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PROGRAMME OF WORK 

1, The CHAIRMAIÎ sa id that the Draft ing Committee set up to consider a 
draft text concerning measures of implementation, which had met that morning, had 
made considerable progress. I t s members thought that t h e i r wouk would shorten 
the Commission's d iscussion on measures of implementation. The dra f t ing was 
progressing slowly, ].owever, and the Committee had asked for more t ime. She 
therefore proposed that the Commission should not meet on Monday, 6 May; i t could 
discuss the Cormittee's report and any amendments thereto on Thursday, 11 May, 
Meanwhile the Gcmmissiùr.'. could continue the consideration of the draft Covenant. 

I t was £0 d3C-i.--.-c. 

2 , Mr. JEVREMOViC (Yugoslavia) wished to know the order In which the 
a r t i c l e s of the draft Covenant would be discussed. Parts I and I I I of the covpnanfc 
could not be dealt wi th u n t i l the contents of Part I I were known exact ly. Before 
the Cotmiisslon began to consider Parts Г and I I I , therefore, i t should complete 
the consideration of Part I I and should study the new a r t i c l e s proposed to be 
added to that part of the Covenant. 

3, Mr. KYRCU (Greece) was under the impression that the Committee had 
decided, i n p r i n c i p l e , not to examine the add i t i ona l a r t i c l e s u n t i l a f ter the 
f i r s t reading, 

1̂ .. The CHAIRMAN agreed that that was so, but thought the Yugoslav 

representat ive 's proposal was per fect ly admissible. 

5 . Mr, WHITLAM (Austral ia) appreciated the l og i c of the Yugoslav 
representat ive 's reasoning, but pointed out that the Commission had a time l i m i t 
by which I t had to complete i t s work; i t would be better therefore to begin by 
completing the consideration of the a r t i c l e s already proposed, before beginning 
the examination of the add i t i ona l a r t i c l e s . He was thus unable to support the 
Yugoslav representat ive 's proposal. 

6. Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) was opposed to deferr ing i uue f i n i t e l y the 
consideration of the add i t i ona l a r t i c l e s , which contained fundamental prtodples 

/and to 



В/С№Д/ЗВ.181 
Page 4. 

and to which hie Crovemmeut attached great importance, A Covenant whidli ináde no 
mention of social and economic rights would Ъе meaningless for millions of perscna, 

7 . Mi's, МЕИГА (India) said that for more than a month the Commission had 
Ъ©en considering articles which had already heen studied during precedlag 
sessions. She thought that, in the ciroumstances, i t would be vise to leere tho 
Economic and Social Council or the Geoeral Assemhly to consider the additional 
artióles i f they so desired, 

8. Mr. SCBEKSEN (Denmark) stressed the Importance of the additional 
articles he had proposed and suggested that, in the circumstances, the Сшт1эв1оа 
should devote a day to the discussion of the principle of including them in the 
Covenant', The Conmiiseioh could not submit those ' articles to the Econmio and. 
Social Council without expressing an opinion. 

9. Mr, WHITLAM (Australia) and Mr, CASSIN (France) supported the Danish 
representative's suggestion. 

10. Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) was hasically in agreement with the Yueoslav 
representative. The articles concerning the economic and social rights upon 
which modern democracy was founded must he included in the Covenant, The 
Commission should consider the principle of Including those artiolee during Its 
current session. It would he dangerous to defer consideration of that question 
because of lack of time, 

11. Mr. JEVRMOVIC (Yugoslavia) thought that the Commieslon would have 
time to consider the articles on economic and social rights. The fundamental 
question was whether the Commission would deal with those articles or whether It 
would continually defer doing so. His Government regarded those articles aa 
ahsolutely essential, and he did not think that they could be properly studied 
in one or two meetings. The Commission should give due consideration to such 
Important rights. 

TheYu^oslaT proposal was adc>pted by ^ votes to,3, with ahstentlona. 

/12. Mr, WHITLAM 
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Í 2 . ' 'Ш. WHITLAM (Australia) said that he had voted for the Yugoslav 
proposal because there ms no other possible alternative. He would have 
preferred the "additional articles to be considered after the examination of 
Part III of the Covenant. 

ERAPT DlTERNATlOHiL COVEMAMT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (ANNEXES I AND II OF THE REPORT 
OP THE FUTH'SESSION OF TEE COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS, DOCUMENT E/13T1) 
(continued) 

Article 22 (E/CN.4/365, E/CN.J4/353/Adà.lO, E/CN.V353/Add,ll, E/CN ,4/Í»5Í», 

E/CN .it A 61, E/ON .4 Д 68) ( continued) 

13. Mr. CASSIN (France) was in favour of retaining article 22. The 
article might well have been worded differently, but neither the text proposed 
by Yugoslavia nor that proposed by the United States would have exactly the 
same effect. The United States proposal concerned only Governments, Ac­
cording to the Universal Declaration of Buman Rights, however, neither persons 
nor groups were entitled to act in such a way aa to destroy rights or freedoms. 
Consequently, there was good reason for including paragraph 1. 

1/4. He drew the Commission's urgent attention to.the very great Importance 
of paragraph 2. In international law, conventions and treaties had pre­
eminence over ûatlonal legislation. The inclusion of paragraph 2 would 
prevent the Covenant's being used for.the opposite purpose from that for which 
i t was intended, and was in consequence of v ita l importance. In particular,, 
that paragraph would enable States which were parties to several international 
conventions to sign the Covenant also. 

15. Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) agreed wholeheartedly with the French 
representative that paragraph 1 was useful and paragraph 2 indispensable. It 
must not be forgotten that in certain cases national legislation went further 
than the provisions of the Covenant; moreover, i t was essential to talce into 
account the special provisions of other international conventions which had 
already been ratified. If there was any conflict between two conventions, 
the one providing for the greater extension of rights should prevail. The pro­
vision contained in paragraph 3 of article I9 of the Covenant was an example 

/of the 
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of the application of that principle. Paragraph 2 of article 22 was a clear 
settlement of a very serious problem. 
16. , He proposed that the words "to a l l " in the third Ibe of paragraph 2 
should be deleted, in order to improve the wording, 

17,, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, explained that, her delegation had reconsidered its original proposal 
for the deletion of paragraph 1 of article 22, and was submitting a new text 
of that paragraph, which she hoped would be acceptable to the Commission. She 
had sought to retain the,meaning of the original text without using such vague 
terms as "activity" or "act". V îth regard to paragraph 2, however, she did not 
think that the text could be amended so as to remove the fundamental problems 
which'it raised,. , It would be regrettable i f an article of the Covenant were to 
enable a signatory State to claim that i ts national legislation giiaranteed 
certain rights and freedoms v*iich could not be impaired by the rights and 
freedoms provided,for in the Covenant. The same was true of conventions; a 
signatory-State should not be given any opportunity to claim that certain rights 
provided for in a convention which i t had also signed remained in force in spite 
of the provisions of the Covenant. 

18. She ba,d voted in favour of paragraph 3 of article 19, which mentioned 
the Convention, on F.reedom of Association, because only one convention was 
concerned. Paragraph 2 of article 22, on the other hatid, applied to a l l possible 
conventions;,, present, as.well as future. 
19.,- •- In her opinion, there was no point in mentioning other convention9 • 
in the Covenant. If nothing was said on. that ..point in the Covenant, the 
question would be dealt with according to the existing .rules of international 
law and there waS thus no need for a special provision in the Covenant. At 
a l l events, -States ,signing the Covenant, Should not,l?e .authorized in any way to 
evade the obligations it. contained. • 

20, . Mr,; WHITLAK'l (Australia) recognized .that many .arguments .could,be put 
forward in favour of the amendment, proposed for paragraph 1. On the other 
hand, he .was unable tg agree:with certain ,of the c r i t i c i ^ s . expressed with 
regard to paragraph-2.. The Covenant .simply represented, a minimum, and i f . , i t 
so happened that other international conventions or national legislations 

/guaranteed 
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guaranteed some other r i ^ t or freedom, the Covenant must not Ъ© regarded as 
being capable of limiting them. 

21, Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) said that he vas in favour of the original text 
of paragraph 1, which he regarded as more explicit than the wording proposed by 
the United States and which had the merit of conreapondlng to article 30 nf the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. He recalled in that connexion that his 
delegation had always argued in favour of the greatest possible similarity 
between the Covenant and the Declaration. 
22, Paragraiii 2, moreover, laid down a very useful principle: i t provided 
that in the case of a conflict between some provision of the Covenant on the one 
hand and a national law or a provision of some other convention on the other, 
the Covenant would prevail, i f the provision in question was more liberal. If, 
on the other hand, tho provision of i ie national law or of the other convention 
was more liberal, i t would prevail instead. He recalled that that principle 
was to be found in a l l treaties and also in the Charter, and he would vote in 
favour of inserting It in the Covenant. 
23, He regarded the Yugoslav proposai as useful and would vote in favoxjr 
of i t . Lastly, he submitted a proposal by Uruguay for the ineertlon of a 
fourth paragraph (Е/сЫ.^/^бб), The provisions of the Co-venant must not be 
substituted for those of the Charter and there must be no risk of reducing the 
powers and attributions of organs of the United Nations. 

2/|. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) thou^t that article 22 had no legal value. 
Nevertheless, he would have no objection to Its retention, for the reasons 
stated by various delegations.' 

25. The СНА.1ЕУШ1 pointed out that as i t stood article 22 would give rise 
to practical difficulties, since the r i ^ t s and freedoms to which i t referred 
might infringe upon other existing rights. 

26. Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) preferred the original text of 
paragraph 1 of article 22, since i t stated the desired aim more clearly 
than did the United States amendment. On the other hand, he was unable 
to accept paragraph 2 in its existing form. Indeed, i t waa legally 
inconceivable that any convention could override the draft Covenant, 
since i t formed part of the B i l l of Human Rights, which replaced a l l 

/previous 
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previous instruments on the subject, Further,"" "a oontrediction Séetiied to eadet 
there,, since certain Instrumenta might be interpreted as limiting human righte 
to a greater,,extent than the draft Covenant. 

2,7.;. .., .Mr . SiOREKEEII C ênmarlc) emphasized that i t "was essential to realize 
the differences between the original text of paragraph 1 and the amendment 
proposed by the United States, Taking advantage of the provisions of the 
original text,..the bead of a State could arbitrarily declare that a certain kind 
of ectivity.WBS.aimçd at the destruction of the rights and freedoms defined In 
the Covenant and could decide, in consequence, simply to forbid such activity, 
a situation which,evidently might give rise t o abuses. In the united States 
atDendment, on the other hand, the words "to engage In any activity or perform 
any act almed̂ , at the destruction of any of the rights and f reedoms .had been 
deleted, thus rendartag i t impossible for an activity or act aimed at the 
destruction of rights and freedoms to be declared i l l e ^ l . The Tftilted States 

therefore 
«Jaîïàaent vould/ellminate the poesibility of abuse while maintaining the 
f'xndamente.l'.prUioiple thet no right could be exercised with the Intention of 
destroying the rights or freedoms defined In the draft Covenant. 
28. • , For those reasons he preferred the United States amendment ejad Aio^ld 
support It. 

•29. • The ОНАНаЩ,, speaking as,the representative of the United States of 
America, explained that her, de legation'a amendment sought to prevent the 
destruction of rights and freedoms defined in the draft Covenant, but did not 
mention activities which might tend to that end, since i t was dlfflc^ilt to . 
deterttlne whst they might he. 

30. Mr. VAUSNZUELA (Chile) was fully conscious,of the difficulties 
entailed by drafting an article which was to define restrictions. His 
delegation quite tmderstood the point of view of the,delegation of Denmark, and 
stored It in many respects. With'regard to paragraph 2, he accepted the 
United Kingdom emendment deleting the words "to a l l " . . , 
31 о He undertítoód the intention of the Yugoslav amendment, and was glad 

thià't It contained a reference to the Charter. , Nevertheless,, he pointed out 
that that amendaient apparently referred to. the provisions of the Charter as a 
whole, for the purposes and principles of that Instrument were present, so to 

/speak. 
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speak, tliroughóut i t s t e x t , which included, for example, a prov is ion regarding 

the r i gh t of veto (A r t i c l e 27 (3)). 
32, With regard to the Uruguayan amendment, he wondered to what extent the 

l i t e r a l text of the Charter allonfjed of amendments to the machinery of the 

organizat ion. I f the Charter was to be considered as tmalterable, which would 

imply that i t s machinery a lso was unal terable , the delegation of Chile could not 

vote for the Uruguayan amendment. 

33» Mr, HÓARE"(United Kingdom) agreed with the remarks of the Danish 

representative as to the difference between paragraph 1 and the relevant 
United States amendraent, but he could not endorse the conclusions I/ir, Sorensen 
had reached. The ex i s t ing text would make i t possible for the State , supposing 
that a group of persons engaged i n a c t i v i t i e s aimed at the destruct ion of the 
r ights and freedoms set out i n the draft Covenant, to impose r e s t r i c t i o n s on the 
exercise by that group of cer ta in of those freedoms. I t was true that that might 
give r i s e to abuses, but such a prcrvision was none the l ess necessary. Under the 
United States amendment, on the other hand, i t would be impossibl-5 f o r a State to 
take any ef fect ive ac t i on : the amendment was merely dec laratory . 

. Mr. JEYRIMOVIC (Yugoslavle) explained that care would have to be taken 
that no r i gh t could be exercised abuaivaly for the deetriAction of other r i g h t s . 
The purpoees and pr inc ip l es of the organization as l a i d down in the Charter must 
be safeguarded. He reca l l ed that a r t i c l e 5 of the draf t Covenant, designed to 
protect hxunan, l i f e , had been the subject of a long debate, at the end of which 
i t had been decided that the l i f e of each ind i v i dua l must be protected by the law. 
That was the moat Important human r i g h t . In the course of the l a s t f i ve hundred 
years, however, more human l i v e s had been l o s t aa a r e su l t of wars than as a 
r e su l t of J u d i c i a l decieiona, and the fundamental objective to be sought, 
therefore,, was the prevention of war in order to gjarantee the r i gh t to l i v e , 
.qt^. In reply to the representative of C h i l e , he explained that there was 

no reason to fear that the Yugoslav amendment.implied a reference to the r i gh t of 
veto. His delegat ion's amendment referred e x p l i c i t l y and exclusively, to the 
purpoee.B and pr inc lp lea of the Charter; the other provisions of the Charter 
dealt wi th procedvire, and i t was not intended to imply that they were Tûqtaltereble» 

/36, The 



36, The rights and fí-aeubéri set-out In the draft bovlenilnt Were eoméi/hat 
more limited in soope than vas provided in the Charter, vhich vae vhy he had 
thought i t ve 13. to introduce a reference to the Charter in article 22, 

"̂ ŷ  Mr. ©RIBE (Uiruguay) vae grateful to the united States delegation for 
,having vithdravn its request for the deletion of paragraph Í of article 22, 
Nevertheless the United States amendment carefully refrained from taking Into 
account activities or acts а1щва at the destruction of the r l ^ t e or freedomo 
set out in the draft Covenant, and the delegation of tftrwgway ooneidered that 
aspect.of the question to he the very core of paragraph 1. 
38, ,, . He vould therefore vote for the original text of paragraph 1 and not 
for -the United States amendment. The latter provided only for the punishment 
of the act itself and that, 40 experience had shovn, vould result in utter 
fallure, 

39» Mr, NISOT (Belgium), remarked that the omendroente proposed hy Uruguay 
and Yugoslavia sought to defend the provisions of the Charter. Such a 
precaution vas unnecessary vhere States Members of.the United Nations vera, 
concerned, in viev of the terms of Article 103 of the Charter. On the other 
hand, the adoption of either'oí those einendments might .prevent .non-Member States 
from acceding to the Covenant, lest there might be an attempt-to make the 
provisions oí' the Charter obligatory upon them. 

'̂̂ '« Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay)' thought that there vare good .grounds, for the 
Belgian representative's observation'vlth respect to Article ЮЗ. Nevertheless, 
the difficulty of amending the Charter had been recognized and Consequently a 
sort of Jvirisprudencie vas growing up> so=that each provision of the Charter 
finally acquired a meaning aiid scope different from those 0scribed to it -at 
San Francisco. In those cirCumstancea, misunderstandings vera bound to arise. 
The Uruguayan delegation therefore felt that there vas a. constant need .to recall 
and state explicitly that the pcwera and attributions of the United Nations 
organs could not' "be lessened,' ' Thé puTposs of the Uruguayan amendnent vas 
simply to make i t clear that nbthing In the draft Covenant should, in any way 
detract from those xiovers and 'attributions] but that .in no way precluded 
possible future improvements, 

Mrs. MEHTA 
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I d . Mrs. MEHTA (India) etated that she would vote for the o r i g i n a l text of 

paragraph !<. 

h2» With regard to the Yugoslav amendment, she thought that I t might be 

Included In paragraph 1 аз an add i t i ona l prov is ion, 

1̂ 3, She would support tbe Uruguayan amendmsnt because, In her opinion. I t was 

Important to ntato tbat the provisions of the Covenant would In no way detract 

from the r i g l i t s arid a t t - i l butions of the organs of the United Nations as l a i d down 

i n the Charter. 

lil-i-.. The СЕАПШИ, epealritíg as the representative of the United States of 

America, sa id that her de IF. gat i c; г was opposed to the Yugoslav amendment because 

I t would give any contraotlng State the opportunity to Invoke the provisions of 

A r t i c l e 2, paragrap-i 7 of tho Charter. I t would, i n f a c t , preclude States from 

making complaints against oach other and would mako impossible the ef fect ive 

Implementation of the Covenant. She r eca l l ed that , when c e r t a in 

States had been accused of v i o l a t i n g the previsions of the peace t reat ies r e l a t i n g 

to Ьипг-гл r i g h t s , they had sought to es tab l i sh tJiat the question of the protect ion 

. of human r i ghts was so l e l y a matter w i th in the i r domestic j u r i s d i c t i o n . 

With regard to the Uruguayan amendment, she considered' i t superfluous 

since the powez'B and a t t r ibut ions of organs of the United Nations were l a i d down 

i n the Charter i t s e l f and the provisions of the Covenant could not therefore 

detract fi-cm them. 

[|,6-. Mr. GRIBE (Uruguay) was unable to agree with the United States represen­

t a t i v e ' s Interpretat ion of A r t i c l e 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter, the provisions 

of which could not be'Invoked i n connexion with the implementation of the 

Covenant. He r eca l l ed tha t , In i t s advisory opinion on tha na t i ona l i t y decrees 

of Tunis, the Permanent Court of Internat ional Just i ce had reaffirmed that 

questions on which in te rnat iona l agreements had been concluded were not w i th in 

the domestic j u r i s d i c t i o n of States, Consequently, the r i gh t s and freedoms 

defined i n the Cove,nant, which was an in ternat iona l instrument, were not a matter 

of nat iona l J u r i s d i c t i o n and were not covered Ъу A r t i c l e 2, paragraph 7 of the 

Charter. 

/ ,7 . Mr, NISOT 



hlï-.ur '.е:)М^ш,}1'::^^ (Eçlglum) BRii tha t the отщ^ .of, .the. United Natlone muet 

ahlde by t h i . provlBlone of the Cliarter, lncl.udl;ig those of A r t i c l e 2 , paragraph 7» 

h§(f -.Щ r e t a i l e d that the r u l i n g of tho Poraanent Court of Intomátíonal' 

Juet lce c i t ed hy the reprastntatii'-e of Uruguay In support of h i s thesis had heen 

•hased on A r t i c l e 15, paragrii.ph 8 of the Covenant of the League of líatlÓns;''the 

.proYlaioiie of. jihlch were, different from those of A r t i c l e 2 , paragraph 7 of the 

Ob'--^tcro .. ¥hea the l a t t e r A r t i c l e had "been drawn up, the Belgian delegation had 

urged that I t should he couched In the same terms as A r t i c l e 15/ paragraph 8 

of the Covenant of the League, but that proposal had been re jected. Ihe 

.Belgian delegation therefore wished to state categor ica l l y that the Covenant OQ 

Human Rights.could not const i tute , d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y , any derogation-from 

the .pravlQlons ofAç-tlcie 2., paragraph 7 of the Charter, which l a i d dd^m the 

l i m i t s of the competence of the United Nations organs. 

Mr.. HQABE (United Kingdom) sa id that h i s delegation would vote against 

..the 'iu^e^a-ave^^^ e i ther I t was superfluous or else i t might be Inter­

preted., as ..giving Eiowaaa,.>Alch т/еге far t-^e î ride^ 

So, Mr. OEIBE (Uruguay) l leagreed with tha Belgian, repreeentat ivp 's View 
the,t the opinion of the Pe:>i!an.eut Court of Inte?rr.atioaal Just ice d i d not apply-

to A r t i c l e 2, peragraph 7 of the Charter. 

Í 1 . №, JE^JBEMOYIC ( lugoBlavia) stated that h ie delegation was not opposed 

i n p r inc ip l e to the Indian, proposal, that h i s ameTiâiu.out should bo added to 

paragraph 1 of a r t i c l e 22,' That was, however,, a secondary.aiattier whlrih might 

bé settled later . 
52. He endox'sed the Ur^oguayan repreBentative'в remarks concerning 
A r t i c l e i03 of the Chaj-tar, That Aot i c l e bor̂ e no relatiop to his ajjendment, 

which d id hot-deal-with the question of. cçnfllctS; uetvean obligations under tbe 

Charter 'and those -und-er other i-aternatieroal ag:eemer,t4. 
He would vote ' for the Urug'jayan. .amer.;iim3nt>., which .he considered 

necessary even i f i t seemed somev/hat redundant, 

Mr. VJHITIAM (Austra l ia ) stated that h la delegation would vote for the 

o r i g i n a l text of paragraph 1, which was designed to prevent any acts aimed at 

the dostï-uction of the r i gh ts and freedoms defined In the Covenant, and against 
/the Yugoslav 
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iibe, YiigoalB.v end Uru.gueyan aip.enicime.nts. The f araer was of a reslarlctive nature 
end tiiG la-i tor мза sa^-erfluous in view of the f&ct that under Article I03 the 
proyisioag of t.ho Tiiar-ber anjiat, in any case, pa-evail over thoae of any other 
internatior^aj- ine'ixrvaient. 

55« M r , lETxOY-EEAULIEU (France) suhmitted a propoeal to insert the words 
"fo:? a State to ргосеэй" síter the words "in this Covenant" in paragraph 1. 

The. Fr.os.c.h delegation considered that only a State, aaad not a person or a group 
of persons .would he in a position to limit the r l ^ t s and freedoms dsiined ta 
the Covenant. 

56, 1 ^ . ЛОЛЦЕ (United Klngdcan) tbought i t would he q.uite possible for'a group 
of persone, or even one person, to attempt to limit the eawrclse tyS the rl^hte aiïd 
freedoms defined, in the Covenant, 

57. Mr. ШВШШ1С (iugoalavla), in reply to the Australien repTeeeutative» 
^ aaiintuinea,^ that the.-ïugoelav amoâment -would in nc way restrict the r l ^ t s and 
freed-aas defined in tho- Covenant hut, on the contrary, wô old prevent States from 
restricting those rights, 

5B, The C B A 1 E Î 4 Î N put to the vote the Ifclted States amendment to paragraph 1 
of-'BTticle 2 2 . ( E / C N Í 4 A T 5 ) . 

• The amandront was rejected Ъу 6 votes bo k j with 1 abstention, 

59, The СЯАШ^ад put to the vote the French proposal to add the words "for a 
'State to proceed" in paragraph 1, after the wca^ "in this Coveiaant". 

• • The amsM-ssot v̂ as ro^ect-sd by 6 votes to 1, with h cbetentions. 

6 0 , The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the original text of pare^raçb 1 oí 
article 2 2 , 

The •paraara"r}h was adopted by. 10 votes to 1. 

6 1 , The СНАПСШ put to the vote the United States axnenament deleting 
paragraph 2 of article 2 2 (E/CN.4/365, page 59). 

The Kgapdment was rejected by 8 votes, to 2 , with 1 abstention. 

/ 6 2 , The ОНШМАК 
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6 2 , (Cae СГАШШ put to the vote ikë United Kîngdànl amendineat ueletiiae the 
war-ifl "to ¿11 '• pei£i2re.-ph 2 of article 22, 

The aE;îr'J.-î-:>> yaa ̂ -copted by 8 votoa to повв; vlth 3 abstentions. 

63. The CËAISMAN put to the vote paragraph 2 ae ariended. 
Para^aTih 2 yj^s RdoTjtad by Q votes to 2. 

6 U . The ( Л Ш Ш А Н put to the vote the Yugoslav amendment (Е/(Ш»1|^ДЗ^}. 

The emendiDent vaa rejected by 7 votes to 2, vlth 2 abstentions. 

6Г« The СЯАШМ/Ш put to the vote the Uruguayan amendaient (E/CM.J^Д68)• 
!0ш eaiasaânient теа ra.lec'^d bj 5 votes го 3. with 3 abetentlona. 

66, îbe СЯАСТШ put to the vote article 22 as a whole. 
Article 22 as a whole ŵaa â -opted by 10 votes to 1. 

67̂  Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) observed that the discussion on hie emendment had 
fully met the ршгрове he had wished to obtain. Hé took i t that the rejection 
of hie text sjeant that in the Сошт1вв1оп'в opinion its meaning was so obvious 
ae to make i t superfluous. 

C I : , Mr. JEVHEMCRTIC (Yugoslavia) explained that he had abstained- in the vote 
on the îjrench aawrdment because he had not had time to study i t . 
6i, le had voted in favour of article 2Ô as a ̂ o l e in view of the importance 
of paragraph 1. 
7 0 , He regretted that the Comnisslon had not adopted hie amendment eccñ. had 
not been Bufficiently aware of the need to reaffirm that Ш е purposes and 
principles of the Iftilted Uatlons had ia:*ecedence over the xsrovislone of any other 
international instrument. 

таге meeting rose at |>'Ду 
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