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DRAFT INTERNATIONAT. COVENAHT ON HUMAM RIGHTS
Article 2 (E/CN.L/353/Add.10, E/CN.L/365, E/CN.l/37h, T/CN.L/380)(continued)

1. Hre NISOT (Belgium), referring to the United Kingdom propesal for a
new article to follow article 2 (E/C.L/375), asked what practice was usually
followed with regard to reservations in respect of treaties or conventions

containing no specific provision for reservations,

/2. Hr. SCHACHTZR
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2y + ©  Mri SCHACHTER (Secretariat) said that the Secretary-General, as the

_ depositary of. instruments of ratificetion, communicated: any reservation made in
respect -of a given converition to all the States parties thereto.  -If a single .

State party to.the convention objected to the reservatidn;'the ratification or -
accession of the State making the reservation was rejected, In other words, the
consent ‘of 'all ‘the parties was required before the State making the reservation

could dccede to the convention.

3e In reply to a further question by Mr, NISOT (Belgium), he remarked
that a reéservabtion wasy in rubstrics, an atterpt to modify a treatys that was
why the consent 6f all parsies was redquired, The prevailing theory was that all
parties had the right to amend a given treaty by unanimous consent.

s The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the United Kingdom proposal was for the
insertion of & néw article; it should not, therefoire be considered in conjunction
with article 2.

5. - 1}ir,"SORENSEN (Denmark) remarked that-the subject of reservations dealt
‘with in the United:Kingdom proposal was also touched upon in the Lebanese -
amendment to article 2 (E/CN.L/380)., He therefore sucgested that discussion

of- the United Kingdom proposal should be considered ih orders

Tt was so decided,

6e ' lits WISOT (Belgium) wondered whether the adoption of paragraph 3 of the
United Kingdom proposal providing that "reservations of a general character
shall’not bé permitted" would mean that the normal practice with regérd £o
reservations, as outlined by the representative of ‘the Secretariat, would not be
followed,

Te.. . Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom).said that her delegation was aware that-
some States mlght hgygc%gwg affecting. the rights of their-eitizens -whieh,  though
not contrery. / of . gum:n Ylghts, were not entirely in conformity with the
provigions. of .the covenant, :and which could not immediabely be modifiedy:

/Reservations
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Reservations on those grounds could be made at the $ime of depositing the

instrument of ratification, but they should be very preciseé and specific in

chars ter, General reservations regarding whole clasdses of people or scries of

presisicrs should, in her delegation's view, be excludeds . however, if pavagraph3
of the proposed article seemed likely to cause difficulties, she was prepared to

withdraw it, s:.nee the point of psragraph 2 was sufi‘icien‘bly clear,

8+ . . In reply to Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat), she said it was not contem--
plated that the type of reservations referred to in her delegation's proposal
would rsquire the approval of all States part:.es to the covenante

9. Mro NISOT (Belgium) remarked that the system suggested in his
delegation's proposal for an additional article (E/GN.h/h&S) would seem

preferadle to the practice a._ready in use by the Secretariat, as described by
the representative of the Legal Department.

__1(_). . The CHAIRMAN imri-aed members to proceed to the consideration of
article 2 with the amendments thereto.

1l. = kre "HITLAM (Australia), introducing his delegationts amendments to
article 2 (E/CNsh/BDB/Ad.lplo, page 3)s stressed that it was preferable to use the
tern “recogn...zed" mstead of “de_“..ned"a the latter word might carry tne -
implication that the rights se'b forth in the ccvenanu were being granted for the
first time, while the former would make it qulte ‘clear that the r:.ghts in question
were already in existence and were, indeed, inherent in the concept of human '
. dignitye The. insert:.on of the words "o take the necessary steps" was proposed
because a i‘ederal Government was not in a posiﬁion to force or dlrect -the ‘States
composing 'bne federation to adapt leglslatlve measures, but on]y to take steps
to have such measures adopted.

12. Mr. RAMADAN (Egjpt) stated that he would vote for the refention of the
werds ®within a reasonable time! in the second‘sentenée of paragraph 1 and-for
the deletion.of ‘the words "where. not already provided for by legisla'bi.ve or other
measures® at the beginning of that sentence, as proposed in’ tne French .amendment
(B/GN.4/365). He- also: i'avoured the French proposal $o substi'bute tne word

"campétence® for "jurisdiction® in the Fremch texbe oo
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13, The CHATRMAN suggested that that change should bs adopted without a
‘voteg since it affected’ only the French text.::
Tt 'was ‘so décided.
., . The CHATRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of

AmeriééiiWhé*pﬁépéred to zcocept the Ausiralien amendments. For the reasons !
‘stated By heriwt ‘the preceding meeting, she would continue to press:for the
4dopEi6H of HS United States amendment to paragraph 1 (E/CN.L/365), consisting
i #he ifigertidn of the words Mterritory and subject to its" immediately prior
to the word "jurisdiction" in the First sentence. That would limit the appli-
cation of ©hc covenant oaly 4o psrsons within its territory snd subject to its
Jirigdiction, . By this smendment the United States Govermment would not, by
retifying the covenant, be assuming sn obligation to ensure the rights recog-
nized in it to the citizens of countries under United States occupstion.

154 Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) remarked that a United States citizen abroad
vwould surely be entitled to claim Uhited States Jurlsdiction if denied the rights
{recognlzed in the covenant.

16, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the repreaantatLve of the United States of
;Amerioa, said that if such a cese occurred within the territory of a State party
to the covenant, the United States Government would insist that that State )
#should horiour its obllgations under the covenant; if, however, the State in
question had not acceded to the covenant, the United States Government would be
unable to do more than meke representations on behalf of 1ts cltlzens tnrough the
normal dlplomatlc channelsa It would certainly not exer01se Jurisdlctlon ‘over a

person outside its terrltory

17. ‘lMir. KYROU (Greece) suggested that the first sentence of article 2
should read ",...2ll individuals either within its territory or subject to its
Jjurisdiction",

/18+ The CHAIRMAN
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18. The CHAIRMAN, speaking &as £he representatxve of the United Stctes of
Imerica, ovposed that suggestion because it seemed to draw a dioh’ﬂ”i;vd hedween
the b concepts of being within the territory of a State and being subjsct to

its jorisdiction,

19 Mr. CASSIN (France) remorked that he would prefer the sentente to be
worded in accordance with. .the Greck representatlve 8 suggestlon, hdﬁever, since
“the rights recognized in the covenant were of a terrltorial dature and could
‘hot, -in practice, be ensured outside the territory of the contractlng otate,

‘he did not feel that the point warranted prolonged contrpversy.

20. lire VALENZUELA (Chile) felt that the problem was one of translatlon
"inte ¥reénch. His delegation supported the position of the United Staues %:
delezation, which it congidered lsgally sound under irternational law, Tne
gquestions of territory and raticmal Jurisdiction were scparate matters.
Citizens lIvlnv in a given terriicry were entitled to protection by the State
wh;ch exer01sed Jurlsdlct on over that terrltory, conseouently nab lonals living
abroad must be subject tc the laws of the country in wnlch they‘re51ded. The
only way in which a State could retain jurisdiction over its 01tlzens "abroad
was. 1n ma+ters affecting marriage; the famlly, rlghts of succession, etc. The
'questlon c;l, Dob Lerrltﬁ“rﬁs and a”eas OcuU“'°d by mllltary forces constltuted

d;iferent Lasny but, dic not affect thn g*lg ~al prlnclpje enunciated oy the
‘Unlted States delegaclon.‘ The Chilean delevat&on could not support any ‘sther
.pppn.:o,lon,,

21. | The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the renwesentatlve of the Unlted States,
w1shed to make it clear that the phvaue “w1th¢n 1ts terr1+ory" sxgnlflcd, in the

view of her delegation, the territory actually belonglng to a glven Stabe.

22, Vro JEV..EI'OVIC (Yugoslavia) endorsed the view of the Chllean representa-
tive that the questions of national territory and national Jurlsdlctlon must be
tredted as.seéparate matters; it was for that reason that he could not accept
the United States amendment, National Jjurisdiction was defined by national law,
and not all persons residing within the territory of a State were subject to the

‘ /jurisdiction
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Jurisdiction of that State. The reversd was also-true; and the in¢lusion of
both the word "erritory".and the word "jurisdiction” would in fact reduce the
‘obligations of the States as regards the protection of human rights. As regards
the guestion of military occupation of an area, he pointed out that such a
sitvation was not a normal one, but arose as a result of war, and provisior had
been made in article L for cercgabion from certain obligations by the States
under such conditions. Therefcre the sole question of military oceupation of an
afee did not justify inclusion of a reference to "territory" in article 2. He
dbjected io such a reference, considering that the word "jurisdiction! amply

covered all cases under artliele 2. -

23. Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) mentioned three possible cases in which the applica=
tion of the United States anendment was open to doubt. First, he felt that that
amendment conflicted wish article 11, wihilch affirmed the right of a citizen abroad
to return to his own country; it might not be possible for him to returg.if,
while ‘abroad, he were not under the jurisdiction of his own Government.. Secondly,
“4f & rational of any State, while-abroad, were informed of a suit being brought
against him in his ‘éwn cetntry, he might be denied his rightful fair hearing
because of his residence abroad. Thirdly, there was the question. whether a
natlonal of a State, whila abroad, could be accorded a fair and public hearing

“in & “legal case in the corwiry in vhich he wos reaidents

2. 7 Mr, Mzlik felt that such cases migh be covered by the addition of a
phrase Such as "in so far as internal laws are applicable", following the.

‘Uriited States améndnent. It seemed to him necessary.that a-nation.should
éuaréhtee fundamental rights to its citlzens ebroad as well as at home.

,25. . The CPAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
Amerlca, reiterated that 1t was not possible for any hation to guarantee such
rights under the terms of the draft covenant to its nationals resident abroad.
She could however see no con£11cu between the United States "amendment’ and
article 11; the terms of = ~tche 11 weould nat urally apply in all cases, and
any citizen de31ring to return to hlS home country'would receive a fair and
public hearing in any case brought agalnst him,

26, Mr. NISOT (Belgium) suggested the following wordings "....to all in=
dividuals who are subject to its jurisdiction, whether within its territory or
abroad..."

/27. Inreply
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25. In réply to a question from My, MENDEZ (Philippities), the CHATRMAN,
speak“ng as the representatlve of the United States, affirmed that any aliens
revnu oot n United ‘States territory would be ehtitled to protection, as aliens,

by thc 1nwued States Government s

28, lir, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) reiterated his objection to the word
6£erf4t6rV“”énd maintained his view that the rights of citizens should be
guaranteed by thelr Governments abroad as well as at home. Otherwise certain
dangers would arlse, " for example, it might be possible for States to exclude
their colonies or Trust Territories from the field of application of the
covenant. on the ground that such territories were outside their '"national

[terrWiory"

29, The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
fmerica, Yeplied that a nation could not guarantée a fair trial, urder the terms
of the covenant, to its natlonals/ another country. If that country had not
ratlfled the covenant, it would not consider itself bound by it; and the only
recourse open t5 the Government of the citizen in question would be appeal
through diplomatlc ‘chamels.,

30.. Mr. ORIBE (Urugusy) felt that the position maintained by the United
States delegation was the most sound and logical one, The first problem was to
decide ‘what persons were subject to the jurisdiction, both personal and’
territorial, 'of a State. The jurisdiction of a State applied to its nationals
both within its territory and abroad; but it nust be determined to which of

those persons a State was required to guarantee fundamental human rights. Since
no-State could provide for judges, .police, court machinery, etc. in territories
outside its -jurisdiction, it was evident .that States could effectively guarantee
human rights. only to those persons residing within their territorial jurisdiction.
For that reason the Uruguayan delegation would -support the United Stetes.amendment.

31:. .. --Mr. NISOT (Belgium) raised the question of troops maintained by a State
in foreign areas; such troops were obviously. under the juriadiction of thit

State,

/32¢ The CHAIRMAN,
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32, - The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the’ repreéentative of the United States of -
America, replied that such troops, although maintained abroa.d, remained under
the i:risdiction of the State. She added that alﬁhough French citizens we:

subie.s to French penal law wherever they might be, United Statés.nationals
were gubject to such laws only within the territory of the United States.

33..- - Mp, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) was not satisfied with. the explanations
given by the Unitéd Statés delegation. Some States had ws whereby their
ﬁational.s reﬁained under their jurisdiction even when residing abréad. Although
he was not familiar with United fta’es law, he assumed that a United States
citizen committing a crime abroad mﬁd be hable to prosecut:.on bv his
Government uvpon his return to his countzv. Sim:.larly, a Um.ted States citizen
committing .a-crime -on board a United Stateﬁ Bhlp at sea would he considered as
under United States juriadiction. He reitemted that tne extent of national
jurisdiction was defined by natioaal Ilm, m genera.l, most natlons preferred
to try their nationals -in their owh cdurts, even though the crime in question -
had been'.committed abroad.:

3he < Mr.-CASSIN (Francé) pointed out that the Commission's purpose was to
ensure protection of human rights, but not to endeavour to change or amend
international law as it wis practiced. It seemsd to him that the United States
amendment thalienged the va= ious prevaillng concents of natlonal competence

and sovereignty, and might’ therefore give rise to serious dlff:.cultlea. The:
article under .consideration should deal only m.th Jurlsdn,ctlona.l cases under
ordinary international law, not-with exbraordinary cases such as military

- occupation,..

35. . In reply. to a pomt raised by the Yugos...av representatlve, Mr. Cassip ;-
po:mted out that under French law, ‘colonies were considered -ag pa”t of the
national -territory -and: were protected accord:meg.

36, Mr, NISOT (Belg:mm, sugg°sted that the wording "to all individuals
within the limits. of .its Jur:\.sdlct.l.on" mlght meet the-case,

'/37.' Mr. MENDEZ
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37. Mr, MENDEZ-(Philippiﬁes)?aékedtWh5£ would be the.attitude of tie
United States Covernment toward, first; a citizen’counterfeiting United States
cursvowy cbroad.and introducing it into theé United States, and second, a United

Stesns notional committing a: felony abroad ih the capacity of an o6fficial.

38. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of
America, replied that caseg of counterfeiting and treason constituted exceptions
to the rule; both were punishable if the.citizen returned to the United States,

but ealy then.

39 Miss BOWIE‘(UniﬁedsKingddm);freferring to her delegation's proposed
amendment to article 2 (E/CN../37.), recalled certain commeats which had been
made a%t the preceding meeting in.the courseiof the discussion., It had been
stated that if each State ratifying the-cédvenant weré reguired to bring its
domestic legislation into confoxmity with the provisions of ths covenant, the
process of ratification would take far too-long. '~She explained that it was not
the purpose of the United Kingdom amendment to force StabésftoAréWriﬁe their
domestic legislation; the intent was simply to ensure that domestic legislation
was in conformity with the terms offthe-bovenéntfandfthat<sddh legislation
would be fully eaforced, . | ‘

40, Miss Bowie recallsd that at the. thirty-first session of the
International Labour Confersrce; in 1948, ité:Cummittee on the Application of
Conventions and Recommendations had reported on the question of bringing
legislation into conformity with ratified conventions.: Thé Committee had
emphasized the fact that the-ounly asgceptable ratification was one to which
practical effect was given., Each State which became a party to a convention
should ascertain, before ratification took placé, that its nétibnal‘légiélation
ensured in all respects the application of the provisions of the convention in
question. It must also be ascertained whether or rot ratification in itself
automatically incorporated the convention into the natioral legislation, since
a convention could be fully applied only when national legislatioh and bractice
were in harmony with the terms of the convention. It was not sufficient to Bring‘
national law into formal agreement with a ratified convention; the terms of the

convention must be effectively applied.
' /Ll. liss Bowie
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Ll. Miss Bowie "stated that if her delegation's proposzl was rejected, she .
would support the Lebanese. amendment, although she woul&'prefer?thefsubstitution“
of the words "three years" for "one. year" as proposed in that amendment, since.a
State might well require more than one yéar to hring its legislation into
conformity with the terms of the convention, It was essential, however, that the
States should not be permitted to make writien commitments which they did not
intend to carry out; for that reason.she considered the phrass "within a .
reasonable time", in the original text of paragraph 1, as dangorous and
unacceptable.

. b2 ‘During the discussion of ‘article 20, the United Kingdom delegation had”
supported the phrase doiiinhg with discrimination which now appeared in the
Lebanese amendment to article 2; but it had been stated at that time that the
phrase should properly cppear elgewhere in the draft covenant. She thsrefore

urged the adoption of the phrase for inclugion in axticie 2.

L3. -+ Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) accepted the Unit~d ¥inigdom Hronosal to replace the

words "one year'" with the words "three years” in his amendment.
Liy. "Mr. KYROU (Greece) moved the closure of the debate.

L5, In reply to lr. ORIBE (Uruguay), the CHAIRMAN said that the debate -
would be closed on paragraph 1 and that paragraph 2 would be discussed later.
She then put to the vote the amendmeént. to insert thé words "to respect and"
after the words "hereto, undertakes" in paragraph 1, put forward by the French
and Lebanese delegations (E/CN.L/365, E/CN.L/380),

That amendment was adopted by 14 vetes to none, with  abstention.

L6, The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the United' States amendment to insert
the words "territory and subject to its" in paragraph 1 after the words "all
individuals within its" (E/CN.4/365).

That amendment was_adopted by &€ votes to 2, with 5 abstentions.

L7. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian and Lebanese amendment to
substitute the word "recognized" for the word "defined" in the second line of
paragraph 1 (E/CN.4/353/Add.10, E/CN.L/380).
Thaﬁ_gﬁendment was édopted by 11 votes to 2, with 2 abstentions.
/L8« The CHAIRMAN
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42, The CHAIRMAN  put to the vote the lekanese amendment to add the words
"without distinction of any kind, such es race, colour, sex, language, rellgion,
political or other opinion, natlonal or soscisl oricin, property, birth or other

status" (5/C1.47350) at the 2nd of the first sentence of paragraph 1.

40, . Mp, VAIENZUELA (Chile) asked that a separate vote should te taken on

the words "without distinction of any kind".

580. The CHAITMAN nt to the vote the lebanese amerdment to add the words
"rithout distinetion of any kind" at the end  of the first sentence ol paragraph 1,

Thot_srendmort vag adorted by 12 votes vo 2, with 1 abstention.

51, ¢ fe, MERDEYZ (Philippines) had voled agsinst that amendment because 1t

I !

duplicated the proviscions of article 20,

524 - Yir, NISCT (Relgium) did not rfully wnievstand the evact scope of that
amendment., He fearcd that to repeat the ron-discrimination clause at the

becinning of the covenant might sugzest that the covenunt recomiized de {acto

- g

squality, That clause read within the context of article 20, in which it
anpearerd, recogpized only de_iure. ecuality, the only kind vhich could exist,
¥ajors and minors, nationals und foreigners, could not be, treated alike,

53. ‘The CHATEMAN put to the vote the rest of the Lebanese amondment to the
first sentence of paragraph 1,

1 wat_text was_adonted oy 11 _votes to 1, with 3 ahstertions,

54. Mr, NISOT (Pelgiwn) had abelained rom voting for the reasons he had just
set forth, ‘ew article 2 was either o mere reretition of article 20, and hence
redundant, or it ddded something to article 0 and should be reparded as dangerous

until the addition were known.

55, The CH&TRVxN, specaking as the representative of the United States of

America, had vote&‘against the text for the reasons. given by the Delgisn
representative,.

I56, Vp. VATENZUBLA
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56, Mr. VALENZUFLA (Chile) had voted azaingt'thie text Heecause his delegation
was firmly opposed to the use of unscientifi¢ terms guck as frace" and "colour® .
in a legal instrument, It was for that reason tkat he had requested the Chairmar

to put thé Lebansse amendment to the vote by'ﬁafﬁs;

57, ‘ Mre CASSIN (br;nce) had supportsd the Iehanese amendment because he
felt that article 2 was the proper place to include provisions on discrimirations
At the second reading, hcwever, he would propose tne deletion of certain parts of

article 20 which were dangerous and which amounted to mere premices.

58, In reply to ir. NISOT (Belgium), liss BOWIE (United Kingdom) explained
that her amendment to the second sentence’of paragraph 1 (5/CNh/37L) applied
only to ratifications by Statess

5% . ‘The CHAIRMAN put to the vote ‘rh!A 1n;ted Kingsdom suzgestion: to substitite
the words "Every deposit of an’ 1nstrumont of aceession shall be “ccompanled by a
solemn declaration made by the Governmont ¢? the State concerred, that full and
comwlete effect is 5nven bv the law of that btate to the prov131ons of the
Covenanu" (E/CN h/B?A) for the oecond sentence of the orlplﬂal text (E/CN.L/365)¢

That anenumnzf was rexected b} 10 votes to 1, with 3 aoutentlons.

60, fir. NISOT (Belgium) had opposed the United Kingdom text becatse it eould
be interpreted to prevent a State from ratifying the coverant unJiJ its domestic
leplslatlon aad ‘been brouplt into aprecmert with the provns¢ons ‘of ‘the sovenant.
Furtherxore, that text was contraﬁictory to the new oriisle which ihe

United’ ”in"dov ronlusex*aoiva wlonc& to e inserted after’article o of the

coveront (570 . 4/575 ),

61. Mr. SORENSEN (Denmark) had abstained because he felt it would be recéssary
to reword tne ampndmeut 1n the light of the United Kingdom representativefs

explanation of the text.

62, The CRAIRMAN put to the vote the French proposal to make the second
sentence of paragraph 1 into a separate paragraph (E/Cl../365)..
~,That-2roposallwas adopted by 12 votes to none, with 3 abstentions,

/63. The CHAIRMAN
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63. The CHAIRMAN put, to the vote the Lebanese amendment to 1nse1u the word
"exlstlng" before the. words "leglslatlve or other measures" in +he flrst line of

the new paragraph 2 (E/CN 4/380)
" That amendment Ujg_t4opted by 10 votes tn none, with L abstentions.

6L Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) asked that a separate vote should be taken on the
words "Where not alreadvlprevided by existing legislative or other measures®

at the beginning of the naw paragreph 2 (E/CN.4/365).

65, The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian amendment to insert the
words “to take tho necegeary steps" after the words ﬁeach‘State undertakes" in
the new paragraph 2 (g FN;A/BS}/Add.lO).' | |

That amendment was adopted byx12 votes to ll,nith 2 abatentione.»

66. Mr. WHITLAM (Australla) withdrew his amendment to insert the words "or
to have adopted" in paragraph 2 (E/cN. h/BS,/Add lO)

67. " Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) asked why it was necessary to fix a time~limit,
within whlch States should adopt 1egislat1ve or other measures to give effect
to ‘the rights recoenlzed in the covenant. Ordinarily, such a restrictlon 1mp11ed
that failure to comply would entail certain consequences. He wondered therefore,

if the Lebanese representative could elucidate the point.

68, Mr, MALIK (Lebanon) had attempted to achieve a compromrse which would
sati%fy those who had preferred the phrase "within a reasonable time" and those |
who had thoubht no tlme-llmlt should be fixeds A deflnlfe limitation would
encourage States to amend thelr leﬂlslatlon to bring it into line w1th the

covenant,

69. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Lebanese amendment to oubstitute the
words "three years" for the words "within a reasonable time" (E/CN., 4/380)
That amendment)was rejected by‘7 votes to 34,w1th 3 abstentlons.

/70.- “The CHATRMAN
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70. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian amendment to insert the
words Mas may be necessary" (E/CN../353/Add.10) after the words "such legislative
or other measures" in the new paragraph 2 (E/CN..L/365).

That amendment was adophed b votss to none, with 2 abstentions,
. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Australian and Lebanese amendment to

substitute the word ":anognized" for the word "defined" in the last line of the
new paragraph 2 (E/CN..,"353/Add.10, E/CN..4/330).
That amendment was sdopted by 13 votes to none, with 1 abstention.

72. The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of paragraph 1 as amended:
"Each Stcte party hereto undertakes to respect and to ensure to
all individuals within its territory 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 adopted waanimously.

73 lir. MALIK (Lebanon) withdrew the third paragraph of his amendment
(E/CN.4/380) as it had depended on the phrase "three years" which had been lost,

The The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the whole of the new paragraph 2 as amended:
"Where 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 12 votes to none, with 3 abstentions,

The meeting rose at 1.10 pam,

25/5 p.m,





