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PB iFT БЗ']̂ Ж;\Т10!1А1, CCWMNT ON Н Ш Ш1 RIGHTS (ANNEXES I and I I OF THS REPORT (F 

'ДШ i^IFE SDSSION OF, THE. Ç«gS|3I,Qîî Щ Щ А̂Ы..RIGHTS,:'doctmsent E/1371)(continued) 
He'ï' vx" posais oonoeroin?,-.reservations to the covenant, e^'ibrntted ^ 

• îlac CîUŒffilAN-called щ о п the .Con»3.ssion to state áJbs views on the United 
Kinndnn propseal"to add a new a r t i c l e on reservations to..the draft covenant 
(к/ОГ.Ь/375) avid the Telgian proposal f o r an additional arti.cle on the same 
subject O^^M^•^WhЩ^ 

0/. •'. i'iiss (united Kingdora) erplainfd that the laws of some States, " , 
Pihich were most anxious to .ratify. the covenant j might not alwigrs conform exactly 
to the provisions of the coverxa,nt.. Such States would need tine to aire..nd, th e i r , 
lavísí that might delay the r a t i f i c a t i o n of the covenant, . ïî-ie United Kingdom. , 
delegation had. sUbrátted i t s additional a r t i c l e i n order to prevent such delays 
and to enable States to r a t i f y the covenant quickly, 

3̂  The CIL\IffljlA>I, speaid.ng as the United States representative, said that 
her deliegation was opposed to the United Kingdom's proposed new a r t i c l e , which. 
TTOuld enable contracting parties to modify thei.r obligations under the covenant 
to suit themselves. Paragraph • 1 of the proposed a r t i c l e provided that a 
contracting party could make a reservation i n respoèt of any provision of the 
covenant to .the extetit that-any law then i n f o r c q i n i t s t e r r i t o r y vfns not in, • 

. conformity vdth that pro-'.dsion. • Such a provision would be -tantaTüount to 
inv i t i n g the various States to make-reser'/atlonsj the res^fLt would be that each 
contracting party would redraft the cô ';enant on human rights, to suit i t s e l f , 
Koroovcr, according ,to that anjhecartiolG, there vsould be no- need for the consent 
of ,;ths other'Contracting parties to tsuch reservations. Contracting parties would 
Uius.be given too much freedora, • 

. . . :ИГф-Ш80£- .(Belgium) said, - that-, according , to the .system usually-âu'opited 
by the United Nations, tho accession, of a State,-was-regar.ded-a^-invalid Ydth--, 
regard . t o - a l l .-the contracting p a r t i e s , lÇ-it;7ias accompanied by;a reservation'' 
which had been rejected by any one of them. On the other hand, according to th,3 
addi'tional a r t i c l e proposed by the Belgian delegation, the,accession would only 
be regarded as i n v a l i d i n respect of the contracting parties which had rejected 
the reservation and'would bê  v a l i d vdth rega!.->d to a l l the r e s t . Thus, bein£ ' 
more e l a s t i c , the Belgian formula was more favourable to the formation of 
contractual engagements; i t enabled States to assume certain obligations i n 
circumstances i n which the United Nations sj-^stein did not permit them to 
assume any. 

http://Uius.be
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The CIIAIRivlAN, speaking as the united States representative, f e l t that 
the proposes Belgian a r t i b l e was preferable to that of the United Kingdom, At 
the same time, the Belgian proposal would also be i n the nature of an i n v i t a t i o n 
to the various States, to make reservations. I t was obvious that the inclusion, 
i n the covenant on hunian rights, of a clause providing f o r reservations would 
greatly increase tile number of reservations. 

Mr¿ KYPOU (Greece) suggested that the two additional a r t i c l e s proposed 
bo ' • 

by the United Kingdom and Belgium might be combined to f o m a single a r t i c l e . 
Paragraph 1' of the Belgian a r t i c l e woiild become the f i r s t paragraph of the 
combined•article, paragraph 2 of the United Kingdom proposal would become the 
second paragraph of the combined a r t i c l e , W h i l e paragraph 2 qf the Belgian, 
proposal would become the third paragraph of the combined a r t i c l e ^ That com­
bined a r t i c l e might be givon tho form of a resolution to the Economic and Social 
Council. 

. î'Iiss BOITTE (United Kingdom) could not accept the Greek representative's 
suggestion, and called attention to tlie f a c t that the United ïvingdom and Belgian 
proposals provided f o r t\TO e n t i i ^ l y different forms of procedure. 

Mr. SORENSEN (Denmark) readily understood trtiy the United States.dele­
gation could.not accept.the two additional a r t i c l e s , submitted to the Commission, 
Yet, i f neither of those proposals 'liHBaî adopted, шащ»- States would consider 
themselves unable to r a t i f y the covenant, Ilie Governments of Norway and the 
Netherlands had favoured the insertion of-such'an a r t i c l e i n the covenant. 
9., The Belgian additional a r t i c l e could qviite iirell be put into e^f^ct i f 
tt*e covenant were of a b i l a t e r a l character. As things stood, however, a State, 
had to \ m m i n advance that a l l provisions would be accepted by the contracting' 
parties, otherwise i t could not ratify' üie covenant. The United Kingdom pro­
posal, ЧП the other hand, put the problem i n a clear setting. I t authorized 
reservations .only on limited questions, and for that reason he approved i t . 

Д'о^ 'Mr. NISOT 



10. m OTSOT ibetiiVBi} Ш/афЛ «iat the âiaadvatt|agé of Ihe article pwH-
posed Ъу the United Kingdoa was that i t antJjorized spécifie reservations onXy, 
and excltTded all other categories, including those made in accordance with nsoal 
United îiatioM procedure. x¿ tiie Со1ш1зв1оп e^xs^ytcC tac United Kineccr 
CT^lclc, i t Ehobl-A <:.o so In f u l l awareness of tha lo^bl ccmsequences хл/и . e ' i 

11. Mr. CASSIN (France) pointed out that «ie United îCingdom article would 
become important once the làiole procedure for accession to the covenant had been 
settled by the previous adtoption of seppn^PÍ&ii^ législation» But, since the 
Coimnission had decided that States could briag fiieir legislation into ©mfOTindly 
with the provisions of thecovenant "within a reasonable time**, the article 
seemed inappropriate, 
J 2. In corcxexion with the French ^тЛ of the United Kingdm article, 
Frt Cassin said that ihe езфгезб1оп Шжо1^МоР législative" used in the firé* 
and second paragraphes should be regplaoeKl by Ш в words "rógle de droit". 

13, J!r. CILANG (China) said itó^^ feeard the explanation given by «ie 
representative of Belgium, he could Is^ «apport the Bel^an text, IiMteed, i t 
was essential not to give the covenant a bilateral character and, on the cofif 
trary, to lay stress on its vsider scope. 

Х.Ц., s i r , JEVRSîroVIC (Tugoslavia) could support neither l&e Iteited K i ^ ^ 
nor the Belgian proposal* and that for the following reasons. Fire 
covenant itself contained a птдаЪег of restrictive provisions^ SéctíncD̂ i i t had 
been decided to allow taie contracting parties a reasonable time wilMn^^w^ iso 
bring their legislation into conformity -ваш Ш ©f the eova^nt. 
Finally, article h of the covenant itself permitted contracting parties to Ш 
the application of its pro-^sions in certain important inst&ices. 

Respect for Ьшап rights Tirouid appear from the proposed Belgian article 
to be a proKLem ar l s i i ^ bet^^n two States, urtiereas, in fact, i t concerned the 
United Nations as a idiole. I t not possible to reslaTxet the ^gür» 
cation of the provisions of the covenant to an extent ^^ater than that aireas^ 
provided for by certain of its articles. 

До, Иг. штш 
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16. Ш, шгава (PMUi^iree) said tlM* te irot^ 
Onlted Kingdûm article. 

17. Mr. МАЫК (Lebanon) shared ИЬв view of the representative of Yugoslavia, 
The provlsloQs of the covenant were so fundenental In character as to i t 
difficult to envisage the possiblilty of making reservations in connexion with 
them, Mr, Malik asked the repres^itative of Оеошагк If he coula give the 
Commission an exan^le of a provision In regard to ^drLchhls country would wish 
to malse a reservation, 

iv. Mr, SORERSÉN (Denmark) replied that In the case of mentally afflicted 
persons the le^slslation of his comstzy Incluâed no provision pf the kind contained 
In paragraph 5. of arbiclfe 9 of the covenant. I f Denmark agreed to ratify the 
covenant without reservation i t would have to adopt legislation in that respect. 
On the othor 'uand. If БепЕагк made such a reservation and another contracting 
party refused to accept i t , then, accoiúit^ to titô Belgian article, Denmark would 
not be bound in relation to that parttculs^ oenxtkactlng party, but vould neverthe­
less raaain bouûd in relation to a l l ôOâtraictise parties which had accepted i t s 
reservation. 

19. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) pointed out that in accordance with the procedure 
usually employed by the United Nations, Denmark would not he bound i n respect of 
ащюпе in such a case. Under the sji^tem suggested by the Belgian delegation, most 
international commitments would s t i l l hold good, 

2C. The CHáimíAH, speaking as representative of the united States of iünericc 
asked the representative of the united Kingdom how, under the system suggested in 
her propt^sal, i t would be possible, for a State to .JJEike a reservation regarding the 
sense of article 2 0 i f i t had no legislatlt»! dealing with the subject of that 
íTrticie. Would not such a reservation be excluded by .the E^ption of the 
Suited Kingdom additional article? 

2i. Miss BOWIE (united Kingdom) replied t l ^ t i t Was a 'question of a reserva­
tion as to the interpretation of an article not a reservation prompted by eon-
siderations of legislation to be adopted later. Sbe did not know whether, under 
the system applied by the United Rations, i t was usual to ш к е reservations on the 
actual meaning of an articles /fes. Mr, BISOT 



22. Mr. HISOT (Beleium) coneldered that i n adopting tbe ргоровеа Ifclted 
Klngdoai article i t would not be possible to apply the рзхюеаиге usually followed 
hy tbe United Nations in the matter of reservations. In particular, i t would be 
ImiwBSlble for a Gcvern^^nt, cctins under pressure irom i t e Pcu-lloj ient,- tc с.-с t 
tr.c tvixt oj.' the covenant while (:«i4inc reseivatlcns us to 1;ле xntei .i«tc.c:ion • j . 
any alvou r i t i c l e . 

23- Mr. SCHACHIFB (Secretai-iat) thought that i n the case of reservations not 
covered by paragraphs 1 and 2 of the United Kingdom additional article, the 
Secretary-General would follow the normal procedure, Trtiich was to bring them to 
the notice of a l l contracting parties. If a l l the parties to the Covenant approveâ 
a reservctlou i t would be accepted; i f one or two States did ^ t approve i t , tbe 
reservation the r a t i f i c a t i o n or accession would be rejected. 
2K. Гпе •иязх'тгг ' ions -urcvided for by the Ifaited Kingdom article could be 
made by contracting parties ¡ritiout need of the acceptance of the other signatories 
of the covonanti 

25, Miss ЮК1Е (United Kingdom) stated that i f the proposed United Kingdom 
article were adopted, the procediEPe i t ̂ vlsaged would be the only appropriate ото& 

to follow i n making reservations; i t would exclude the reservation procedure 
usua.llj'' ençloyed by the united Nations. 

The ОШШШ said timt, i n such conditions, the Commission соиДД adopt 
ejther the procedure described i n the luiiteu Kin^m adOitional article, which 
envi saged a very limited reservation system, or that suggeeted by the Belgian 
a r t i c l e , or i t would reject both articles, in.which case the system applied by the 
united Nations would be used for the covenant. 

2 " , Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) thought that the interpretation given by the repre­
sentative of the Secretariat was correct. There were reservations regarding st»h 
laatters as the date of аи>Дсаг1оп of the covenant, the territories in idiich i t 
would be brought into force, constitutional powers and so on, which would not be 
covered by the United Kingôom proposal. If tltó United Kingdom dele^tion wished t 
exclude tlmt kind of reservation, i t should say so clearly i n i t s text. 

/2S. Miss BOWIE 
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2';, Miss KWIE (ïfiiited'mngdom) said that înthe'light of the cemente of 
tbe Uruguayan representative, she would alter the text of paragraph 1 of her 
proposal'as follows: "maie a reseanratlon only in respect of.,," 

2v Г ÍRÍ̂  CHAIRMfiN said that in accordance with rule 6 l , of this rules 
procedure she vrould put the proposed united Kingdom article, which had been the 
first to be submitted to the CccEuission, to the vote fijpst. 

ЗС Mr. aiSOT (Belgium) asked that the Belgian additional, article should be 
put to the vote befc-тэ the Iftiited langdoci Jarticle, ее i t was more sweeping.than 
the latter. :>k».'̂eovc-r, i f the Belgian article was not adopted, he j^i^ht oerhaps be 
аъае to vote -ОТ 'tiie Unit: 'г i'^ibgám astiñie, . If the United Ktngâom «urticle 
was put to the vote f i r s t , he would be obll^red to vote acuinst i t . 

^2. The СНА1ВМ.Ш asked the sesSiema of the Commission whether they wished 
to vote f i r s t on the Belgian article. 

1г \ras decided to mt the ЫЩт &ЩЩ^^»Х article to the vote f i r s t 
M-l votes to 2, with Д abstention, 

The Bolfelor additional article (E / C I I , V^6) was rejected by 9 votes to 3» 
;«dth 3 abstentions. 

32, The С Ш Ь Е Ш Ш put to the vote the word î'only" which ,iâie Ifoited Kingtom 
representative had proposed to insert i n paaragraph 1 of her proposed additional 
article. 

It was decM^ ̂ . _ t o insert the word "only" ln:paraf>raph l.of the United 
Kingdomjiropnsed aoditional article by 6 votes to 1, with 8 abstentions, 

Тде United Kiur.dom proposed additional article (]Ё/СН.У375) vas rejected 

33- Jîr. líISOT (Belgium) said he Interpretedthe-vote to. mean that tlie system 
of reservations upualiy felicvc-d by the United watione w u l d be applicable to 
thtj cGverjant. 
Articles 24 and 25 (£/сн.4/Зб5, E/CH,t»/353/Aád̂ lOr E/GKwWtt37y в/СНЛ/^^^^ 

34, Miss BOWIE (united Kingdom) recalled that i t was the CQmmisBlon»s chief 
duty to communicate to the Economic and Social Council the second part of the 
draft covenant and the articles on measures of implementation. I t would therefore 

/be out of 



s/os.k/m,X97 
Page 9 

Ъе out of place to enter into a lengtby dlecueslon of mrticles 2h and 25, since 
they would be discosBOu. in detail by the Eccaaoaaic and Social Council. She 
therefore made a forma?., propoeal that the Commission should not discuss 
articles all- and 25 . 

35^ Mr. KÏEOU (Greece) seconded the united Kingdom proposal and adâcd 
that the Commission could aslt the Economic and Social Council to interpret 
Article 69 of the Charter very broadly гфеп i t came to discuss articlee 2k and 
25 of tbe draft covenant. 

36, The CEAIEîlAN, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, said that she was £^ainst the United Kingdom proposal. The Ccmsnissim 
on Human Rights was the only body cong?etent to discuss articles 2k ,and 25 in 
detail and decide on the need for and content of those articles. The Economic 
and Social Ccxmcil and the General Assembly would not be able to take any useful 
decision tujless the Commission had f i r s t followed such a procedure. She 
recalled the difficulties which had arisen in the General Assembly vñaen that body 
had disciassed, i n the absence of reconmiendations, the federal and colonial 
clauses in coimexion with the Convention for the siç)pi'ession of the tr a f f i c in 
persons and of the exploitation of the prostitution of others, 

37 . Mr. RAMADAN (Egypt) recalled that when the federal clause had сше хф 
for consideration, the Thira Comiaittee of the General Asseaibly had decided to 
refer the problem to the Sixth Conmiittee. The latter had held several meetings 
without being able to come to any agreement. Finally, the Sixth Committee had 
decided, to delete the federal clause of the Ctmvention on the suppression of 
prostitution. 
33 . vJith regard to the colonial clause, he pointed out that the General 
Asseaibly had discussed that question at length at several sessions- ana. the 
position of each country was cleea-ly defined. It was obviously not the saiae in 
the case of the federal clause. 

39 . Mr. l'îHlTLAM (Australia) supported the United Kingdm proposai. He 
thou^t that the two articles 2k and 25 in no way affected the' siâ>staiK;e of the 
covenant and that, moreover, the Ccanmiasion would obviously not have time to 
disciass them. 

/ 4 0 , Й Г . VAUaEUELA 



E/CN.4/sa.l97 
Page 10 

^0* Mr. VAlESEŒuA (Chile) polnteá out that the federal clatise would in 
fact apply to one country only; nefliely, the United States of Aiaérica, as i n 
most of the other federal States the central Government had greater power than 
in the united States. Since the ratification of the covenant Ъу that country 
wotild depend on the action taken on article 2 k , the article shoxjld be discussed. 
41. Tho colonial clause had given rise to lengthy discussion i n t b e 

General AssenSaly and the r^sitioa of each delegation on i t was consegœntly 
well known. The Chilean representative therefore suggested that the Goanaisslon 
should proceed at once with the consideration o£ article 2 k and that after that 
article had been discussed the United Kingdom delegation should re-ihtroduce 
i t s proposal, limiting i t however to article 25, 

4 2 . The CHAISMfiJf, speaking as the United States representative, emphasized 
that her Government was not the only one to be affected by the federal clause 
and that i t could not take a decision on the covenant without f i r s t having heard 
the views of the meiabers of the Conaaissian concerning the fedeiral clause. She 
would readily sigree that article 25 should not be discussed at the current 
session, 

4 3 . MisîG BOWIS-iC'clted Kingdom), i n reply to the Chilean representative, 
said that a r t i c l e s 24 and 25 were closely linked with each other. Ratification 
of tbe covenant would largely depend,^ in the case of a nimiber of States, on tbe 
adoption of those a r t i c l e s . 

44 . . î-îr. CASSIN (France) shared the United Kingdom representative's view. 
He pointed out that France could be counted among the federal St«.tes; inâsed, 
important terri t o r i e s of the former French empire had recently acquired 
sovereignty. The Ccjanission should discuss articles 24 arid 25 either together 
or not at a l l . 

lir. MALIK (Lebanon) was opposed to the United Kingdom prcwosal, and 
agreed ̂ íith the .Chairman's view. The Coffimission shordd trcnEmit recomai'ndatioDS 
on both articles 24 and 25 to the Economic and Social Council and the General 
Assembly. 

4 6 . Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) enphasized that both the colonial and federal 
clauses had legal and p o l i t i c a l aspects. He added that the Commission could not 

/take 



Page 13. 

talce Tip the dirotesîonof ths two olatuses at'the ppeaenttirae as their legal 
and political couáecivíences had пете!*- been sttidied, It trocid tlierefçre only be 
able.to deal.-with the matter superficially* Ие therefore supported the united 
Kingdi^i jíToposal and. suggested that'the Secretariat should be asked to study the 
legal and political implications of the federal and colonial clauses» 

4?. The стХКМаТуГ pat to the vote the united Kingdom proposal to postpcaae 
the considération of articles 2h and 25e 

TheJ'nlt.e-a..K5n̂ ^ adopted by,,8, vobes to vfith 1 abstention^ 

The .CiffilRMHp. speakiiîg as the United States representative, said that 
ib^vie\rof-tIie'vote just taken by the Gomissioei her Government would not be-
able to vote on the draft international covenant on hvmsn ri^its» 

I'Vo SOHÊiStii (Denmark) said tliat he had voted in favour of the" United 
Kü^dom ргсррсаХ in view of the fact that tlie G<mjússion did not have the time 
to diso\iss articles 2k and 2 $ » Those articles might be stucB.ed in detail by 
tlie Есопош.с and Social Ccimcil which mi^t b» Mteed, as the (Згеек representative 
had/-suggested,-to interpr Article .69 of the. Charter, in a broad, sense чИх&а 

discussing the articles in. question. 

5 ^ . rár. 0E17EE?îOVIC (Tugoslavia) said he had voted against the United 
Kirigdbm prbpoëal. Many representatives had stated that the'mattcars in question 
had bcâi disctesed at l^igth on a number of occasions* Gonsequenbly the members 
of th.e Coiffiaissioïx were fully competent to discuss them without further delay. 

.51. Mrs. ШКТА (India) bjui voted for the Uiiited Kingdom pr^ 
Coramission did not have tlie-time to discuss- articles 2li. and. 25 itíiich raised a n 
number of constitutional questions and others of a very complicated nature. The 
whole Batter should be decided by the General assembly which would undoubtedly do 
so in a satisfactory manner. 

/ 52, Mr. КШОи 
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5 2 . Mr, KÏROU (Greece) said tîaat he had voted for the United Kingdom 
proposal for tho reasoie given by the Indian and Danish representatives, 

5 3 . Mr, PJUuâDAN (Egypt) said tbat he had voted in favour of the United 
kingdom рго;оо5.г1, île ag^^od that the Ccjrnmission on Human Bi^ts was fully 
competen'i t:> Уиг-Аг the oolcráal. and federal clauses; the Sixth CiOTaittee of 
the General Assembly l̂ ad̂  however, devoted a whole week to the consideration 
of the federcl ciax-̂ e without reaching an agreement on the question, . Every­
thing -went to 3hon that for the monient the Commission did not have the time 
to enujark on a thorou^ discussion of articles 24 and 25, 

54. >ir, CASSIK (Fipancc) had been trnable to vote for the united Kingdom 
proposal as in bis view the Commission should not dissociate itself fresa the •• 
problems rsic»ed in articles 24 and 25, It was certain however that just when 
i t was nearing the end of its work tho Commission could not taîœ a decision on 
those articles vdthout fu l l knowladge of the legal implications, 

55. Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) proposed that the Secretariat should be asked to 
study the lagal consequences of articles 24 and 25. 

sA, WHIÎLAM (Australia) supported that proposal, virging that the 
Secretariat should study the precedents and practices observed by the United 
Nations, 

5?. Mr. SCHACHTEE (Secretariat) said the Secretariat was quite ready to 
make an analysis of precedents and practices^ he recalled that the Secretariat 
had already made a study cf the texts bearing cm the colonial clause. It 
would however not be possible for the Secretariat to make a study of the political 
aspoets of the question nor of the aspects involving constitutional laws or 
laws relating to territorial, organization. 

The proposal of Uruf̂ ây was adopted by 10 votes to none, with 5 ábstenticms. 

Article 26 

5 8 , The CIIAIPJíAíj, speaking as the representative of the United States of 
America, said her delegation was xri.lling to withdraw the anendment i t had avSb-

mitted to article 26 in favour of the amendment siûsmitted by the French delegatioi, 

/provided 
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provided that i n the t h i r d paragraph of the French amendment, the word 
" r a t i f i e d " was replaced by the word "accepted" and the words "by accession" 
vrere deletedo The terms used i n the United States amendaient were broader 
for there were several ways of accepting a covenant, among others signature 
and r a t i f i c a t i o n ; moreover, i t s terms wore i n accordance with those used i n 
a r t i c l e 23. In conti3xion -with paragraph 2 of the French amendment, 
i'^rs, Roosevelt accepted the two~thiràs majority provided for i n the French 
amendment. 

59. Mr. CASSIN (France) accepted the airendmurits proposed by the United 
States representative. 

ÓC', Mr. NISOT (Belgium) indicated that, i n the case of amendments to the 
covenant, States non-гаегсЬегз of the United i'aticins who ware contracting parties 
would be excbxded from the amendir.ent procedtire, according to the. provisions of 
the French proposal, as f a r as ths important stage before the Assembly was 
concerned. I t would be preferable, under the circumstances, to provide for 
a diplomatic conference, 

61. Mr. CASSIN (France) r e p l i e d that the r i g h t s of contracting parties 
net Members of the United Nations would be safeguarded by the fact that proposed 
amendments to the covenant would bo studied by a committee consisting of States 
parties to the covenant. Approval by the General Assembly would only come 
after that study. Procedure s i m i l a r to that provided for i n A r t i c l e 37 of 
the Charter could no doubt be v i s u a l i z e d , but the'substance of the French 
amendment, which was to give the General Assembly the power of taking the 
f i n a l decision on amendments to the covenant, shouH not be deleted, 

62. Mr, NISOT (Belgium) thought the intervention of the General Assembly 
i n the revásion of the covenant would create inequality between parties to 
the covenant depending on whether they were or were not Members of the United 
Nations. I f the p r i n c i p l e of supervision by the General Assembly must be 
maintained, non-member States parties to the covenant should at least be given 
the ri g h t to participate i n the Assembly's deliberations. In that connexion, 
ha r e c a l l e d that States not Members of the United Nations who were parties to 
the Statute of the International Court of Justice had the right to participate 
i n the l a t t e r t g elections. /̂ 3̂  ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
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Ilrs. MEHTA (India) said that' such a precaution was unnecessary, as 
попч-лейЪег States parties to the covenant remained free not to r a t i f y , atnend-
meiiita approved by tho General Assembly. • At a l l events, she thought the 
General-'Asoomoly should J i n any case, have the rig h t to approve amendments to 
a covenant "drawn -dp under i t s auspices. 

64, iirv CASSlN (F-.'ance), after r e c a l l i n g that' the text proposed by his -
delegation was i n substance i d e n t i c a l to that submitted by the United Kingdom 
at the f i f t h session, emphasized that that text merely sanctioned current 
practice i n tho matter of amendments to i n t e r r ^ t i o n a l conventions,. 

ó 5 , Mi4 ORIBE (Uruguay) asked tho Secretariat what practice had so far 
been followed i n m u l t i l a t e r a l conventions., concluded, under the auspices of the 
United Nations, 

Щ , Mr. 3CIh\CKTbTv (Secretariat) ejcplMned that i n the Convention on 
Genocide, the a r t i c l e r e l a t i n g to r e v i s i o n provided.that any contracting party 
could inake a request.,.for reviaioh by means of a n o t i f i c a t i o n i n writing 
addi'essed to the Secretary-Genorol and that the General Assemblj' should decide 
upon tlie steps to be taken i n respect of such requests. 
/S7, S l i i d l a r l y , the Constitution of ШЮ provided f o r approval by the 
Assembly of Ш 0 of any amendment proposed to the Constitution. -Finally, 
similar provisions had been visualiaed for the Constitution of the International 
Maritime Consultative Organisation. 

6̂*4 Miss BOVttE (United Kingdom) said her delegation was absolutely convinced 
that amendments to the covenant should receive the approval of the General 
Assembly, Those amendments, even vrtien approved by the General Assembly, would 
not be binding on States which did not wish to r a t i f y them. 

/69о-Mr. NISOT 



Page 15 

69. Mr. NISOT (BeXglua) continued to believe that Members of the General 
Assembly, who were not pert?ев to the covenant and who might even be opposed to 
i t , should not be ello^iad to binder the revision proceaure. Moreover, although 
nc.n-reiaber Scetee lul^ht not actually be requli'ed to ratify amendments approved by 
the General Лг*к^тЫу, they voxHA nevertheless be placed on a footing of inequality, 
since they w luld not have had the opport\mlty of participating in the Assembly's 
deliberations, 

Ыг. WHITLAM (Australia) said that in-sprinciple his delegation supported 
the French ajoendbient. It would have liîœd the insertion of a more precise 
provision provldr-ng for periodical revis Ions of the covenant, like the provision 
in Article 309 of the Charter for the review of the latter. However, since the 
French amendment coiitained no exprese provisiwj a ^ i r i s t a periodical revision, be 
did not think there war. ar.y need to submit a fcrjiiel amendment on the lines he bad 
just indicated. 

7 1 . *ir. MEHDES (Philippines) pointed out that the French proposal did not" 
state who should have the right to initiate amemteents. In that connexion, he 
drew the meribers' attention to tba Philippine i^eoi>osal (E/CN.V365, page 69) for 
tbe addition of the following provision to the f i r s t paragraph of article 2 6 : 

"An.Y signatory State or Member State of the united Rations shall 
have the right to initiate amendtnents tc this covenant." 

'̂ 2, Mr. CASSIH (France) said that, to act in accordance with the decieions 
i t bad already taken, the Coramission could grant the right to initiate amendments 
only to 3untractir^ States. 

^З, Mr. КАУ|АРА1< (iigypt), recalling th?. Belgian representative's objections 
tc the principle oí: uj^-roval of amendments by the General Assembly, doubted 
whether the i latter would atcept such a limitación of i t s prerogatives. 

?4c Mr. 0Р1Ж ,'Uruguay) said tbe problem raised by the .Belgian repr?sentatíSB 

was of fundamental in^ortance and confronted the Commission with two opposing 
conceptions. 

/75 = According 



751 Accûrding to the f i r s t , contracting States would make tbe decisions 
in natters relar-lng to the covenant, once the latter had been drawn up and 
accepted 'jy the Csiifcrrl Aseèmbly. They could amend i t as they wished without the 
General Aesô übly having any say In the matter. According to the second conceptioiv 
the Genera: Аг-зегЫу should not dissociate itself from the covenant, even after 
its coming into force, and woixld have to approve any amendment which i t was 
proposed to mal'-e to i t . 
7¿¡̂  Eis delegation supported the first conception because i t thought the 
covenant was an iMtrument of public order and, like every instnment of public 
ortJer, could be emended only by an act contrary to the act which bad established 
i t . That was whj' his delegation would support the French proposal despite the 
fact that i t ШВ not logically compatible with the text of the articles which had 
eli'eadybteen adopted. 

77 Mr. CASSIE (France) regretted that the Commission's decisions had been 
such as to imply that the nuriber of contracting States wou3:d in a l l likelihood be 
vex'y small е М would, in fact, form what might be called a corpus separatum. 
Although the freuoh'delegation was in favour of the principle-that the covenant 
should be universal, i t had found itself obliged to take that situation into 
account and to grant further guarantees to coatrgicting States. It had however 
tried to avoid breaking the link with the General Assembly by stating in Its 
draft that the Assembly would have the right to approve proposed amendments to tbe 
covenant. It was open to question whether i t would^ not be an infringement of the 
General Assembly's sovereignty to шке of i t a kind of perliament which was merely 
asked to approve or reject amendments. 
7Я. In reply to the objections raised by the Belgian representative, 
Mr. Casein recalled that amendments to II.0 conventions were subject to approval 
by a l l members of that Organisation incl.;.dln¿r tho^e who were not Parties to-the 
conventions i n qiieEtica. 

/ 7 4 , Mr. МЗЙШ 
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79. Mr, ШШЪ (Philippines) e H a i ^ that M á résiat of the discussion whit 
Iffld just taken place, he proposed to modify his amendment so as to cor¿"er on 
contracting States alone the right to take the initiative in amending the covenant. 
He therefore proposed the following text: 

"States Parties to the covenant may initiate an amendment which 
shall be f i r s t voted by a conference consisting of a l l Parties to 
the covenant." 

30.- Mr. KÏROU (Greece) thought the word " f i r s t " vaaecceaary-. v: It might.or-
perhaps be advisable to add the words "at the Headquarters of the United Hâtions" 
in order to indicate that any revision of the covenant was of interest to the 
United Nations. 

81, Mr. CASSIN (France) was not in favour of stating where the conference 
should be held. Nevertheless, i f the Greek representative Insisted that his 
amendment should be retained, the words "or at Geneva" should be added. 

8 7 . Mr. KÏROU (Greece) withdrew his amendment concerning the meeting place 
of the conference. 

Mr. TSAO (China) stated that he would vote against the Philippine 
amendment since its s result would be that the Members of the United Nations which 
were not Parties to the covenant would not have the right to initiate âDtadments 
tc-t̂ /.& co'/êï)ant> 'Hiw-.oculd they.subçequèî.tiy. adhere .t. Y : x ' : c " - i c > : . z i'j.f'^Л 

did not have the right to propose the amendments they desired? 
. (..- , â v, .'.'•oca 

SJ^ Mr. NISOT (Belgivm) accepted the Philippine amendment. 

^5'̂  Mrs. MEHTA (India) was opposed to that amendment which would deprive 
States which were not Parties to the covenant of the right of participating in 
its revision. 

/86 .The CHAIBMAH 
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í̂̂ .. The CHAIRMAK, speaking as represent et Ive of the United States of 
America, and Mr. СОКЕИЗЗЙ (Denmark) thought that-Members of the- Gone: a l Ascejabiy 
which might be hosti.le to the covenant; should be prevented fx-ù.m mcaritdniag i t s 
development. 

3 7 . Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) considered that the text proposed bv the , 
representative of the x'hilippines was incomplete. I t should specify to whom 
the request for revision shoijlu be presented. 

Ô8, Mr. 1Ш1Ш2, (Philippines) proposed to add the pl-irane; "The request 
sh a l l be f i l e d with the Secretary-General who s n a i l notify the States Parties 
to the covenant." 

89. In response to a re que at from the CIÍAIRMAl'í, Mr. CASSIÏÏ (France) stated 
that he would accept the text proï-'Osed by the Philippines i n substitution iov 
the f i r s t paragraph of the French amendment. 

90. Mr. SCHACHTER (Secretariat) stated" that as a general rule the 3ecreta-ry-
Genoral convened a conference only when at least a t h i r d of the States Parties 
to a convention deemed i t necessary. He therefore S'.iggestcd that the 
Philippine ai-nendiT.ent shotild be redrafteá. as follows: 

"Mi-Y State Party to the covenant шау propose an amendment and f i l e 
i t with the i-Jecrctary-Genera].. The Secretary-General shall thereupon 
coranuiiicate the r-roposed i^iencLMent to the State's- Paifties to- -the coj'enaht 
with a request that they notify hira \i-l-iether they favour a confei-enee -of 
States Parties for the purports of considering and voting upon the 

. propoijal. . In the event that at least one-tiiird of the States favo\ir 
s-ach a conference, the Secre'cary-General s h a l l 'convene the coiii'.erence 
under the auspices of -the United nations," (ii/c,W,k/L,'V)) 

/91. Mr. KIGOT 
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91. Mr. HISOÏ (Belgitinl), Mri CASSIN (France) and Mr. MENDEZ (Philippines) 
accepted that proposal. 

72, ÏĴ e CHAIKl-lAIÍ put to the vote the text proposed by Ыг. Schachter. 
i^ie.text was adopted by 13 votes to 1, 

95% Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) px^oposed, that the following sentence 
$hottld Ъе added to that text: "Any amendinent accepted by the majority of the 
States present and voting at the conference s h a l l be submitted to the General 
Assembly for approval", 
94. She explained that her delegation was of the opinion that there was a 
certain ntunber of rights, i n t e r a l i a eûoncœiic and so c i a l rights, which could not 
bt the subject of negotiations between States Parties to the coverzant alpaae. 

iiXSCf (Belgi^jm) stated that i n voting for the text just adopted, 
he had miderstood that the General Assepájly would not Intervene i n the revision 
of the covemnt. He s t i l l '^'^f ̂ 1^|^*^|||^д"^ United Kingdora amendment would 
;>e tanteoaount to giving Ketóberethat-ware net Parties to the covenant tiie right 
of vetoing any ameadmouta that might be proposed, 

'^fj. lAr. ORIBE (Uruguay) pointed out that the United Kingdora amendment was 
a cojiiiiromise between the two co n f l i c t i n g views of which he had spoltón ear l i e r 
and t i at i t avoideu placing questions of huînan rights outside the competence of 
the AsôeffiDlji. 

97, Mrs. 1ЖИТА (India) accepted the United Kingdom amendment which merely 
s-ĵ ê iíMed that araendments should be submitted to tlie General Assembly for 
"aiiproval". 

9 :̂,, ^'Ir. WlITLAii (Aixstralia) also siipported that amendment because I t met 
the essential requirement that the General Assembly's right of control should 
be safegimriied.. 

/ 9 ^ ) , Mr, m m 



99. г î4r. Ш Ш ^ (Greece) thought tl»t ЬШ*Шф±ав States alone should retain 
the right to amend the cweiaant. That vculd Itt np way r s c t r l c t the Geaeial 
Assembly's prerogatives since ъь» Aesembly voxiLd а1шув b i i - a i i o l i d , through 
the inteinnedlary of the Commissi^ on Егшап Bights, to initiate st̂ jâles or the 
drafting of further covenants. 
1ÜQ. >;r, l E i m Z (Hiilippincs ) warned against the p o o s i h i l i t y th.it 
Kcctcr States not parties t6 the Covenant might not look \/ith faveur 
át the ends sought by the Contracting States or:defeat any attempts at 
Its improvement. 

101. Miss 30WIE (united Kingdom) could not agree with the argument that 
СШ .^acting States eho\ild have a monopoly In achieving the fundamental. 
6ba4:i.tives of the Charter. 

102. Î4r. JEVREMDVIC (Yugoslavia) said that what mattered most was that 
the covenant shotud be iaclemsnted and, íjathat respect, the rqle of the. 
General Assembly was of primary importanoe. It waa. the.General Assecdily . 
\diich had asked the united Nations to draft the covenant on human rights In 
03rder to give effect to the provisions of the Charter. Thus, after having 
adopted the covenant, the Assembly could not be expected to lose interest in the 
way in which i t was lnçplemented, nor could It be prevented from supervising i t s 
application. That was why his delegation was prepared to support the .. 
United Kingdom proposal on the mderstanding that the Assembly would not confine 
its e l f to approving amendments to the covenant but Would also be able to discuss 
and change thei::. 

103. Mr. CASSIN (Prance) thought that what was wanted was a realistic 
approach to the problem. The Cormnisslon had created a snail group of States 
Parties to the covenant. That grovg? should have maî '' liembère. Se hoped 
therefore timty during the second readiiig, the Ccmnaission would reconsider i J o s 
question of the number of ratifications necessary before the covenant, could . 
come into force. In any event. In view of the Commission's previous decision, 
the United Klngd<mi proposal was no longer acceptable. 

/ 104.Miss BOWIE 
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tíi3B BOWIE (United Kingdom) rep l i e d that the •ICoàmiBslon.'s decision 
tliat 'сь:..Лу r a t i f i c a t i o n s would be посоззаГу before the covenant could come into 
foroo did not aecossarily mean that the number of States Parties to the do-'/enant 
•S'TOuld be limlted to twenty. In any event, the Assembly would not accept any 
l i i i i t a t i o a of i t s powers which the Commission might attempt to impose, 

105., Vr::), М1!!ЗГА (India) montioned that aiiy amendments to the International 
labour Or,;:aru.safciou Convention were approved by the General AsGombly of Meiabar 
States. 

'̂'•6 '-h-. SCEviElB (Secretariat) said the Secrotai-lat f o l t obliged to express 
i t s viows on the problem under discussion, i n accordance \ritii rule 2b of the ru3.es 
of V' '•iOQfVij.-Q , • 

I f - " , The Secretariat f u l l y realized the delicate character of the quostion. 
The States Wxiich would adhex'e to the covenant wei-e reluctant to permit in t e r -
ferancs with mp,tter3 affecting the'covenant by States not parties to i t , 
NoverthelsBS the SecretaryЧЗохгЕ>га1 wouLâ. ventiu:-© to draw the Commission's 
attention to tl:e seriousness of a solution which would sever the already S I J ^ T / J B T 

link between the covenant and the General Assembly and between the oovenanu and 
the United Nations and would thus affect the Ju r i s d i c t i o n of the United nations 
i n tho f i e l d of bamian rights and i t s resp o n s i b i l i t y for t h e i r promotion. 

i C i - Mr, iVLMH' (labanon) expressed his approval of tha United :angdom 
representetive » s attitude, 

1C9 Mr. CIlAfîG (China) >га.в propared to support the United Kingdom amendment 
but thought that approval of an amendment to the covenant made by the General 
Asai,iebly iüxpllad discussion of that amendment. I f the United Kingdom represonta---
tivü vodlC accept that Interpretation,' he vras prepared to voto i n favoiir of the 
United Kiugdom proposal. 

/ 1 0 , Mr. ORIBE 
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n o . Mr. ORIBE (Xîrû iay) aaid-ttcrc). were two separate problens. Т.ъ© f i r s t 
C'oncomeâ tha'amenümonte зггЬиНЬЬоЯ ъу S-batas Partios to the covs-raat .-luc' tlo 
ascond concomsd ettnendments aiibmitted b y the General АзэошЫиу, TLoro ehouid b.e 
a different procedure i n eaoli caso. 

111. Tiie CHAIRîvlAÏÏ put to the vote the United Kingdom amendment whiĉ ::i \ms 
an addition to the text already adopted f o r pairagraph 1 of a r t i c l e 26. 

The^ amendment was adopted'Ъу 8 voteB to k, -x-rith 3 ahstentipns.. 

112. Mr, NISOT (Belgium) proposed the following new am,endment to jr^ragraph 
' 1 a r t i c l e 26: "The Gaiieral Assembly f i h a l l taice the necessary steps to 
ensure that represantatives of States Parties to the convenant wkich £ire nou 
lucaabers of the United Nations may participate i n i t s diocussion^, 

113. t i r , ' УА.тайиа1А (Chile )'asked the representative of tho Secretariat 
whether the text proposed Ъу' the Belgian representative waa not incomiatible 
with the terms-of the Charter. 

114. Mr, SCHACSElIR (Secrotariat) eaid that there дав no proviRion for the 
participation of a попчавшЬег State i n the diucusiiions of-the General А.'3[?елЪ1/ 
i n a sj.tuction'of that kind, hut that procedonta did exist for tte participation 
of non-mombora i n Coiiimitteos, and the Assembly was therefore perfectly -antitied 
to take the action recomended i n the Belgian amendment. 

115.. ГаТЮи (Greece),supported by J4r. MAT.TîÇ (Lebanon), explained that 
the "prececlent refoiTod to by Mr, Schachter concerned опЗу the moetinga of 
Coínmltteeá of the Aijaembly but not the plenary mootings. 

'116 Miss ВОЩЕ" (UrJ.ted'Kingdom) said that -the General Aasembly had indeed 
authorized non-mombar Sta-tes to intervene i n certain question, but only when • 
they had not been able -to be represented during the discussions on tho ее 
questions. That was not, however, the case i n the situation under discussion. 

/ i ' " ' . b i - . JEVliE/iOVIC 
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11?. l-ir. JEVBaiOVIC (Yugosla'ña) endorsed the remarks made by the 
United Kingdom representative. A U the States which would take part i n tho 
con.."; rencG v;ere liembers of the United Nations and there was therefore no darjger 
for the non-member States which were not represented i n the General Asseniljly. 

i-Lo, Ml-, CH№G (China) asked whether the participation of non-meJiiber States 
Viould include the right to vote. 

;.:,9, 1ЧГ. SCHiiClITER (Secretariat) replied that, i n the precedent he had 
mentj.i>î;,3d, tha participation of non^fliember States had not included the right 
to vo:e. иШ.З'- the Statute of the International Court of Justice included a 
pro-vision whi.ch made i t po-ssible to graiit the right to vote to States which 
vrere not l^Giabers of the United Nations but vrere parties to the Statute of the 
Court. In other cases the right to vo'te was governed e x p l i c i t l y by Art i c l e 18 
of tho Charter. 

12Гс Mr. CASSIN (France) said that the question had already been settled 
by the League of Nations. In that oor^nexion, he quoted A r t i c l e 35 of the 
Charter whereby a State which was not a >iember of the United Nations could 
bring to the attention of the Secui-ity Council or of the General Assembly any 
di-gpute to which i t was a party i f i t accepted i n advance the obligations of 
pacific settleiacnt provided f o r i n the Charter, Non-member States could thus 
br lloxod to take part i n the discussion but they could not be allowed -¿he 
v i ^ h t t o vote. That was why his delegation could not vote i n favoiu* of the 
Belgian proposa], which would impose a new obligation on the General Assembly, 

l i - . ! . Mr. ORIBE (Uruguay) said i t was impossible to grant non-member Statas 
the right to vote i n the General Assembly, Such action would, moreover, slter 
the purport of tho United Kingdom text which had just been adopted since the 
actual иемЬ.ег-'рЬ-хр of the General Assembly would be altered. 

1 2 2 , .Mr. NISOT (Belgium) ..v.áthdrev- his aniendment,. r e a l i z i n g that i t had 
very l i t t l e chanc(? of being adopted, .nlthough he s t i l l considsred i t j u s t i f i e a . 

/^?3„ The CHAIHMAN 
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Í2.3. The СНАПВШ iïwited the Canrndssion to conaider paragraph 2 of the 
text of article 26 proposed by France* 

124. Ыт, KÏHOU (Greece) pointed out that the word "approved" should be 
substituted for the word "adopted" in paragîaph 2 to bring i t into confonaity 
with paragraph 1. 

y!̂ iÂ '̂ P\:'̂ r-og?d hy_tho French delegation for par^gr-rph 2 of article 26 
ii«ae bjioptsg, val' ta-oiáí-'.i, l.y .J. vcbys to 1, wiT,h l/sblirAjntiiia. " .' 

1P.5. The CHAIHMAN invited the Commission to consider paragraph 3 of the 
text of article S6 proposed by France* She pointed out that the French 
representative had already accepted a number of amendments to the t o x i , , 

126. i S r , MALIK (Lebanon) proposed that, in view of the decision token at 
the previous meeting, the words "which they have accepted" in the third line 
of the, paragraph should be deleted. States wliich were parties to the covenant 
woiild necessarily have accepted sul its provisions and the words in question 
were therefore iredundant. 

127. Kr. HISOT (Belgitm) had no objection to the proposed Lebanese amendment 
but pointed out that i t would in no way prejudice the question of resenwtions, 
\diich remained untouched. 

121, Mr. GASSIK,(France) shared the Belgian representative's visir. 

to ,the vote. 
The text was adopted unanimously. 

130, Mr. oaiBS (Uruguay) pointed out that, as the Gonanission had laid down 
the procedure for amendments, i t no longer seemed necessary to make provision 
for the General Assembly to recommend new amendments or agreements at a later 
stage. 

/ 1 3 1 . The CHAIHfiAH 
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131. : The ÇHAIPMAÎ-? and Mr. NISOT (Belgiuis) pointed out that the provisions 
of the Charter already empowered the General Assembly to take such action. 
It was always open to the General Assembly to make recormnendations within the 
framework of the Charter, 

132. The CHAIIlKAiJ put to the vote articl^ i 26, as a viiole, as amended, 
uî i iS ià ..as a whole, as amended, was adopted by 13 votes to none, v.dth 

2 abstentions, 

I J ? '1Ш С'ШШ-Ш asked ъЬл representative of Uruguay to 'éxplarjn tay 
implications of bis draft resolution requtaSting the Secretary-Genoral to inaka 
a study of the precedbnts relating to the federal and colonial clauses. 

l i / lir, 0RIB3 (Uruguay) said he would iiave liked the SecretarJuit to make 
a geuer: 1 study t>f the question. The repre ontâ '-'̂ i! of the Secretary-General 
had, liovever, inc'icateé tihat he must confine himself to a srurvey of the 
precedents exisiins in united Nations procedures, 

1̂ - - The Otî liu-lAIi aaked whether the members of tho Commission agreed that 
the Secvutaiy-Gerieral's study should be restricted to those precedents. 

^ - l i r . SGsIAOKTSR (Secretariat) said that the Secretary-General was 
prepared to radertaks the study requested -under the conditions stated, i , e, 
that i t was confined to the precedents and practice of the United Nations 
and the speoiE?,i2sd agencies in r e ^ r d to federal and colonial clauses and 
did rot touch upon national legislations, 

i:r, VÁÍZKZÜELA (Chile) pointed out that those precedents and practices 
were already fanillar to a l l delegations. If the Secretary-4jeneral»s study was 
limited to that field, i t vrould not yield results, 

131-, Ihe СКАШОАК said the study requested i n the UiToguayan text was 
limited to the precedents and practices of the United Nations, 
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Draft résolution, aubmltted by France f5/CN./t/!>oi) 
130, The CHAIRKAN stated that the Comrdssion had three draft resoiutto.is 
before i t , subndtted by France, Lebanon and Denmark, 

î!r. CASSÏK (France) pointed out that the French draft résolution 
(E/CN;4/501)-wis concerned with the impleinentation of tîie covenant ол hu-nan • • 
rights and sho'Jd thsrefors be considered f i r s t . 

Ш-» . birl SCfuí'óS! (Denrjark) rnd № . í-íALII'. ;Lebanon) had no objeütion,' 
tíiough they conld not agree with the reasons given by I!r, Cassin. 

It was decided to discuss the French draft résolutj.on. 

i L k - . • • lîr.CASSDÎ (France) said the French draft resolution proposed that 
the Geheral Assembly should reconmend to îleaberStatéB : itr subaiit an aiinual 
report to the Secretaiy«^neral on tha canner in which respect foi- human 
riglits had been assured by their domestic law during the year. The General 
Assanbly must assume i t s responsibilities and require of Keci>er States a minicMm 
respect for human' rights. The main purpose of the French draft was to call 
for obsejrvance of the provisions of Article 5 6 of the Cliarter. 
^43. The draft resolution did not specify the year in v*iich the subcdssior. 
of annual reports tc the Secretary-General should begiri. Nor did i t çive апь' 
indication of tiieir contents or of the procediu-e for their consideration by the 
Conánission on Human Rights. Although a Yearbook on Human Rights already 
existed, i t was only a reference book, •tAiereas the annual reports would be; 
examined by the Commission as a matter of course and i t s observations would be 
submitted to the Econcsnic and Social Council. Annual reports "had'already proved 
effective in a huffber of specialized agencies, a^d did not cOTstitute any 
encroaiî'miœt хфоп the sovereignty of States. 

I L L . Finally, the French resolution recognized the Cimipetence of the 
Economic and Social Council since i t provided that the Coramission should submit 
i t s observations to that bodjr. 

•v.. , , 
..г J 

145'. Mr. HISOT (Belgium) thought, t h a t - t h ? I-r&noh .^гялЧ rss-o-lvti----. nii-n-
c.ripl?,' with the provis.ions of paragraph 7 of Article 2 of the Charter arri 
would therefore vote against i t . 

/ив. The СНА1Ш/Ш 
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146. The С Н А Ш Ш , peaking аз i^í^stotative of the United States of 
America, said that there vas already a Yearbook on Human Fdghts; she did not 
think the annual герог-ts provided for in the French draft resolution were 
necessaiTT. The last paragraph of tíie French draft provided that the Comissicr 
on Ншап Rights vrauld decide on the c<ratents of the r ^ o r t s , lAich might 
therefore cover jnforinstion that Staîoe wculd be vnat^o to fumis*'. Thv, 
United States delegation woiad therefore vot^ against the Fr«ich resolution, 
lAiioh went beyond the scope of the ixpltjmer.tation of the covenant. 
1 L \ She called upon tho representative of the Intematicaial Confedamtiai 
of Free Trade Uniœis to make a statement, 

.Hi"» ííisT ЗЖОйк {International Confederation of Free Trade unions) fully 
supported the ideas contained in the Fr«ich draft resolution. The annual 
reports provided for in that draft woiüd in no way duplicato the Irjfonnation 
contained in tho Yearbook on Human Rightsj The Intemstio.ial Confederation 
of Free Trade Unions was definitely opposed to interference in mjecticsis of 
a national cliaractor, but the provisions of the French draft were mety rajd^rate 
and conetitubed the minimimi of control necessary to ensure implementat^ of 
the covenant. 

I ; ' i9' . íírs, :M2KTA (India) supported the French draft resolution. She 
thought, however, U s t the Gcmmission on Нгшгп Rights trould be in a better 
position than any other bod;-- to шзаге the respect of Ьггаап ri^:t3 throyghout 
the ^«rld. The information published in the Yearbook on Human Rights was out-
of-date and did not give an exact picture of the situation in the various States, 
She did not &ti'ree vrlth the United States representative that the Commission 
was orĉ edÍT-g i t s ternis of reference in mal'ing a role to deterrdne the contait 
of the fnnual rsports. Tr.e Commission wou3.d considnr the annual reports but 
would not qpecify the measiires which should then be taken; the initiative in 
that connerrlon would be l e f t exclusively to the General Assembly or the Есопотйс 
and Social Oouncil, 

/ 1 5 0 , Mr, ш и к 
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150, Ыг, :MAlffi (Lebanon) ou^jpofted the French draft resolution. The l a s t 
paragraph of the operative part was i n complete confonnity with the practices 
followed by the Еропош.с and Social Council. In order to meet the objections 
of the United States representative i t wou3.d no doubt be possible to redraft 
that paragraph i n a lass fo:(i".al and more objective manner о Vutli rega-^d to the 
objection raif-ed by the Belgian representative that tho draft i n questiori таь 
incompatible vjith the provisions of paragraph ? of A r t i c l e 2 of the Ghs.rter of 
the,tinited'.Nations, j t would be bïtter to leave the Economic and Social Ccuhcil 
to decide on that po i i i t ; i f the Cnuncll considered that the draft resolution . 
was not i n coñfo.rmity i-dtii Ihe provisions of the said paragr.aph, i t would 
certainly rejd'. t i t . . 
15¿1. Ho preferrad that the vatecar. the operative part of the draft should 
be taken pai'a.graph by paragraph, 

152. i'îiss BOVíIE (Unit3d Kingdom) pointed out that i f too much were asked 
of the States, nothing would be obtained. She thought that the information 
published i n the Yearbook on Human Rights ssemed s u f f i c i e n t , 

1 5 3 . ^'^r* VALEi'JZUELA (Chile) asked for the deletion o.:" tlie date "¿il December" 
i n the f i r s t paragraph of the operatiTe part, as the dates of the pai-llamettary 
sessions varxedito dj.fferent countries. He supported the Lebanese proposal 
to vote on the operative part paragraph by paragraph; i n ths.t тау, i f ;Jome 
representativos thought that the l a s t paraf-wh of the operative part шз 
contrary to the s p i r i t of the Clharter they could vote against i t . 

The шeet:лд rose et 6.50 cm. 
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