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(2/-092; ®fcu.bfme8, B/c1.b/fs28/asea; xfonbfuaey, 2farb/Las2,
g/ou.b/L.232/Rev.1, Bfcu.b/Labe, =farb/Laks/Rer., BfondfLase,

/cu.8 /L1835, BfonA/L.186, E/cb/L.209) (consiomed)

Article 8

Mre. NOOSEVELT (United States of America) said that the purpess of her
amendeent (E/CH.4/L.132) was to introduce in articls B the sams limitations e1
those ccotaiped in erticles 13, 1b end 15. Faregraph 1 of ar*!sle 6 vas
embigucus sisce it could te interpreted as elther prohiditing .r permitting all
limitation of the right to liberty of movemsct! since neither of those extremo
interprotations was desirabls, the United Statec dslepation had tiought 1t
advisabls to vork out & fooloroof *ext. Her aasndment was very close to the
Irdisn apd French eoonfments _  -W.A/L.149 and E/CH.4/L.152), and there chould
be po Aifficulty in sgreeirg oo & Joint text. The USSR emendment (B/CH.4/L.123)
vhieh ssemed to imply that sceownt skould be taken of oaly those laws which ware
currently in force wvas in kor opinlfca celthor mecescary nor desimells.

Mrs. MEETA (India) said tint the Indisn and United States smendments
cou’d be cosbined into a singls %axt provid~d the United Gtates represectative
agrosd to the inmclusion of the waods "izpu.ing reascnsble restristions om tha
rights set forth in the prescot articla”™ after the words "geseral law”, GShe
gkared the United States regresentative's viev concerning the USSH amsadmect.
She could pot support parogragh 2 (b) vhich was at variesce with the exi:ting
paseport regulations of various coumtries.

Mr, CASSIN (Fra=ce) said that ha would drop his amendment if the
United 5ates reprocentative egreed to inclufes in ber text th “imitations
contained in artiels 29, sarerriph 2, of the Universal Doclar:.lon of Huzan
Rights, on which the French ameniment wvas based. To malls it eleer that the
ressrmtion in paragraph 1 of artidle B applied to the entire articls, the
figure "1" should be ingerted before "(a)".

e, rovie
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Kr. DOYLE (Office of ..» Eich Coemiesiomer for Rofurees) sald tiat tho
Hirh Comlesioner's Office wre of tho opinion that article J, ond in parti-ular
cub-paragresh 2(b), was npot cuifioleatly explicit; be thoucht that tha vl kt
of evory peroew to enter and stay in the country of vhich he vas & nation:l
should not be subject to any roservetion.

Mr. KIAOU (Creoce) dicaz 24. Interestsc of natlional soecurity might
mquire cortein restricticns to bBo lm.osed. )

ATMT Bey (Egyp:) cdjocted to the word “"erbitrary”™ in sub-parasrith 2(a);
there chould be no exile in a lideral snd democratio sacloty. The deletisn of
the word "artitrary” would naturelly require the deletlon of tho first part of
sul =peragraph 2(b): "subjoct to the procedins sub-paragreph”. He asked that
seraraie votes should bo taken on the word “arbitrary™ ond on thot phrose.

Mr. WI50T (Delgiw:) wendered wheiher it was owiTiciently clear that
the word "oxile” related to the ux_ule!lin of n parson froa the country of which
he was & maticnal,

Tho CHAIRMAI ctated t..t thero &-uld bo no dsubt ¢n that polnt.

Mr. ITBOZ0V (Unisn of Sovict Ssclalist Ropublics) was jrejerod to
sccept the Todiarn amondment (E/CH.A/L.149), But wvas opposed to the Fronch and
Unitod Statec smeniments (¥/om.bfL.102 =nd ZfC0.b4/L.13), the second of which
seriouely limitad the right to libeity of movement by making it subject to the
"pizits end freedms of otheras™. A nrovisicn of that nature would legnlize
malprectices such g3 thaee in the Unitad States with regard to peraons not
bolenging to the white race,

It had jJust como to his attention that the tranalation of his
ssondrent (5/a1.4/L.123) vis not exact; the Ruselan text jroposed the inclusion
of the words "of the State comgermed” only. That errsr in the translation vas
protably the reason for the United Stntes and Indian roprosentativoo' oppooltlon,
which he had bo-n unablo to underctani at firet, to vhat was 1er-ly a drafting

change .
fite. BOARE
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Mr. BOAME (Umitc? Kingdtm) sa'!d that his felopation found 1t exty=.l
difficult to draft an article which would at onco safeguard the rignt of liborty
of movement aod provide for the oecessary and afequate limitations. Es vas not
cortalin whothor that right vas & btasic oos, but in agy event, If IL were def inod
in general tevma, such & definiticn migkt have more far-reachling conseguonces
than the Comm's . *n interded. On tke cther hand the legitimat. - etricticos on
that right were 8o many and 80 vcried in the different circumstances of different
countries thet it vas difficult to foror:late them with the necessary
comprebenaivensos, ‘The existing text of article O seomsd to hlp delegmtion
unratisfectory from both pointe ~7 view mod he would therefore vote arminat It.

in the event that the { .nispion docifed to retaln the article, he
would like to subtmit exerdments to the Freonch and United States amcoicents
(E/od.bfL.152 and EfeK.b/L,132). Stotes should be left greater freedca oo
rogards the limitation of the right to liberty of movemeat, and tho United [tates
and French esecdmente vere not eufficleotly far-reaching jn that reppect; tho
general provision mononed by Indls (EfCL.4/i.149) van more natisfactory though
it mipht to criticized for allouins too preat a limitatiocn of that right. He
therefore jTonceod Introducing: in the Unitel States toxt the idea of economlc
and sociel well-being =- vhich would jJusiify ecoe restrictions which wese oocessary
end vhich did mot come wiilkhln eny of the cateporien sjeciflicd !n the Unlted ftatas
text -- a8 woll aa that of jreventlon of crlme ard dlscrder. Those, of course,
were very oxtensive limitatloos, but which nonstheslesn were espential I the
Cesniiceicn decldrd to maintain articls 8.

Mr. C/"""H (Fiance) sald that in ordeyr to elmplify th. * =mioslon's work,
he would ayree to taking the Unlited Statep sdendment ae & wvorking tost if the waln
idea of the Indicn smendement and the coccepts of gemeral pecurity and well-being
wore Included im it. Es cooaldered that the 1E=5R regescotative’s criticles of
the reservation in regerd to tho ~ighte and froedose of others was Justified, and
he hoped that the United States ..  rescotatlve would om't that reference,
especially since the poiot was fully covered by the conceyt of public order. The
United Kindom essndment wvas canentially a recopitulation of the ldeas In
articls 2) of the Universal Doclaration of Human Riphts, and that belng the cass it
would be bettor If the exact vorde of tho article were rojerted,

Mro. MEHTA (Iodja) 414 not am+3 with the United Kinplom representative
vho had alvays opposel the article on tha right to liberty of movemsnat; In Tact,
ehe thought that, 1f freedom of sprech omd ihe 1ight of mnsociation were human
rights, then the right to liberty of movement was equally a human right.

S MHITLAM
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Mr, WEITLAM ( ustralia) stated that erticls - mipht give riee to a~rime

difficulties for it 41d not take into sccount the de facto situaticn exioilng

in cortain ccuntiries; for instence, in certain territories under Australian
Jurisdiztion, the Govermment had to restrict to o cortoin extent the ripht o’
u'lr;ll.:.n indigemous tribes to liborty of movement, 'in the intoreat of the tribes
themsolvos and in full a;roemont with the Trustoechip Council. That article
sould therefore be delated; If the majority of the Cmmicslen cbjected he

woauld cupport the Indlan amondment vhich made the article more reallsile by
batter adapting it to exlating circumstances. The emsndmonts projnoel Ly the

United Kingiom representiative would in that casd also be nsoentinl.

It we: oles diffiecult for the Australian delogavion t -20pt poragrarh
2{b). It had alreniy =ads its vicws on that pint Inmown ot the cizth seasion
of the Comuieslon. It c-uld sccept the paracraph only if the idea of "pormcnent
residonce” was introfuced: the expresalon "paticnal® wvas Inadoquate as far es
atictralla woa concerned.

Hra. ROCG VELT (Un!ted Ttatow of Anerica) su’d tha® her Zelogatlion
wonld voto in favcur of maintaining article 3. Che agreed o Introduce Into
her delegation's emendmont (./CH.L/L.13.') the !4sa of penoral well-beliry, but
she vas not sure that the !des of “uoomtmic mnd poclel well-being" wac
dsalrabls and sho would ask for o sspar..o ¥o'9 on thoose wvarcs.

Mr. EYROU (Creece) cugpested that “he authors of the various mendmonts
and cub-smond=ents should meot to dreft a Jolnt text; in tho moaniime the
Cemmipalon csuld bezin ceralderation of article D.

Mra. ROCCSVELT (United States of Amsrica) thousht th. Cremiseien nuzht
first tu dooide whethor it wished to meintain paraxarh 2(a) of erticle ", It
would be difficult to vots cn the tox: I1f the word "arbitrers” were removed.

Hr. FOR0ZOY {(Unlon of Soviet Socinlis: Ropublics) Indicated that he
maintainsd hio eoendment (F/00.4/L.123) and thot it wvao in‘ended to npply to all
the smendmonts to the initial toxt of pernorarh 1.

fir. DOARE
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Mr. BOARE (United Kinglesl) thought that pavesraph 1(a) should confine
1tself to protscting a;jainst State ibberferemce sach individual's rizht to
ifberty of movement snd freedon to ghooso his residence. ny attespt to protoct
that right egainet other individuals would invalve listing an éndless mmber of
sxcoptions, since the exsrcise of tho right was necessarily limited by all
sorte of material factors. Hs therefors rroposed sn emsndment to paragragh i(a)
stating ﬁlt everyans lacally within the terTitory of a Stats should be protected
smainst ey interferemce by the State in so far as his richt to liberty ol nove=
mant and fresdon to chooss bis residence within its territary were cancerTod ,

Mrs. ROCSSVELT (United Statoo of jmsrica) thoupht that individuals
should be prot *ted not only egainst the Siate but agpinst any - “or private
ind ividuals or groupd.

Kr. CASSIN (Frence) shored tho United States delsgation’s view. It
might be made clear that the rrofrezh wae concernsd with the peneral interest,
by dsleting the reference to ti: rights and fresdcma of othors, as the USIR
delegation had requosted; but it wvas esoontlal to safequard the right, not
only agairst the State but alds agnlnot private individuals and grouna.

Mre. ROBLEL (Sweder) .o nicd out téat the im.ortence of article B
vas manifest not only lm the light of the evonts In the Union of South Africa.
Msntion should also be made of the deplorable elteation of thousands of
Hungerians vho had been defrived of frce cholce of resldence and liberty of
movement and aleo beon refuced the right to lsave thelr country and settlu
olsevhere.

She found it difflcult to mcoept the wordo “lsgally" im ;arerxa:h 1{a).
Thare weive some 100,000 foreign refcgeed in Swelden upon whom Swedish legielation
imposed certaln rceldence meetrictions, twt whooe meseoce in Eunﬂ;n. wan legel.
'The Swvedish delegation was n favour of the Indian amendment and the
United States asondmsat (E/ON.4/L.147 and Ef.4/L.132).

Mr. AZROUL (Lobanon) recopnised that the right referred to In article B
might be subjoct Lo & very largs musber of limitations which it would be diﬂi:u.lt
to soumerate in the covepant. [INowever, doprivation of that right would

' 3 [eons derebly
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considersbly limit the exercise of all the other lnman righta. The Lsbanooe
dolegation weo therefore inm favc w of miintaining the initlal text of artizle O
and 414 not sse the necessity o stumsrating in detail the limitatione which
vould heve to bo epplied to the cmerciss of the right. It would be encugh to
stats that they m's bo corclctent with the other rights recognized in tie
~ovenant., Spcelfying lin'ta:ions vhich 3tates might impose would amount to
m'mqmmumdmuuﬂmn powor, which they misht use on the pretext
of the peneral welfare, to justify ell infringssenta of the exerciee of the
right.

The Lebanese dele-ntion would vote in favour of the fresent text of
article 5 and the USSR emendment (Z/CW.b4/L.123), but scainet all the other
ansndmenta .

Concerning parayraph 2(a) he agreed with the Zgyptian reprosentative
that the word “arbitrary” uhould be deleted., The vovenant phould not affirm
the right of States to exile their citizoms. Moroover, the practice had slmost

. -fallen into diguse and it van imortent to remove the last vestiges of 1it.

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Loviet Soclalist Republics) contested the Swedish
representative’s remarks concerning Hmgarian naticnals.

Refeiring to the Unfted Kingiem smendment (E/CI.4/L.1U6), he thoucht
it proposed much too broad o £+ ula vhich night result in limitationa
inconsistent with the other rizk.m recognized in the covenant. Like the United
States cmendment (E/ON.4/L.132), 1t did not provide that tho limitations imposed
by States should te consistont with the rights recognized in the Sovenant. The
Indian sssndsent (E/CH.4/L.149) mizht constitute a compromice solution T it
contained such a provielon.

Mr. SAITA CRUZ (Chile) pointed cut that In scoe countries, for
{nstence Chile, the pencl code provided for the pemalty of exile. Consequently,
he was opposed to delotion of the word “arbitrary” in paregreph 2(a) of article
8. :

4a to ithe right to liberty of movement and frecdom of cholce of
residence, article 13 of the Universal Declaration of Human Hishts mentloned 1t
among the fundamental humer. rights, The Chilean delegation was therefore opposed
to the dslstion of erticls U, proposed by the United Kinpdem. On the other hand,
the United Statss and United Linpdem mendment (E/CN.4/L.132 e-. &/fcH.b/L.206)

frrovided
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Frovided for linliations of o geoorsl Bature to which the Chllsen dolopiisn
bad no cbjeation., Howewver, it agieed with the Lebanooe delesmtion that 1: woe
sufficlent to spesify that such linitations muct be cdnsletent with the r°chts
recognized in tle covenant.

The USSH amomdient (3/C71.L7L.173) mizht be interpreted es euthorizing
States to impose ony lim'tations they wishsd; that would be contrary to the
ains of the covenant, which was intended to ralse matiemal legislatien to the
dsvel of the Universal Docleration of Hawmn Riphta.

Llth regard to evoryane's right to lsave his country, to linit the
exmarcise of that right would be to jJeopardize pood intormational releticna. The
Indien srendment (fCH.5/L.149) could be cordined with the Unitsd Jtatos amendmont
(=/a1.6/L.132) 74 would be eccepteble provided it =entioned r-. -~anable
restricticne. In that comaoxiocn, he thought it dangerous to iniroduce notiona
of nationel pecurity end public scfety, as States could invoke them to Juatlly

abuses ol suthority.

Mra. !E9TA (Indla) an . "aced that che hed caobined hor asondrent with
that of the United Statos with tho result that the phrase “consistent with tho
rihte rucognized in thls Covenant” vere re-intredused (Z/CNH.4/L.14% Rev.l).

The expression "oy penorel low™ was such too wide If it vao not
specified thot It meant such lmws a3 2 4t bo nececaary to Jrotect nat!onal
security, public safety, health or morsl:,

M. CASSIN (France) explainol that he hod of fored to withraw hio
azendment In tho hope that the wurds “penoral well-belng" would figure In the
revised United Stotes cooniment (B/0.8/L.132/Hev.1). He thoucht the leticr
emordment and the Indien smendment (E/CH.4/L.149/Rev.1) micht bo conbined in a
dngle text. He web not prepared to accert the United Kingiom soendnont
(2/C0.4/L.186), for the idea of "public order™ alonme applied to all the othor
rotione spumaratod in that amendmeont.

wlBC. . R the Float wi weeas T0 8Xile thelr citizer 1 rolntod
out that oloce the 19558 Doclaystion his country hed abolished the last veetiges
of exile which receined In force, but that it vas sotstimes more humane to
ooodemn & porson to oxlle than to sentence him to dotentlon ln a concemtration

canp or complete depriwation of “ berty in his own country.
Nr. WAHERD
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¥r. MAECTD (Pakistar) vos opposed to edding rov rostricticos to
articlo §. [Ee caphasized the importanco of the ripht recognizod in that
erticlo, particularly in view of tho croat human migretions that hed recen-ly
talon place. The delspation o :° Xistan wan [epared 0 accept the Ind'en
amanizont if it stated that the 1 .:'tatiuns ‘mposod by Ziatos must be comsictont
vith the rights recognized in the covemant,

AL Bey (Eqypt) cbeerved that the restrictlong propuwed in the
Various smendments could apply to paracruph 1, but be 214 not agreo that they
Spplied to paregraph 2, Tho ripht oot to bo cxiled amd the right to enter
ae'e comtry could not po limited by the State. Ee thorefore =ckrd ths
Indiian repeseretive to substituts in her crendmsnt tlo words “in this
rarngre-h® for the worde "in thie Covenant™.

Eo agreod vith dic represontative of France that 1% vas scmstimps
bottor to loa™ ome'o country but in that case he cwootion of free cholce was
2ot involved,

lxre VIOITLAY (Awtralia) opoged an amndront substituting the words
“of which he e 2 3itl wu or maticral and in which ho bao his ;.. .nont hoon”
for the words "of which he Zo & rat‘onel” in perugeph 2(L).

}r. IO50T (Bolpium) asked the United ..tatcs rojresontative whethor
poracanzh 1(b) was applicabls in "o ctoe of ¢ mon cricinals.

Jr. JEVEZOVIC (Yucoolavia) lovoured the text of article b ar it
stoud but he was prepared to support the Indien amondment (3/CH.5/L.l%c fev.l)
and the Egyption proposcl io dslote the ward "arbitrouy".

Mre, ROCESVELT (United Ctawes . Awrica) polnted cut that the
United Gtates amendment (20N /L.132 ov.l) opplied only to paregroph 1 whille
the Indian smond=ent (BLN.4 /L1859 Mov.1) concerred the articls as & whols.
Tho United Siates dwlogation oppcoed the United Dinglon amsndments
(BN L1605 and ELEAL236). T words “gorarnl well-being propoced by the
Fremch represcntactive should be voted upon separataly.

J ¥r. CASSIN
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I'r. CASSIN (Frence) supportsd the United States representative’e
propoaal .

Fr. Bin- {(Ynited Dinzdon), 1o reply to the representer ‘s of Lebanoa,
polated out that the sxlsting toxt of jaingaph 1 vas completely circular, pince
the right !n that article was itself ooe of the rights recognized in the Cuvpant.
The result was that the limiting words st the tegloning of the raregraph effected
e Limitevion ot all on the lawe ich might be passed to resiric: the —ight.
Even If the reforence vas intended to be to lauve which were couwsistent with the
Sther. rights recognized in that Coveonnt, that expressica also had o limitztive
effect becaude none of the othar rights hal any relsvance to the right under
discusrion. It was "lluscry to suppoee that those peocrel exjressicns gave
any [rotectlon agatret restriction of the vlght.

With regard to jaregrerh 2, the Lnited Klnglea mj.osentative thovght
that it wauld bo better to odhere 1o 1ls langusss of the Universal Decluration
of Fumnn Fights.

}rw MECTA (uaais) vellod the Unilod Klrpdcs  yepredoniative’s BLusittion
to the Tact that mrtizls 17 of the dralt covenant demlt with nonediscriminaticn
and thereforo affested the rijh: to liberty of ncvemont. ‘the relwrence to
“sther rights” wos therefore not without eignificarcoe.

Fre BOULY (Uniun of Coviet Jou'aliet Republice) afro.  ith that
stateront. His delegation would enppe  the Indien smsndmont (E/onb 1159 /Rev.1)

previcod that 1t wes not Durther cms:dod.

tire, BOCSEL (Cweden) w. A support tho Ind‘an amsnirent o fonn Lok e )
a8 wooLl oo the UDSR omendment (E/u.5/L.123) provided chat 1. wop rdifiod %o
incivie the wards "cossictent witk the yights recopmized in tils Covemanti

v, DWALEIMD (Ukeinian .‘oviot Socialiot Nopublic) otated that Lim
dslegation conld mot supserc the Uniicd Litated exnndront (= fonb 112 fiev.l)
and the United Dinpion msndmsnte (o/0%.4/2.165 and £/CT.6 fL.205) because they
openné the door to discrimizatiom enl antlcijewd articla 15, ‘the
Ulkreinien dslegation would srppert the Ul cuendrent (e fon.b fL.123).

Jrhe CUATIRAN
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The (" SIFMAN thought that the inclusion of the words "conaistent with
the rights recognized in thls Covenant” would meet the cbjections ruiced by the
re[rerentative of the United Kir .

Mr. BOARE (United Kirgicom) called the Indian represectative’'s attection
to the fact that non-discrimination vas not & right but a requiressat which vas
already applied by articls 1 to articls 8 asd to all the other articles
recognlzing rights. Geplying to the Chaliman's suggestibn, be sald he
Feferred the words “other rights”.

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States or Ascrics), replying to the questlos
of the Belzian representative, said that percpraph 1 (b) wns no more opplicoble
to s criminol seceking to lecve his country than it weas for cxomple to o natlonal
vho mhod cvaded military service or the payment of toaxes, both of wvhich wore
requiresrnts that in many ccuatrics had to be met before peraission could be
obtaincd to leave the country.

She 4°* not think there 'ns any reason for mentioning r sidence as
suggested in the Justralien e=cn! oot (EfCH.4/L.1E9) asd Ler dei.gation would
not be able to vote for thal oo m'ngut.

Mrs. MEOTA (Lada), »r-'yinc to the Valted Kingdoo represcntatlye,
sald that, though por-Aim iz »3 03 Oridl a3 05t & right, it cams unler the
right of ‘iquuit; oty Lo,

Mr. &'NT. ChUL (Cuils) aprecd with the Urited States represcatative's
observation concernin~ the /f.strollen secnd=ent (E/O0.4/L.107) and ecosidired
it necessary to repraduce tre luneuage of the Undversol Deeslarstion of Hu=cn
Rights. He esied the Aeriralien ropro-ontnt fve sleder he hod intended to
altar the substznee of parsgraph 2 (b) ty intzofue’ng the refercncc to &
pr=macnt Lono.

Mr. UCTTTAN 0 20 1%a) caetecl shat in hic countey eltizenship end
pationality wverwe 9% do: ool deodms 007 2% A ploL % enirp Fustrolia. The
final detesrmipont vod Wiisoor Larisacie A% L0 X pronL i oo,

Mr CASSIN (France, thourkt that the French word "ressortisaant"
met the point of the Australisn representative. He pointed cut that the
legal notiom of "sermenent residence” d4id not exist in Frence. e, DOARE
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itr. BOLRE (Unitud Kingdoam) apreed vith the representeiive of France
end thourbt that the best vay of dealing with the problem would be to use tic
language of article 13, paragraph 2 of the Upiversal D-cloration of Humn Rights.

Ml Bey (Egypt) wves sgninst mentioming residence because he felt
that pational legielstion should be able to provide for the expulsionm of alic.s
even if they veio pormanent residents. o agrecd with the repr . atatives
of France ond the United Kingdom,

lir. SATEL CRE. (Chile) supjorted that vicw but did not think tiot the
word "ressortissant” s satisfact - solutlon. BEe preferred to ke:p the lengunge
of i Universcl Leclaration of L.san Highte.

Hrs. ROOSSVELT (Unitcd Statec of America) suggested that the words
"o eitizen or national™ should bs retzired Is the English text cod that
residence should not be mers” .nod.

kr. VEITLAM (Australia) o, rcod tiat in Freoel: the vord “resscrtissant™
corresporiicd to “eitizen or matlorzl”™ in English. He would accept the languate
of the Universal Declaratinm of Euaan Pigocta.

The CHLIRAN thought that the clause in question could Le cade
to rcad “ecveryonc hos the right © roturn to his country™.

Wr. CHENG BAOILR (China) drew attention to paregraph 1°* of docuswnt
EfC.4/528 end <l.irved that the proposcd wording did not allow .- stotelecs
PETBO0SE

Mr. BOARE (United Kinpdom) 2id not think that statclocs perons
should be mentioned im article ! - the artlele dealt only vith nationels.
B approved the Chalrzan's suggecticn.

fiir. WIITLIH
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Wr. WATTLAH (Australis) also ogreed with the wording proposed by the
Chairman and stated that his delegotion's asendment would therefore be
to replace the words "the country of widch he is & rational” in paragraph
2 with the words “his oim country”™.

Mr. WOKOOV (Unien of Soviet Socialist Republics) dfd n.t think it
Vas neccsgary to amend paragraph 2 (b).

The CHATRWAN proposed that the Coamission should declore the new
Australisn ezcndoent in order.

ltmmm.

Hr. WOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Ropublics) psked that the
voting =hould bo deferced to the afterncon setting 8o a8 to give his delcgation
an opportumity to study the various tex*: bafore the Coamisaion,

The CHAINAN noted that kr, Picaford, representative of the
Intmnatioral Labour Organlsatior *ms ubout to return to ILD Beadquarters.
Be thanked hin on bekelf ¢~ the Cozuisslon for his participation in ite work
and asked his to convey that statemcnt to the idreccor-Generel of the ILO.

E . FICKFORD (International Lalour Or¢anisation) thanked the Choirean
and the wesbhers nfthﬁm:ulmnndnd-lﬂﬂnthmlﬂmtﬂﬂt&ﬁmﬂa
Director-Genere] 7 the ILO of the Chalrman's kind vorda .

ihe meutins rese at 1 p.s,

B8 pem,



