riew
of mals 51 of the rulss of fromsdure, tbe Fremeh rejrosentative bad had mo right
%o withirev his smerdoent (27000 /L.T6} vinoe & subeszerd=snt hod bean submitted 4o
it By the Chilean reproscotative (B/0n.h/L.173).

Mr. shama oz
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¥r. BAKTA SRUZ (Chils) noted that the word "amamisd™ a5 used in rulas 53,
bad aL\C79 Doen talen et reflerring to an amendeent almeady sdoptsd by o vote, aod
that scesrquantly the ruls 413 nof apply.

Mr, MROZOT (Ualen of Soriat SBoginlist Requblios) said that the Chilsan
representative bad eot mds 1t clesr that be wos withimwing his sub-swndvent
ﬂfﬂfﬁﬂu‘-ﬁh sl tiat the Fronch represomintive could not imroke ruls 33 of
the Tulas of frosedurs to withiyew his smendment (E/oW.5/L.TE).

The CEATRAN cirfizoed the 0hilsan raprmecntative ip ptatect thot ruls
93 of the rales of procedurv applisd coly to aniconts vhich had Baco abopted.

¥r, BUARE (United Ningioc) sail that in article 32, tho vards “in
oocfornlty with this Fert of tho Corermat” shou’d read "in cofmaity with this
Covemant”,

Mr. OWALDED (Threinian Sovist Booinlist Ropablic: pointod out that
the quastien of [rieltro Was ariremsly soeplicsted anl poved the sdowrTmwnt
ef the restirp In Ceaoptomes with rule 49 of the rules o proociure.

ke ortion vos reteoted by 11 wotes to 3, with b coatsntioos,

Fr. BRATITIET (Polest) ssixed that artizla 32 shouli te @t to the vola
ty roll-sall,
A wote wes *akan by rellecall on the firet yort of articls 32 smding
with the wepls "Astermined by law”,
In_favour: Thina, Frense, Grocce, Indis, Sweden,
United Dinglom of Great Britain anl Newthern
Trelard  Unitsd Hitatss of Amerion, Uruguay,
Australin, Balglus,
Aminots fthils, Egypt, Lobanon, Fakistan, roland,
Uaninian Sovist Socialliat Remuiblic, Unieo of
tioavist Scoialist Ropudlica, Tugeolarin,

The firet soot A nrtfols 17 wok odonted by 10 wotes ts 8,

Mr, AT U2
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Mr. EANTA CRLE {Chile) seil thet be bed voted agoinot the first part
of the sontence becsuse the leginlstive limitaticn ipplied In it might e
dspgerous if the following tvo parts of the sentence were rejected. Bince the
firat part of the scptence bad been adopted,bir Sclrgatlicn would votz in favour
‘of the tuo rwacining perts.

Me. MO {Creece) said that be bad voted in favour of the first part
of artizle 32 and that be wvould alsd wobr In favour of the two remalning parts.
A _vote wes talen by roll-zall on the secsn' part of esticle 32, i.e.

an the wards "oaly 4% @3 oo me this way be curpatible with the nature of these

In favowur:

Turoslavin, luctra)is, Belgium, Chile, Cilra, LEYEE,
Froanee, Greece, Indin, Lebanon, Pakietan, Polund, Sweden,
meainten Bavist Sooialist Republic, Uninc of Soriet
Goclalist Bepublier, Unitsd Kirgdem of Orent Britain

end Torthern Ircland, Unitad Otate: of Amerizas, Trupuay.

The corond part of srticls wad olopted uhanloour

A wots wvng taten by roll-csll ¢n the third part of article 32,

begisming with the wveids "and znlaly”.

In fovour: Chile, China, Eqypt, Frence, Oreece, iniln, Lelanon, Fakictan,

Poland, Sweden, Ukrainisn DBeviet Socialist Republic, Unien
of Scvict Sceislist Republizz, United Kingion of

Grent Britain snd Herthern Ircland, United States of Amcrice,
traguay, Tupoalsvia, Australis, Pelpium.

The thir part of article X' vns ndopted wnaninounly.

A votc wvap taken by moll-call on articls 32 as & vhole.
In favedr: Indin, Dweden, United Kingden of Great Boltaln end

]

nak:

Horthern Treland, Uiited States of fmerico, Uruguay,
Acvstralis; Belgiuz, Chica, France, Greece

Lebanon, Poland, Uoreinian Saviet Soclalist lepublic,
nion of Boviot HBocisliot Republice, Yugorlavis, Chile,

Abrisining: Pakiston, Egpt
Artinle 52 wme ndopted by 10 votem to &, with 2 abotentionn.

fre. BOARZ
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Wr. BOARE (Uaited Kingdom) sald that he bcd voted in favour of
article 32 although be thought that the Prench mmendment (EfCH.4/L.76) woo
procescary and ihat +he words ™in a democratic society™ should have beon deleted.

Mr. FOMALEINO (Uiorminden Covist Socislist Republic) asked whes 1t would
e porsible to raipe the question of reviging article 32.

Tee CEATRMAN replied that ihere wvmg nothing in tie 1ules of procedure
1o Prevent that gquestion belop relsed at any ooospt.
Bz acnounted that conolderaticn of article 32 bad been corploted.

Frean™le to the draft covencot

Mre. ROGSEVELT (United States of Ancrics) saild that she preferred the
mmendnert submitted by Chile and Yugoslavia (FfCN.5/L.167) fo Ber own
delegationts amentpent (FfCN.4/L.54 vev.3). Eir delegrtion would therefore
vote in favour of tho foroel and wouald sk Tor & voie on its owvn axcndmeat only
if the Joint smepdpent wore rolected.

she arked the represcotatives of Chile cad Yupoalavie to agree to
replace the word "individunl® is the cocopd corcldersndim of their cmendmemt
by the werd ™aivil®,

Mr. BANTA CRUZ ([Chile) thanked the United Staten representative for
supporting the Jolpt scendment; speskicg for himaelf and the Yugorlav
representativy e azcepted the wodification obe bad cuggested.

Mr. NISOT (Delgium) moked the euthorc of the Jolst acendsent whether
they would spres t. reploce the sorde "of the bumap fanily” in the first
copeiderantim by 4the vorde "of the kuman rece™.

M. JEVAEMVIC (Yugoolavis) replied that the first considersodun of the
Joint mmendeent vap coushed in the sabe terns & 13 Tirst pevagraph of the
preaxnbles to the Univereal Declaration of BEusan Riphts; It would therefore be
prefernbls pot to char ¢ it 4o eoy way.

Jve. VETTLAN
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M. VETTLAM {Australin), speaking elso oo bebalf of the Bwedioh
delegation said that the Australisn-Sredieh amendnent (E/cE.4/Ls1TL) to the
United Gtates smapdment sbould pov also be considared ae an sacndment to the
Chilesn and Yugoslav smendment (E/CR.b/L.167).

Faragreph 1 of article 29 of the nivernel Decleration of Puman Nights
recognized the individualfs duties to the commusity. The draft oovenant before
the Commission ves coacerted with the obligatioms of Gtates; pevertbeless,
Etated being the s of individusle, the latter must co-cperate if the covepant
was to be implemented. The Australian-Swedish ascndment brought that polnt

cuk very clearly.

Wr. BANDA CRUZ (Chile), speaking also oo bebalf of the Yugoslav
delegation, accepted the Australisn-Svedish asend=ent recognizing that the
individusl must strive vith the cocmmity for “he cbservance of the covepant,:

¥r. CEXNG FACMAN (Chira) propoced that tec words "and culturel” sbould
be added after the vord "social® in the pecond comslderapdim of the Jolnt
Chilean-Tugoslsy amendnent, N

Mr. WEITLAX {Anstrolis) pointad out that the fustralisn-Svedish
amendnent having beon pocepted by the Chilean and Yugrslav delegations, the
wied "alac™ should be deleted from that amendment.

Mr. BOARE {Uoited Kingdom) thought thet it would be better to
raplace the words “his individuml mnd political rights, together with his
economic aod sociol righto™ st the end of the cecomd consldeymndum of the Joint
Chilesn-Tugoslay apendrent by the words "tbese riphta", the rights Listed belng
those covered by the werds "ecual mnd innlfenoble riphts” in the first
comeiderandus,

X Mr. SANTA CTUZ (Chile) thought that civil and political rights should
be mentioned in the preasble to the sovenant oo econcalc, socisl and cultursl
Tights to shov that althrugh tvo scparete covepante had been drafted that did

Dot msan that thers wvas 5o 1ink brtizen thon,
fura JUVIGETY
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W mihm:} mpported that point of view and remicded the
Comxission tiat the Genoral Asseably bad recommended that the tvo covenants should
contain as many provisions in common ss poeaible. Be therefore asked the

T.Il_lltm'l Kingdom representative to withdrew hie propoosl.

Mr. BOARE (Thited Kingdom) withdrew hin proposal, vhich had merely been
made 10 improve the wording of the second perngreph of the proschble but suggested
that st least the rights concerned abould be liated in the reverse crler sioce
thd Comniselon was discunsing the presshble to the eovepant on eccpomis, socisl
and cultural righta,

Mr. WIROU (Greoce) mpported that propostl.

Tac CEAIRMAN proposed timt the word “exsrclee™ 1a the pecond
considerandun of the English text of the Chilean-Tugoslay azcndsent should be
replaced by the word "enjoy” and the vord "together™ by the vords Mas vell ae”,
which wee irn conformity vith the original Prench text.

Mr. JUVIGHY (Frence) thought that the United Kingdes supgestion vould
meet the polnt raised by the Chilearn representative,

Pr. WHITLAM (Australis) surported that point of wiew,

Mr. BANTA CRUZ (Chile) end tr. JEVAEMOVIC (Tugoslavin) agreed that ths
words "eccocmic, social and culturel rights” should be placed before the words
"eivil and political rights®™.

Mr. KISOT {Eclgium) proposed that the lact parsgmph of the Chilcan=
Tugoslav szendoent sbould be ropleced by the worde “Eave agreed on the following
articles”.

Mr. SAITZA CRUZ (Zhile) and Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoelavia) agreed.

The CHATAMAN put to the vote the joint Chilean-Tugoelav aschlnert to the
preaable to the droft covemant [E/CH.L/L.167) together with the sldition propoeed
in the joint Auwotrolian-Swedich swentment (E/CH.4/L.1T71).

The emepdeent van sdopted unanimounly.
feropramee
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The CEATRMARN amntunced that at the Tollowing meeting the Cocmiasion
would begin to coBolder the Tirat cighteen ariicles of the draft covenant,
beglmning with article 3,

Yr, NIEOT ({Delgium) acked whether b Coomdcpion would t=ke amy decision
on the crier of the artisles in the covepant on ecrmomic, social end cultural
righta,

Tho CHATFGAAN replied that the Comiaslcon ¢otild decide 2o do so but that
be vould prefor to begin by dlecwscing wrticle 3.

Hr. XIROY {Greece) pointed out that the United States propomal oo the
arder of the articles Al not refear 0 the articla on the right of periplea o
peli=dotermination.

Mro. MCHTA {Indis) vould 1lke +n dnow as soem or possible vhsther or not
it wes propoecd to cxtend tho Commiosicmta sepniom.

The CEATAMAN arnsimced that he intended to ouboit to the Comzicaler &
draft rescloticn requesting the Foomomic and Social Council to nothorizs the
Coxmispion to extend ito scspicm by two weekn, up to 20 Juno 1952,

Mr. PORGEY (Unien of Soviet Bocimlist Republico} requested that that
draft reeolution ahould nat tecubmitted to the Co=mionion until 28 May 1952,
Tt vam ao deotdad,

Mr. HROZOV (Unico of Goviet Soclolict R-opudlien) pointed cut that
the United Etates Jropocal wo the order of the articlcs in the covenant
(E/cH.A/L.164) not only cmitted the article on pelf-detormination but alse the
pew articles apd thoss oo the colonisl end Tederal clauseo. Tn his opinion
copadderation of that quection abould be postpoced.

Jurs. RoosEVELT
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Mro. ROCSEVELT (United Stetes of Anerica) pointed cut that her
delegatite's proposnl referred caly to the artisles the order of which 1t bad
been ponsible to eptablish st the time t:= propocsl had been submitted; she wac
resdy to berin by considering the articles on civil and politicsl rigats.

It w3 po decided,

The meet ross Ak T. " ..

gfE p.a.



