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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUIRÍAN RIGHTS 
A r t i c l e 2 (E/CN,U/353/AddolO, E / C N , V 3 Ó 5 , E/CN^/37U, E/CN,ii/380)(continued) 

1* Mr. N I S O T (Belgium), r e f e r r i n g to the United Kingdom proposal f o r a 
new a r t i c l e to follow a r t i c l e 2 (E/CN,U/375)> asked vihat practice was usually 
followed with regard to reservations i n respect of treaties or conventions 
containing no s p e c i f i c provision f o r reservations, 

/2. Mr. S C H A C H T E R 
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2; Íír¿ SCHA<HTE3l (Secretariat) said that the Secretair-Qeneral, as the 
1 dépositaire of. institments of r a t i f i c a t i o n ^ commicatedàiçr reservation ra i n 

respect of a given convetition. to a l l the States parties thereto. If. a single 
State party to^the convention objected to the reservation, the r a t i f i c a t i o n Or 
accession of the State making the reservation v̂ as rejected. In other words, the 
consent of a i l the p a r t i e s vras required before the State making the reservation 
co\ud accede to the convention. 

3 « In reply to Q further question bty J'îr. NISOT (Belgium), he remarked 
that a réservabion was, i n .rrubstr :.сэ, an attempt to módiíy a treaty î' that was 
why the consent of a l l p a r t i e s was required. The prevailing theory was that a l l 
parties had the ri g h t to amend a given treaty by tmanimous consent. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the United Kingdom proposal was f o r the 
in s e r t i o n of' à hew a r t i c l e j i t should ribt,' therefore be considered i n conjunction 
with a r t i c l e 2. 

5. í'ír.'̂ SGREÑSEN (Denmark) remarked that'the subject of reservations dealt 
with i n the United Kingdom proposal was also touched upon i n the Lebanese 
amendment to a r t i c l e 2 (E/CN.V330), He therefore suggested that discussion 
of-the United Kingdom proposal should be considered i n order. 

I t was so decided. 

6 . Mr. NISOT (Belgium) wondered whether the adoption of paragraph'3 of the 
United Kingdom proposal providing that "reservations of a general character 
shall-not be permitted" would mean that the normal practice with regard to 
reservations, as outlined by the representative of the Secretariat, would net bé 
follovj-ed, 

7.. . , , Mss в а ш (United Kingdom). said that her delegation was aware th^t-
some States might have laws affecting the rig h t s of the i r ' e i t i a e n s which, tho-ugh to .the p r i n c i p l e 
not contrery,/. of пшигл jp.ighto, were,not e n t i r e l y In. conformity with the 
pro'visions of the covenant, :and which covild not immediately be motlifiedi 

/Reservations 



Page h 

ResekTâtions on those groonds ceuldbe Шае at the tiaie of depositing the 
Instrument of ratlfioati<m* bttb ihejr ahould Ъе very precise and specific in 
c h F i ^ - ' ^ p V c General reservations regarding trhole claéaes of .people or series of 
рг( .-..tiicns should, in her delegation's view, be excludedt- hoyrever, i f paragTaphB 
of the proposed article seemed 31fce3y to cause difficulties, she was prepared to 
withdraw it» since the point of paragra|âx 2 was sufficiently dear* 

8* In reply to Mr* SOIACHTSS (Secretariat), she said i t was. not contemr> 
plated that the type of reseivations inferred to in her delegation'ls proposal 
would raqxdre the approval of a l l States parties to the covenant* 

9* № • NISOI (Belgium) remarlœd that the astern suggested in his 
delegation's proposal for an additional article (E/CN*Vb86) would seem 

preferable to the practice already in use by the Secretariat^ as described by 
the representative of the Legal Cepartment. 

10. Toe (ШЛВМШ invited members to proceed to the consideration of 
article 2 with the amendments thereto. 

11. Mr. тштдм (Australia), introducing his delegation's amendments to 
article 2 (E/CN.li/353/AddBlO, page 3), stressed that i t was preferable to use thf 
term "recognized" instead of "defined"! the latter word might carry the 
implication that the rights set forth in the covenant were being granted for the 
first time, while the former would make i t quite clear that the rights in question 
were already in existence and were, indeed, inherent in the concept of human 
dignity. The.insertion of the words "to take the necessary steps" was proposed 
because a federal Government was псф. in a position to force or'direct the 'States 
conposing the federation to adqpt legislative measures, but only to take steps 
to have such measures adopted. 

12. lar. RâMftDAN (Egypt) stated that he would vote for thé retention of the 
words "vfithin a reasonable time'̂  in the second sentence of paragr^h 1 and.for 
the deletion of the words %ôierè not already provided for by legislative or other 
measures'? at the beginning of that sentence, as proposed in .the'Fr^ch ameiKJmeiit 
(E/ÇN.V365). He also favotored toe French pr«sposal to substitu^^ 
"ccatmetence" for "jurisdiction" in the French text. _ _ _ . 

* " ' ' /13. The СНАШУШ 
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13. The СНАЙШАМ suggested that that change shotild be adopted without a 
votei since i t affected only the French t e x t ; 

I t was 50 decided. 

I h , The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
Àiiieriéàl *aà- prë'paired to accept the A n s t r a l i s a amendments. For the reasons 
ëtatéd by heis-'at the preceding meeting, she would continue to press f o r the 
á<i<yptlótíof''̂ líé United States amendment to paragraph 1 (E/CN.i;/365), consisting 
M'^the ijí̂ eíftidfí of the words " t e r r i t o r y and subject to i t s " immediately p r i o r 

t o the v;ord ",1iiri8dictlon" i n the f i r s t sentence. That xrould'limit the ap p l i ­
cation of the covenai'xt only to psrsons within i t s te^rritory and subject to i t s 
Jü3*tódictÍoh, • By t h i s amendment the United States Government would not, by 
r a t i f y i n g the covenant, be assuming an obligation to ensure the rights rècog-» 
nizéd- i n i t to the c i t i z e n s of countries under United States occupation. 

15. Mr, MEKDEZ (Philippines) remarked that a united States c i t i z e n abroad 
would surely be e n t i t l e d to claim United States j u r i s d i c t i o n i f denied the rights 
reco^iized i n the covenant, 

16. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
'Amerioaj said that i f such a case occurred w i t h i n the t e r r i t o r y of a S t a t e party 
to the covensjit, the United States Government would i n s i s t that that State 
should honour i t s obligations under the covenantj i f , however, the State i n 
question had not acceded to the covenant, the United States Government would be 
unable to do more than make representations on behalf of i t s c i t i z e n s through the 
normal diplomatic channels. I t would c e r t a i n l y not exercise j u r i s d i c t i o n over a 
person outside i t s t e r r i t o r y 

17. Mr, KÏROU (Greece) suggested that the f i r s t sentence of a r t i c l e 2 
should read " , , . , a l l individuals either w i t h i n i t s t e r r i t o r y or subject to i t s 
j u r i s d i c t i o n ' ' . 

/18. The CHAIRMN 
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13. The CIIAIRMâN, speaking âs 4Ьб representative of the United Stabes of 
/.Dierica, opposed that suggestion because i t seemed to draw a d i s t i n c t i o n betrreen 
t : . ie srb concepts of being w i t h i n ihè t e r H t o r y of a State and being subjeot to 
i t s j : ; ' r Í 3 d i c t i o n . 

19. î,'Ir. CASSIN (France) remarked that he would prefer, the sentence to be 
worded i n accordance with, the Greek representative's suggestion; hovíever, since 
the r i g h t s recognized i n the covenant were of a t e r r i t o r i a l nature and could 
•notj i n practice, be ensured outside the t e r r i t o r y of.the contracting State, 
he d i d nob f e e l that the point vjarranted prolonged controversy, 

20. Mr, VALENZUELA (Chile) f e l t that the problem was one of translation 
i n t o French. "His delegation supported the p o s i t i o n of the. United States 
delegation, which i t considered l e g a l l y sound under int e r n a t i o n a l law. The 
questions of t e r r i t o r y and r^ational j u r i s d i c t i o n were separate matters. 
Citizens l i v i n g , i n a given t e r r i t o r y were e n t i t l e d to protection by the State 
irahioh exercised j u r i s d i c t i o n over that t e r r i t o r y ; consequently nationals l i v i n g 
abroad must be subject t c the laws of the country i n which they resided. ' The 
only vray i n Vihich a State could r e t a i n j u r i s d i c t i o n over i t s c i t i z e n s abroad 
was 4n matters a f f e c t i n g marriage, the family, r i g h t s of succession, etc. The 
que,sti.on. cf Tru.st Territc.>ries and areas occupied by m i l i t a r y forces coristituted 
a, different case, but did not affect the genera.! p r i n c i p l e enunciated by the 
United states delegación. The Chilean delegation could not support any Other 
p o s i t i o n . 

21. The CHAIRMN, speaking as the representative of the United States, 
Tdshed to make i t c l e a r that the phrase "within i t s t e r r i t o r y " s i g n i f i e d , i n the 
view of her delegation, the t e r r i t o r y actually belonging to a given'statis'. 

22. M r , JEVi.EKOVIC (Yugoslavia) endorsed the view of the Chilean representa­
t i v e that the questions of national t e r r i t o r y and national j u r i s d i c t i o n must be 
treated as-separate matters; i t was f o r that reason that he could not accept 
the United States amendment. National j u r i s d i c t i o n was defined by national law, 
and not a l l persons residing within the t e r r i t o r y of a State v;ere subject to the 

/ j u r i s d i c t i o n 
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j u r i s d i c t i o n of that St¿•ée,' The révétëé Vras alao true; and-the inclusion of 
both the word " t e r r i t o r y " and the -vrard "jm*isdiction".would i n f a c t reduce t b e 

obligations of the States as regards the protection of hvanan r i g h t s . As regards 
the question of m i l i t a r y occupation of an area* he pointed out that such a 
sit u a t i o n was not a normal onej but arose as a r e s u l t of war, and provision had 
been made i n a r t i c l e h f o r c'.errgati.on from cevta:Ln obligations by the States 
under such conditions. Therefci-e the sole question of m i l i t a r y occupation of an 
area d i d not j u s t i f y inclusiOTi of a reference t o " t e r r i t o r y " i n a r t i c l e 2 . He 
objected to such a reference, considering that the word " j u r i s d i c t i o n " amply 
covered a l l cases under arti.cle 2« 

23. bir. MLIK (Lebanon) mentioned three possible cases i n which the applica*^ 
t i o n of the United States amendment was open to doubt. F i r s t , he f e l t that that 
amendment c o n f l i c t e d i v i t h a r t i c l e 11, which affirm.ed the right of a c i t i z e n abroad 
to re t i i r n t o -his own countryj i t might not be possible ,for him to return i f , 
while abroad, he were not xinder the j u r i s d i c t i o n of h i s own Government. Secondly, 
•'if à national of any State, while • abroad, were infoi-med of a su i t being brought 
against him i n h i s owncoiYntry, hé.might be denied h i s r i g h t f u l f a i r hearing 
because of his residence abroad. Thirdly, there .was the question viiether a 
national of a State, while abroad, could be accorded a f a i r and public hearing 
i n a lega3. case i n the ct.Tu.itry i n which he W.?.FÍ .rê rLâent» 
¿it. í/í£*.> M.ilik f e l t that such cases might be covered-by the addition of a 
phrase such as " i n so f a r as i n t e r n a l laws are applicable", follovdng the. 
United States amendment. I t seemed to him neôessary.that a nation.should 
guarantee fundamental r i g h t s t o i t s c i t i z e n s abroad as w e l l as at home. 

25. . The ŒAÎRMN, speaking as the representative of thé United States of 
America, r e i t e r a t e d that i t was not possible f o r anj- nation t o guarantee such 
ri g h t s under the terms of the draft covenant t o i t s nationals resident abroad. 
She could however see no c o n f l i c t between the United States amendment and 
a r t i c l e l l j the terms of a j^ticle 11 would n a t u r a l l y apply i n a l l cases, and 
any c i t i z e n desiring t o return t o h i s home country would receive a f a i r and 
public hearing i n any case brought against him. 

26, № . NISOT (Belgim) suggested the following wordingi »,..,to a l l i n ­
dividuals who are subject t o i t s j u r i s d i c t i o n , whether vdthin i t s t e r r i t o r y or 
abroad,,," , 

/27. In r e p l y 
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2*7. In reply to a question from MÉNDEZ (Philippines'), the CHAIPiiAN,, 
speaking as'the'representative of the United States, affirmed that эпу a:i:..ens 
resici:. ng i n United States t e r r i t o r y would be e n t i t l e d to protection, as a-liens, 
by the United States Gcvemment'. 

28. Mr. JEVREI40VIC (Yugoslavia) i'eiterated h i s objection to the vrord 
"territory*' and ïnâintained his view that the rights of c i t i z e n s should be 
guaranteed by t h e i r Governments abroad as w e l l as at home. Othervrise certain 
darigèrs would a r i s e ; f o r ехшир1е, i t might be possible for States to exclude 
t h e i r colonies or Trust T e r r i t o r i e s from the f i e l d of application of the 
covenant, on the ground that such t e r r i t o r i e s were outside t h e i r "national 
territory"'. ' 

29. lliô CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
América, replied"that a nation could not guarantee a f a i r t r i a l , under the téms 
6f the'covenant,' to i t s nationals/ another country. I f that country had not 
r a t i f i e d the'Covenant, i t would not consider i t s e l f bound by i t ; arid the only 
recourse dpen to the Government of the c i t i z e n iñ question vrould be appeal 
thi^ough diplomatic channels. 

30.. № . ORIBE (Uruguay) f e l t that the position maintained by the United 
States delegation was the most sound and l o g i c a l one. The f i r s t problem was to 
decide v/hat persons were subject to the j u r i s d i c t i o n , both personal and • 
t e r r i t o r i a l , of a átate. The j u r i s d i c t i o n of a State applied to i t s nationals 
both within i t s t e r r i t o r y and abroad; but i t must be determined to which Of 
those persons a State was required to guarantee fimdamental human r i g h t s . Since 
no, State could,.provide for judges, p o l i c e , court machinery, etc, i n t e r r i t o r i e s 
o.utside i t s j u r i s d i c t i o n , i t was evident-tha,t States could effectivelS'; guarantee 
human rights, only to,, those persons r e s i d i n g .vjithin t h e i r t e r r i t o r i a l j u r i s d i c t i o n . 
For that reason the Uruguayan delegation would support the United States ,amen(3ment. 

31;.-. . ... •••Mr» NISOT (Belgium) raised the .cjuestion of troops maintained by a State 
i n foreign areas; such troops were obviously., ;щн1;вг the j u r i s d i c t i o n of th;t 
State, 

/32.- The CHAIRMAÍJ, 
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32, The CHAIRMA№, 4t>eaktog as the" repreèentative of the United States of 
AmerioSj relied that aucH troops, althoü^ü ráaiñtáineá abroad, remained under 
the j-jtisdiction of the State. S h e added «lat althou^ French citizens were 
3ubjt-c,j to French penal law wtoérever «ïey islght be, united States nationaî.s 
were subjfect to such laws only wi.thjji the territory of the United States. 

33.. '̂!r. JSVKEMDVIC (Yugoslavia) Was net satisfi«i with-the eaplanatione 
given by the United States delegation. So«ae States had laws vrtiereby their 
nationals remained under their jurisdiction even when residing abroad. Althou^ 
he was not familiar with United States law, he assumed that a United States 
citizen commihting a crime abroad woiâud be ;УлЬ1е to prosecution b y his 
Government upon his return to his country. Similarly, a united States citizen 
committing a crime on board a United States tíiip at sea would be considered as 
under United States jurisdiction. He reitejeted that the ex̂ tent of national 
jurisdiction was defined by national lewj ^ general, most nations preferred 
to. try their nationals ih their о Ш courts, even though the crime in question 
had been committed abroad. 

34» Mr. CASSIN (France) pointed out that the Commission's purpose was to. 
ensure protection of himian rights, but not to endeavour to change or amend 
international law as i t was practiced. It seem.ed to him that the united States 
amendment challenged the various prevailing concepts of national crarpetence 
and sovereignty, and might therefore give rise to seidous difficulties* The 
article under consideration shoiud deal only with jurisdictional cases u»der 
ordinary, inteniationallawj not with extraordinary cases such as military 
occupation. 
35. In reply, to- a point raised by the Yugoslav representative, l-îr. Cassln -, 
pointed out that under French law, colonies were considered as part.of the 
national territory and Were protected accordingly, 

3 6 , Mr. NISOT (Belgium) suggested that the wording "to a l l individuals 
within the limits, of its jùrif̂ É-çtlôii'' mi^t meet the case.* 

/ 3 7 . Mr, m m m z 
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37. Mr. №TOEZ (PhiMppiriesy-âëked Mlát would be the ..attitude of tne 
United States Government toward,- f i r s t i a ' c i t i z e n counterfeiting United States 
cur:-; '...7 abroad.and.introducing, i t into thé United States, ai^d second., a United 
Star-e.s national committing a. felony abroad i h "the capacity oí an o f f i c i a l . 

38. The CHAIffi^AN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
Araerica, r e p l i e d that cases of counterfeiting and treason constituted exceptions 
to the r u l e ; both were puiiishabie i f t h e . c i t i z e n returned to the United States, 
but only. thep. 

39. Miss BOVilE (United. Kingdom), r e f e r r i n g to her delegation's proposed 
amendment to a r t i c l e 2 (S/CNД/З'74).*'з?есailed certain comments which had been 
made at the preceding meeting i n .the course of the discussion. I t had been 
stated that i f each State l a t i f y i n g the-covenant were required to bring- i t s 
domestic legis3.ation into conioriaity with'the provisions of the co'/enarit,, the 
process of r a t i f i c a t i o n would take f a r too ••long* '-'She explained that i t v;as not 
the purpose of the United Kingdom amendment to force States to rewrite t h e i r 
domestic l e g i s l a t i o n ; the intent was simply to ensure that domestic l e g i s l a t i o n 
was i n conformity with the tenas of: th'eco.venánt-and, that such l e g i s l a t i o n 
would be f u l l y enforcedo . 
40. Miss Bowie r e c a l l e d that at the t h i r t y - f i r s t session of the 
International Labour Oonfersrce,•in 1948,- itb^Cbrcmittee on the Application of 
Conventions and Recoirjnendations had reported on the question of bringing 
l e g i s l a t i o n into conforadty with r a t i f i e d , conventions.- The Committee had 
emphasized the fact that the only acceptable r a t i f i c a t i o n was one to which 
p r a c t i c a l effect was given. Each State vihich became a party to a convention 
should ascertain, before, r a t i f i c a t i o n took'place, that i t s national législation 
ensured i n a l l respects the application of. the provisions of the convention i n 
question. I t must also be ascertajjied-whether o r not r a t i f i c a t i o n i n i t s e l f 
automatically incorporated the convention into the national l e g i s l a t i o n , since 
a convention could be f u l l y applied only when national l e g i s l a t i o n and practice 
were i n harmony vdth the teniis cf the convention. It-was not s u f f i c i e n t to bring 
national law into formal agreement with a r a t i f i e d convention; the terms of the 
convention must be e f f e c t i v e l y applied. 

/41. Miss Bowie 
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41. Miss Bovde stated that i f her delegation's proposal was rejected, she • 
would Support the Lebanese.amendment, although she would prefer:the. substitution 
of the words "three years" for "one year" as proposed i n that amendment, since a 
State might w e l l require more than one year to bring i t s l e g i s l a t i o n into 
conformity \̂ d.th the temo of the convention. I t vras ess e n t i a l , however, that the 
States shou3.d not be permibted to make v;ritten commitmentwhich they did not 
intend to carry out; for that reason .she considered the phráss '-v-j.thin a 
reasonable time", i n the o r i g i n a l text of paragraph 1, as dangorous and 
unacceptable. 
•42-, During the dincudsion of a r t i c l e 2 0 , the United Kingdom delegation had' 
supported the phrase ooc'ting with discrimination which nov; appeared- i n the. 
Lebanese amendment to a i t i c l e 2 ; but i t had been stated at that timo that the 
phrase should properly appear elsewhere i n the draft covenants She th-arefore . 
urged the adoption of the phrase f o r inclueion i n aj.d-.-i.cie 2o ' 

43» Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) accepted the Unit'd Küigóô m рэтюза! to- replace the 
words "one year" with the words "three years" i n , h i s amendment. 

44. Mr. KYROU (Greece) moved the closure of the debate. 

45. ïn reply to Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay), the CHAIRI4AN said that the debate 
would be closed on paragraph 1 and that paragraph 2 would be discussed l a t e r . 
She then put to the vote the amendment to inser t the words'"to respect and" 
after the words "hereto, undertakes" i n paragraph 1, put forward by the French 
and Lebanese delegations (E/CN. 4 / 3 6 5 , E/CN ,4/380), , „ 

That amendment was adopted by 14 votes to none, with 5.bstention. 

46. Th^ GHAIRÎ IAM then put to the vote the United'States amendment to insert 
the. words " t e r r i t o r y and subject to i t s " i n paragraph 1 a f t e r the wordâ " a l l 
individuals within i t s " ( E / C N , 4 / 3 6 5 ) . 

That amendment was adopted by 8 votes to 2 , with 5 abstentions. 

47. The CHAIRi^lAN put to the vote the Australian and Lebanese amendment to 
substitute the word "recognized" f o r the word "defined" i n the second l i n e of 
paragraph 1 (E/CN .4/353/Add.lO, Е/СЫ.4/З8О). 

That amendment was adopted by 11 votes to 2 , with 2 abstentions. 
/48. The CHAIRMAN 
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Л8 . The CKA-IRMAN put to the 4'ote the Lebanese amendment to add. the vjords 
"without d i s t i n c t i o n o.f any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language,, r e l i g i o n , 
p o l i t i c a l or other opinion, national or soci.->.l orir;in, propej-t}/-, b i r t h or other 
status" (•E/C:]./+/3'S0) at the end of the f i r s t sentence of paragraph 1 . 

Д 9 . î"r. VALE-NZraíLA (Chile) asked that a separate vote should l e taken on 
the words ".without d i s t i n c t i o n of any kind". 

50. Tbe СН;\Го̂ 'Ьи'! nut to the vote the Lebanese amendment to add the viords 
"without, dif-tinction of any kind" at the end of the f i r s t sentence of paragraph. 1, 

TIiMt ar-'.endfrient vas &<;:|opte<̂ „'b;;_3j vptes to^2^ y;ith,.2...̂ '!?̂ 'v?'ltj.*̂ '̂ • 

5 1 . .''r. MivajE!.' (îMlippines) had voted against that amendment because i t 
dïiplioated tPie provii^io/'is of a r t i c l e 2П, 

52..-. Mr, NIoOT (Belgium) did not .fully v:v"erstand the e.>:act scope of that 
amendment. He feared that to repe.ut the non-discrircinrition clause at the 
begimiin(T of t!.ie covenant night suggest that the cox^enunt recognized lîe facto 
equality. Tliat clause rend within the context of a r t i c l e 2 0 , in vjhich i t 
aripeared, recof-niaed only de jure equality, the on.ly kinr- which could e x i s t . 
Majors and minoi-s, nationals and foreigners, could not be, treated a l i k e , 

5 3 . The CHATF.MW put to the vote the rest of the Lebanese-amendment to t]ie 
f i r s t sentence of paraga-apli 1 , 

That^ text, was ?idppted "r.¡y, Ij. votes to, ¡i., with .̂ abstert.long. 

5Л . Mr. M.LSOT (Belt^lum) had abstained from voting f o r the reasons he bad just 
set: fo.rth. Hew a r t i c l e 2 was eitVier. .-i juera repetition of a r t i c l e 2 0 , and hence 
redundant, or i t added sonotJiing to art 1 cl^i ;;,0 a.ud, shou.ld be regarded as dangerous 
u n t i l the addition were known. 

5 5 . The СНАШМ^У!, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, had voter! against tjie text f o r the reasons, givep by the Telgian 
representative. 

/ 5 6 , -Kr, V A I - E ! V ; Œ L A • 



5 ó , Mr.. VALElN̂ ZÜFLA (Chile) had voted against "'the text hecaüsé his delegation 
was firmly opposed to the use of unscieiitifitf terms such as "race" and "colour" '• 
i n a l e g a l instrument. I t was for tliat reason that he had requested the Chairmali 
to pr.t the Lebar;sse amendment' to the vote by parts, 

57, i'îr. САЗЗБ^ (France) had supported the Lebanese amendment because he 
f e l t that a r t i c l e 2 waa the proper place to include provisions on discriiáijiatióft,. 
At tbe second readirig¡,. iicvíevér, he would propose the deletion of certain parts of 
articj.e 20 which v e r o dangerous and which amounted to mere promises. 

5S. In reply to i i r , NISOT (Belgiim), Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom)'explained 
that her amendment to the second sentence'of paragraph 1 (lï/CN.4/374) applied 
only to r a t i f i c a t i o n s by 3batesi' 

5 9 . . The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Tlnited Kingdom suggestion'to substitute 
the words "Every deposit of an ' instruiient of accession s h a l l be accompanied'''by a 
solemn declaration made by the Government с С the State concerned, that f u l l and 
complete effect i s given by the law of that State to the provisions of the 
Covenant" (E/CN, 4 / 3 7 4 ) for the second sentence of the o r i g i n a l text (E/CN . 4 / 3 6 5 ) . ' 

That amendjnent was re.iected by 10 votes tq^ 1 , vdth 3 , ,abstentions. 

6 0 . i'ir. NISOT (Belgium) had opposed the United Kingdom text becaiiso i t could 
bo interpreted to prevent a State from r a t i f y i n g t}ie covenant u n t i l i t s domestic 
l e g i s l a t i o n had been brought into agreement with the provisions of the covenant, 
Furthemore, that text vxas contradictory to the »©w a r t l o l e whiph il:e 
United" Kingdois representativo ' wisho.l to Ъе inserted a f t e r ' a r t i c l e Ó of the 
covo•• lOnt (iG/C .4/37'.'j ). 

61. Mr. SOPJLNSEN (Denmark) had abstained because he f e l t i t would Бе' rieCëèsar;' 
to reword the amendment i n the l i g h t of tl,e United Kingdom representative's 
explanation of the t e x t , 

62. The СНАШ'Ш'] put to thé vote the French proposal to make the second 
sentence of paragraph 1 into a separate paragraph (Е/СК,4/Зб5). 

That proposal was adopted by 12__votes to none,| vàth 3 abstentions. 

/ 6 3 . The CHAIRÎ-ÎAN 
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63., The CHAIRMAN put. to the vote the Lebanese amendment to i n s e i t the word 
" e x i s t i n g " before the. words " l e g i s l a t i v e or other measures" i n the f i r s t l i n e of 
the new paragraph 2 (Е/СМ ,4/ЗЭ0). . , 

That amendment was aiopted by 10 votes to none^^ with Д abstentions, 

6 4 . Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) asked that a separate vote should be taken on the 
words "liilhere not alrcaày provided by existing l e g i s l a t i v e or other meat;ures" 
at the beginning of the nзг̂r paragraph 2 (Е/СЫ ,4/Зб5) » 

6 5 , The CHAIRl-'IAN put to the vote the Australian amendment to inser t the 
words "to take the necessary steps" after, the words "each State mdertakes" i n 
the new paragraph 2 (ïï/CN,4./353/Add.lO), 

That amendment was adopted by 12 votes to 1^ ^̂ d•th 2 abstentions,-

6 6 , Mr, WHITLAI'l (Australia) withdrew h i s amendment to insert the words "or 
to have adopted" i n paragraph 2 (E/CN,4/353/Add,10), 

6 7 , ' Mr, ORIBE (Uruguay) asked why i t was necessary to f i x a time-limit, 
within which States should adopt l e g i s l a t i v e or other measures to give effect 
to"the rights recognized i n the covenant. O r d i n a r i l y , such a r e s t r i c t i o n implied 
that f a i l u r e to comply would e n t a i l certain consequences. He wondered, therefore, 
i f the Lebanese representative could elucidate the point. 

6 8 . ' Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) had attempted to achieve a compromise which would 
s a t i s f y those who had preferred the phrase "vdthin a reasonable time" and those 
who had thought'no'time-limit should be f i x e d . A d e f i n i t e l i m i t a t i o n would, 
encourage States to amend t h e i r l e g i s l a t i o n to bring i t into l i n e v/ith the 
covenant, 

6 9 . The CHAIRI»¡AN' put to the vote the Lebanese amendment to substitute the 
words "three years" f o r the words "within a reasonable time" (E/C N ,4/380). 

That amendment was rejected by 7 votes to ̂ , with 3 abstentions. 

/ 7 0 , 'The С Н А Ш Ш 
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7 0 * The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian amendment to ineerb the 
words "as may be necessary" (E/CN,4/353/Md.lO) after the words "such legislative 
or other measures" in the new paragraph 2 (E/CN«4/365)« 

That amendment was adopted by 1 3 votes to none, with 2 abstentions^ 

7 1 « The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian w d Lebanese amendment to 
substitute the word "iecogaized" for the word "defined" in the last line of the 
new paragraph 2 (E/CN.4/353/Add.lO, E / G R . 4 / 3 3 0 ) . 

That amendment was adopted by 1? votes to none y wite ̂  abstmtion. 

7 2 . The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of paragraph 1 as amended: 
"Each Stcte party hereto undertakes to respect and to ensure to 

a l l individua3.s within its territoiy and subject to its jurisdiction 
the rights recognized in this Covenant, without distinction of any 
kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or 
other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other 
status." 

That text was ajdotyfced ttnimlmously. 

73• Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) withdrew the third paragrt^h of his anoidment 
(Е/СМ,4/380) as i t had depended on the phrase "ttiree years" which had been lost* 

74. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the vrfîole of the new paragraph 2 as amended: 
"Vihere not already provided for by existing legislative or other 

measures, each State undertakes to take the necessary steps, in 
accordance with its constitutional processes and in accordance with 
the provisions of this covenant, to adopt within a reasonable time 
such legislative or other measures to give effect to the rights 
recognized in this covenant." 

That version of paragraph 2 was adopted by 1 2 votes to none, with 3 afestentl<aMi 

Tfte meeting rose at 1 . 1 0 p.m. 

25/5 Р.Ю, 




