
U N I T E D N A T I O N S 

E C O N O M I C 
AND 
SOCIAL COUNCIL 

GÎ ;NSRAL 

Б/СЙЛ/ЗН,.198 

31 '''ay 1950 

O R I G I N A L : E N G L I S H 

COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS 
Six t h Sesaion 

SUr>ÎMAIîY RECORD OF THS HUIORIÎD AND NINETY-EIGHTH MEETING 
Held at Lake Success, New York, 

on Thursday, 16 May 1950, at 10.15 а.ш. 

С О Ш Ж З : 

Draft internat i m a l covenant 
Draft resolution proposed Ъу 
Draft resolution proposed Ъу 
Draft resolution prcç)Osed Ъу 
Draft resolution proposed by 

Chairman: Mrs. ROOSEVELT 
Members : Mr. WHITLAlyl 

Mr. NISOT 
Mr. VALEHZUELA 
Mr. СЯА ) 
Mr. CHANG) 
Mr. SORENSEN 
Mr. RAMADAN 
Mr. CASSIN 
Mr. KYROU 

on human ri g h t s 
Prance (E/CN.U/501) (continued) 
Lebanon (E/CN.i^A93, E/CN .V503) 

Denmark (B/CN.1+A96) 

the United Kingdom (E/CN.4/505) 

United States of America 
Austi^alia 
Belgium 
Chile 
China 

Denmai'k 
Egypt 
France 
Greece 



E / G N , V S R . I 9 8 
Page 2 

Members (continued): 
Mrs. ЖНТЛ 
Mr. MEIffiSZ 
Miss BOWIE 

Ml'. ORIBE 
Mr. JEVREMOVIC 

Representative of a specialized agency: 
Mr. ORENSTPJIII 

India 
Philippines 
Unite! Kingdom of Great B r i t a i n and 

Northern Ireland 
Uruguay 
Yugoslavia 

World Health Organisation (WHO) 
Representatives of nonrgovernmental organizations: 
Category A: 

Qategory B; 

Secretariat: 

Miss SENDER 

Mrs. SPRAGUE 

Ivlr. MOSKGWITZ 

Mr, I-IALFERIN 

Mr. CRUICKSHANK 

Mrs. PARSONS 
Miss ROBB 

Mr. BEER 
Miss SCîiAEPER 

Mr. ЗСШЕЬВ 

Mr. SCIIACHTER 
Mr. DAS 
Miss KITCiffiN 

International Confederation of Free 
Trade Unions (ICFTU) 

World Federation of United Nations 
Associations (WFUIÍA) 

Consultative Council of Jewish 
Organizations 

Co-ordinating Board of Jewish 
Organizations 

Inter-Amerlean Council of Commerce and 
Production 

International Council of Women 
International Federation of University 
Women 

International League for the Rights of Ma; 
International Union of Catholic Women's 
Leagues 

Assistant Director, Division of h'uman 
Rights 
Deputy Dli-ector, General Legal Division 
Secretary of the Commission 
Secretariat 

/DRi5,PT 



E/CH.)+/SR.198 
Page 3 

DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUI-IAN RIGHTS 
DPJ\FT RESOLUTION PROPOSED BY FRANCE (E/CN.Í+/501) (continued) 

1. The CHAIRMAN in v i t e d the Commission to continue i t s discussion of the 
French draft resolution (Е/СНЛ/501), Speaking as representative of the United 
States of America, she wished to propose three amendments to the French text. 
She thought the words "'the promotion of" should be inserted before the words 
"universal respect f o r " i n the fom'th l i n e of the f i r s t paragraph. She also 
suggested that the f i f t h paragraph should be amended to read: "to examine the 
reports and to prepare and forward to 'the Economic and Social Council such draft 
conventions or other measvu'es as are appropriate i n the f i e l d of human righ t s , " 
and that the s i x t h paragraph should be amended to read: "to instruct the Com­
mission on Human Rights to prepare proposals concerning the contents of the 
annual reports of States and the procedure for t h e i r examination by the 
Commission." 

2. Mr. NISOT (Belgium) eusked whether, under the ternis of the French 
resolution. States would be requii'ed to report on the implementation of the 
covenant and i f so, whether Member States who were not parties to the covenant 
could participate i n the discussion of such reports. 

3. Mr. CASSIN (France) explained that his resolution was intended to refer 
to the whole question of promotion of respect for and observance of human rights 
throughout the world. 

k. Мг: NISOT (Belgium) feared that the French draft resolution might be 
contrary to i\xi provisions of A r t i c l e 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, 

5. In reply to a question from Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom), Mr. CASSIN 
(France) said he hoped the reports would e l i c i t general information on the 
implementation of Ьгдтап r i g h t s . They were not intended to rehearse the facts 
regarding individual cases, which would probably appear i n the Yearbook. As i t 
would be the Economic and So c i a l С о ш сИ which would determine the contents of the 
reports, i t would be possible to select a p a r t i c u l a r group of rights every year 
on which States would be i n v i t e d to report. 

/6. He agreed 
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6. He agreed v i t h the United Kingdoiii'representative that the French 
draft resolution was closely linlced to the draft resolutions r e l a t i n g to the 
Yearbook,, and. suggested that i t might be possible to combine them. The 
French, text had the advantage of laying down a proced^ore f o r compiling o f f i c i a l 
reports. The information submitted for the Yearbook could be u t i l i z e d to 
round out the general picture presented by the reports, 
7 . ,Tn reply to tho representative of Lebanon, he said that by the word 
"contents" he had mea,nt to indicate the form i n which reports should be 
presented. I t might be better, however, to say s p e c i f i c a l l y that the reports 
sh.ould be divided into three parts, one containing .the text of l e g i s l a t i o n 
.relating to human r i g h t s , one reporting on administrative measures and one 
reviewing important j u d i c i a l decisions. The procedure for exmining tlie 
reports would depend laxr.ely on the Council's decisions on the contents; 

8 . Mr. NISOT (Belgluia) said that adoption of the French proposal vrould 
put States under the obligation to explain the whole of t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s each ye; 
inasmuch as there was p r a c t i c a l l y nothing i n those a c t i v i t i e s which might not be 
considered as pertaining to the protection of h'uman r i g h t s . 

9 . i'Liss В Ш Х Е (United Kingdom) pointed out that the draft resolution 
v;as not and could not be mandatory and that, therofore, states which vero not' 
p a r t i c u l a r l y zealous i n safeguarding hu:-.ián ri g h t s would be unl i k e l y to-submit 
f u l l information, albhoui^h states which v/ere a c t i v e l y promoting respect'for and 
observance of those r i g h t s would .probably sortí i n very f u l l documentation. 
That data, however, would have been- more' helpful had i t been received before, 
the Commission began to work on the covenant. Moreover the Conimission would 
have l i t t l e tir,ie to examine the reports thorcighly and she wondered therefore, 
whether they would prove to be of any p r a c t i c a l use. • On the other hand, i f the 
French draft resolution vjere-linked d i r e c t l y viith the programme ' of v/ork for 
•the Yearbook, the Cornmission could obtain l e g a l analysis of the material . 
submitted which might help i n the drafting of conventions i n those f i e l d s . 
Such a r e s u l t v/ould of course be of- incnense p r a c t i c a l vnlUe. 
10. Inasrauch as States viere not under any compulsion to ft i r n i s l i i n f o r ­
mation, however, i t wculd probably be d i f f i c u l t to c o l l e c t the data necessary 
to compile a useful general survey on the status of any part i c u l a r r i g h t . 

/11. Гг. CASSIÍÍ 
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11. ¡ir, CASSIN (France) accepted the United States amendment to the 
f i r s t paragraph, and the Chilean amendment to delete the phrase "before 
31 December" in the t h i r d paragr?iph. He did not object to the United States 
amendiaent to the f i f t h paragraph but pointed out. that i t went considerably 
further than the o r i g i n a l . A satisfactory solution might be to insert a 
formal reference to the Yearbook i n the draft resolution i n place of the 
United States amendment. He also thought the United States amendment to 
the s i x t h paragraph was acceptable, but woiüd prefer the original,., simpler 
text. 

12. The CHAIRi'LAÍÍ, spea}.<;ing as representative of the United States of 
America, pointed out that the words "as are appropriate" i n her proposed 
amendment to the f i f t h paragraph v/ould enable the Co:nimission to e::ercise i t s 
di s c r e t i o n with regard to the draft i n g of conventions on htmian r i g h t s . The 
United States text would not leave the whole matter as vague as the French text 
did. 
13. She did not f e e l that the draft resolution was p a r t i c u l a r l y essential, 
but i f i t were adopted, i t should state very c l e a r l y what the Conmiission-v/as 
to do. I t was to that end that she had proposed her amendment to the si x t h 
paragraph. 

1Л. î'ir. CilAHG (China) thought the French draft resolution was a 
praiseworthy attempt to promote the implementation of the Universal Declaration 
on a wider scale than that envisaged i n the covenant. He held no strong views 
on the proposed tex t , but would suggest that i n the t h i r d paragraph the ' 
phrase "by t h e i r national law" should be deleted. The resolution c o i l d then 
be interpreted to include other, positive measures for promoting the observance 
of hiiman r i g h t s , i n addition to the purely negative approach of fostering 
respect f o r those rightvS through l e g i s l a t i o n , Ke had often expressed the 
vievi that i n i t s vrork the Commission unduly emphasized the negative aspects 
of the implementation of human r i g h t s , and lie had pointed out that such aii 
approach mi.;iht encourage states merely to engage i n recriminations, Ir. tîie 
interests of ensuring the ef f e c t i v e observance of htunan r i g h t s , he would stress 
that educational measures i n t h e i r widest sense, and other constructive 
programmes, should not be overlooked. 

/15. He had 
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15. He had'several d r a f t i n g changes to, suggest to the French proposal. 
I t might be better to in s e r t the s i x t h paragraph after either the second or 
the t h i r d paragraph, as i t would be more l o g i c a l to establish the regulations 
governift^i'the contents' of the annual reporte before, laying dovjn the mechanical 
procedure f o r transmitting them to the proper bodies,,. He also thou/?;lit that 
the fourth and f i f t h paragrahs were superfluous and should be deleted. 
16. He urged the Commission to consider the implications of the French 
draft resolution-most c a r e f u l l y and to attempt to provide f o r cpnstructive 
measures to Implement the p r i n c i p l e s proclaimed by the Declaration, If some 
positive r e s u l t s could bo achieved, the entire cause of litmian ri;-;hts would 
be advanced, but i f i t became necessary to r e l y e n t i r e l y on l e g i s l a t i v e 
measures to achieve those ends, he thought there was l i t t l e hope that the 
Commision's e f f o r t s vjculd be highly successful. 

17. The CIIAIRi'JAN, speajíin;;; as reprenentati.ve of the United States of 
America, said she agreed \;ith the Chinese amendment to delete tlie phrase 
"by t h e i r national law", i n the t h i r d paragraph, 
l o , Slie also agreed'with the United Kingdom suggestion that i n order to 
avoid duplication the French draft resolution should be related to the draft 
resolutions on the Yearbook. To that end, the t h i r d and fourth paragrapiis 
could be deleted and the f i f t h paragraph amended to read: "Instructs tlie 
Commission on Human-Rights-to examine annual reports on haman rights submitted 
to the Yearbook," 

19. !'r, FiALIK (Lebanon) pointed, out that although таду of the various 
amendments contained valuable ideas, "they would r a d i c a l l y a l t e r the basic 
premise of the Frencli draft resolution. If. the fundamental idea i n the 
French proposal was to be preserved•,, the t h i r d paragra.i)h would have to be 
retained, and i f any work was, to be done on the reports, the fourth paragraph 
wotild also have to be retained. He thought, laoreover, that the Commission 
on liuman Rights was the proper body to deal v/ith such -i-eports. Tlie f i f t h 
paragraph cwuld be deleted €.3 i t . was "Covered, .by the .provisions of t i e s i r t h 
para.^raph, еЛ.though • the plirase ''to t i l l s end" i n the l a s t paragrapli would liave 
to be deleted.' 

/20, In order to 
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20, In order to meet the Belgian representative's objections, the t«Kt 
could be further amended to read: "regulations concerning the general structure 
of these reports and the procedure for their examination by the Commission". 
That viording could not be interpreted to be in contrad5.otion with the provisions 
of .iurticle 2, paragraph. 7,.of the Charter, 
21, In conclusion, he said that he vrould support the French draft 
resolution, with the proposed amendments, although i t irould no 1оП£.ег achieve 
its original purpose, 

22, I'ir, KÎKOU (Greece) suggested that, as many substantive aner/inen^s 
had been proposed, i t âight be better to postpone iaction on the draft resolution, 
and submit i t directly tc ths General Ass^r^oly, If the French representative 
wished to press for a vote at that ti:ne, iiowever, he wuld endorse the 
Chinese representative's viewc, 
23, He pointed out that the sxiccessful implementation of human rights 
would reauire the goodwill and the voltmtary collaboration of a l l liember States, 
If any nation f e l t that the Frenph text was in conflict with the provisions of 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, i t might not be disposed to comply with 
i t . He wondered, therefore, \Aether i t would not be better to amend the third 
paragraph to read: "Invites States l>fembers to study the possibility of 
submitting to> the Secretar^/^-General of the united nations,.0,". 

2Л, Ifr. VffliTIAÎ I (Australia) supported the representatives of Greece and 
China, It woxi3.à be helpful to lay more stress on positive means of ensuring the 
observance of huaan rights, ibreover, i t might be preaatture to request a series 
of reports on the implementation of hu::an rights before the covenant was in , 
operation. It mi^ht be thought that some organs of the united iCations,tended 
to be more exacting than necessary at that early stage. He suggested, therefore, 
that i t would be viiser to tóthdraw the French draft resolution and reintroduce i t 
at .a. la ter daté, Ъл coiAclusion he stressed that the probleias confronting 
federal states vàth ren^ird to the viiole qviestion of the covenant raised comjilex 
and delicate issues .vrhich.should not be overlooked. 

/ 2 5 i lir. lilSOT 
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25 . Í4r. NISOT (Eelgiina) said the Greek aineudsaent would bring the text into 
line Vith the provisions of Article 2 , paragraph 7 , of the Charter. 
26, With regard to the -remarks of the representative of Australia, be 
pointed out that, i f the draft resolution were adopted, It would apply to the 
same extent to a l l States, federal or unitary. 

17. m reply to the СНДТШ;А,;. Г»-. '̂ 'ЯЗЦ-; (irance) said he v i o v l d reco:.;sider 
his text i n the l i ^ U t of the a.iiendjnent proposed and would either introduce a 
revised draft at the next meeting or witüdraw the proposal. I t should be Ьогле 
i n mirji, hov/ever, that his \ n s a preliminary text, mui thai hiâ p r i i ^ r y 
objective was generally to implement the obligations imposed by tlie Charter i n 
the f i e l d of human rights. At the moment, he i r & s inclined to believe that i t 
would be better to. adopt some text, rather than to postpone the entire question 
u n t i l l a t e r . 

DRAFT RESOLUTIOh PROPOSED BY LSBAi-ÎOK (Е/СК.А,Д93, E/Oh,¿^503) • 
DRAFT RSSOLÜTIOí-J РКОЮЗЕи BY DiixiMiffiï (2у'Сй.4/Д9о) 
DRAIT KESOLUTIOií PROPOSED BY Т Ш UNITED lilîCDOM (E/Ci:.4/505) 

28. 1-ír, i'IlUK-(-Lebanon) noted that his draft resolution (S/CN,4/493) and 
that of the Danish delegation (¿/GiJ,4/49b) represented opposirig points of view. 
As regards his ovm text, he considered i t self-explanatory. He \ñ.shea only to 
c a l l attention to paragraph 6 of the draft resolution, which constituted аглех В 
of his proposal. In view of the long debates i n ¿he Commission on the precise 
relationship between the Declaration of Human Flights and the draft covenant, 
anjd the-necessity of not detracting from the imjjortaîace of the Declaration, he . 
considered the sentence i n question to be the simplest and least objectionable 
formula possible, . . . 
2 9 , As rer^ards the Danish position, he had several obser«mtions to make. 
F i r s t , he was поъ convinced that the CoEsnission would be i n a better position, 
both p o l i t i c a l l y and psychologically, to reach agreement the following year than 
i t had been dmrinf- the current session, l/orld conditions might v;ell be worse 
rather than betterj and i n postponing presentation of the draft covenant, the 
Commission might f i n d i t s e l f , the following year, i n the position of having 
nothing to submit to the Council, 

/30,. Secondly, 

file:///rould
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30. Secondly, he f e l t that the last paragraph' of the Danish draft 
resolution was not helpiful, since i t sought to postpone submission of tbe 
articles, agreed upon uy the Commission during the current session, without 
permitting: the Commission to re-open consideration of those articles at the 
next session. He would consider i t unfortunate for the Council and the"General 
4 s s e n b l y to be asked to postpone action on the vrork suready accomplished by the 
GoEJmission, in view of the Coimnission's formal decision to proceed b j stages 
with the work i n hand and, i n particular, to consider social arid economic, rights 
separately frçm basic p o l i t i c a l rights, 
31. Thirdly, Ш, îfelik f e l t that the procedure advocated i n the Danish 
draft resolution would have an unfort'imta psychological effect on world public 
opinion. No member of the Commission was f l i l l y satisfied with the work accom­
plished during the current session; i t was, however, the best that could be 
achieved i n the circimistances. Widespread disappointment would be created among 
the peoples of the world i f the Coramissioa showed so l i t t l e confidence i n i t s . 
ova. work as to request the Economic and Social Council not to submit the resîilts 
of that work to the General Ass^nbly. fhe @штйМ№оп should adopt a realistic 
but optimistic attitude, not the attilaide Шat the entire work of i t s current 
session had been in vain. Some progress had indeed been made, and the 
Gosffiiission was not justified in bringing an unfavoiirable judgment on the part • 
of world public opinion upon i t s e l f and the United iîations as a \diole by refusing 
to, subnit a positive recoimnendation to the Council after two years of work, 
32. For those reasons, he hoped that the Commission vrould take positive 
action and recommend the draft covenant to the Economic and Social Council, 

33. TheUlIAIRiiiiUi drew the attention of the Commission to rule 28 of the 
revised rules of procedure, which dealt vdth estimates of cost involved i n 
proposals approved b j Inited I.ations bodies. In accordance' mth that rule, the 
Commission snould take note of document Е/СЖ.4/4-74/Ас1а,1, a statement of the-
financial implications of the proposal for measures of implementation of the 
draft covenant, -

/ 3 4 . I l r , SOBENSEN 
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3^. Mr. SORETÎSEN (Deimiark) disagreed with the position of the Lebfineso. 
delegation mainly on two boni о facts. F i r s t , the work of the Un:? tod Katlona 
i n the f i e l d of htmian rlfihts over a period of' f i v e years had e.lro!:.ôj produced, 
general agreement among no''5t Member States on ttertaln r i g h t s , аз set forth i n 
the Ш1у©гаа1 Declaration ofHman Eights. The moral and p o l i t i c a l , force of. 
that Declaration'WPB accepted by a l l ; i t had given r i s e to impressive l e g a l 
a n d ' p o l i t i c a l development i n many countries since i t s adoption. I t wan еягеп'' 
t l a l , therefore, that the Commisgion should, not take or recommend anj step 
which mlglit undermine tho authority of the Declaration. 
35. Secondly, Mr. Sorensen stressed the divergences, of pplnion which hçd 
emerged dwlng the Commiseion'f.; debates as to méthode, and procedures f o r t r a ^ s . -
latlng-the basic pri n c i p l e s of the Declaration. into action. I f .those divergen­
ces of opinion were oarrlod. to the General As.sembly, the re s u l t could оп1з'- be 
to magnify and distort-them; i f they were' thUi'i displayed to public view,-, 
they might-well'be-' interpreted as basic differences regarding the-provlalona. 
of the Declaration, rather than as ftiere disagreements concerning procediu:*es 
of Implementation., • Such mis interpretation., could Only-harm the cause of 
human- r i g h t s . 
36. Moreover, during,the present c r i t i c a l period, In -the history of the 
United Nations, the. whole - position of the' Organization might be jeopardized 
i f the controversial issue of the draft covenant were introduced i n the General 
Assembly. 
37. Аз regards,the Lebanese representative's remark concerning tho i n ­
s t a b i l i t y of world conditione, Mr. Sorensen pointed out that he had not sug­
gested submission of the draft covenant the following year; he had merely pro­
posed that i t should not be submitted during the current year. He f e l t that 
the Commission should not continue to-draft.such- covenants as long as ,world 
conditions remained mfavoiu:"able to t h e i r implementation. 
38. Regarding his proposal, i n the. l a s t paragraph, that examination of 
the a r t i c l e s of port: II- should not be reopened,, the Danis.h. representative 
pointed out that i n tho opinion of mnny members of tho ComralBsion those a r t i c l e s 
had been covered as ca r e f u l l y as possible i n the course of three sessions of 
the Commission, and did not require further coi'islderation. Many important 
questions s t i l l remained to be considered further, such as the meanuros of 
implementation and some Important clauses of part I I I , In p a r t i c u l a r the 

/fede r a l clause; 



Е/сиЛ/апл!?8 
Baee 11 

federal с1аше; the l a t t e r related to tho question of equality or Inequality 
among the contracting parties, and might he very d i f f i c u l t to solve. He covJA 

not agree with the representative of Lebanon, hwiever, that part I I alone of 
tho draft covenant could be forwarded to the General Assembly.; part I I should 
should not be submitted independently, since i t vas valueleas without propo­
sals for meteures for ijnplementatlon, 
39. With regard to the effect of his proposal upon public opinion, 
Mr. Sorensen thought that the ways and means of prmoting respect for human 
rights were of far loss Importance to the peoples of the world than the actual 
results achieved. The public had l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n covenants as sucia; i t 
vas Interested i n porformpjico rather then In procedures. In current world 
conditions, the desired results covild best be achieved by otJier mô -пз than 
a covenant. The fact that an effective covenant on human right? was impossible 
to achieve at present was not the f a u l t of the Commjssion, which had workbd 
hard end seriously; i t arose from a deeper cause, namely, the tension beta/een 
countries and groups of countrjes throvighout the world. The Commission would 
be f a l l i n g i n i t s duty i f i t did not talce account of world events; I t should 
be r e c a l l e d that Its programme of worlc had been l a i d down four years pre­
viously, and i t must not f a l l to draw p r a c t i c a l conclxialons from the changes 
which had occurred throughout the world since that time. 
h o . The CHAIRIiAK, speaking as representative of the Uhitod States of 
America, supported the Lebanese draft resolution. She stressed tho fact that 
In submitting the draft covenant, the Comission did not expect that i t would 
be approved without change; i t would be the duty of tho Council and the 
General Assembly to review and revise i t s provisions as thaj saw f i t . The 
text was Ъу no means m f i n a l form, but she f e l t that three уеод'з of work by 
the Commission had produced a working document worthy of submission to the 
General Assembly. 
h i . Since the beginning of the Commission»s debates, her delegation had 
maintained that the Declaration of Human Elfihts was a statement of principles 
and aspirations which m m t be progressively transformed into law. She disagreed 

/categorically with 
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categ^riealíy'\rith;thè^X'lew t l f f l t '^^t^ In thai ̂  
Declaration were inclaided ' ln t h e "Goyecant̂ ,. the authori^ of the 'covenant'Woul4:be 
lessenedi ïo"the."peôiaee: cf the-eoria-4íi gênerai; thé r í e f b t o w t ó b t h e y cowlá 
claim legally were ef-Uhe uimbet ImixMStbnce; i f was therefore v'essôntial tO: шЫсе 

i t tooWn to the 'ïiéôple' that hinâing legal covehants were heing prepared as • ,* -
rapidly as possible. The preparation of such;covenants wajg a'slow'procese, 
and their scope 'mist necessarily b e ' nan^wér' than' that Of t h e Deblaration. B u t 

they were ari-indi'sp^'sable step toward •achieveïttent of tte' f i n a l objective'. -
4g^-- •'• The -ebimaission Was hot attempting to ""submfft to the- Coutícil a-.finlslîed 
and f i n a l documeTat; - i t submittifig the'beet results i t hbd béeñ'Ubl^ to 
achieve.* 'She" -wdB not'Concerned'abbut' probable dioâgreemènt on the ̂ do'cuBiBnt" 
i n the General Assembly; there had been cohsldeifebie disagreement "durlngthe • 
debates 'preceding adoption' of the -Peclecmtion.' The chief "value of'open^lB- ' 
cuBSion;, ëvôii wiieii'it included àis£tglreément> was thé added interéôt.'Whlch'such 
discussion ettoulated among the poOpJes bf 1Uie Meniber States. . She" heirselff in' 
the 'Course of • her many widespread óo:&acts Wth-the."people of her "country> itód 
become 6ür.tlnced'<that even in the iJrii'^ted-St^-t^a,-whore United Nations" debates 
were widely publicized, very few people w&i'é actually aware of the purpOées-азза-
work of thôGdïmiussîon oñ'7Iis;.v-n.iVlt:-a convin'cod that'a similar 
situation existed in Esn;^ other countries; i t was a'long' and' diftf'lcalt--tasb-to • 

n^e the pfí^lerá'end-work of the Uiiitecl liations fully clear to tho-p'çoples of 
the-various cotintrie ó/''For-that reason, âhé f e l t that the Commission-would-v 
suffer a eerious a'étbáck''if• nd tangiblo evidence of i t s work-were submitted tO;- . 
the next session'of th© General Assembly. 
^3, v:-• Fi-nailyi'in present tTOtîbled conditions, i t was particularly importent 
that "ail event which could b i i i ^ tèél яо.ре :to the :^6piôc of the-world,such «a-.-
a report of'the-submission of the âraft:«ovenant,vэhouЗй^not be kept ̂from--them.> 
Aa the representative of her Goverranent, she. could not approve poStp^rieffiont/^jf--
the covenan-t;*'end as Chairman of'rthe Ceifflnlssicai, -she feltrtbçtvsuch postponenent 
would coñstítuts Й 'âéi^ous 'BloW'"to*the"Coiftt£í±ssÍon's px-'çîetige. 

/ k k . Mr. JEVREMDVIC 
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hhm ibr,. JEVREi'IOVIC (Yugoslavia) said that he iTOuld support the т nnish draft 
resolution. He recalled certain comments he had made during the course of the 
Commission's debates, vi-hich explained the attitude of his delegation tov.'ard the 
tiffo draft resolutions before the Commissions Ke had e:фressGd regret that 

economic and s o c i a l r i g h t s , as w e l l as sane important p o l i t i c a l r i g h t s , had beer 
omitted from the draft covenant, with the r e s u l t that the Declaration and the 
covenant were very f a r apart i n significance and scope. Economic and s o c i a l 
rights were important not only as a guarantee of f a i r l i v i n g conditions to the 
workers of the world but as a guarantee of peace among the nations, 
h5,. He did not understand Ivir, k a l i k ' s reference to the troubled i n t e r ­
national s i t u a t i o n . That s i t u a t i o n had never before been mentioned as a roano 
for not drafting the covenant i n more complete form; i t had been generally 
agreed by thfi-members of the Commission,that economic and s o c i a l rights were of 
fundamental inportance and should be re-affirmed, but the postponement of 
consideration of those rights had been attributed only to lack of tLae, . 
hè. I t was quite probable that f a i l u r e to submit the draft covenant to the 
next session of the General Assembly would cause disappointment among the people; 
of the iiember States, There might, however, be greater disajipointment i f the 
General Assembly were confronted with a document which had been too h a s t i l y 
prepared and which f e l l f a r short of the Declaration of human Rights, The 
question of economic and s o c i a l rights was diííicult, but i t was of primary 
importance and must be s e t t l e d , 
h i . He agreed with the Chairman that the public i n general were not 
f a m i l i a r with the Declaration of Иизшп Rights, The reason for that ignorance, 
hovrever, l a y i n the f a c t that the provisions of tho Declaration had not been 
implemented; i f the l i v i n g conditions of the peoples of the world had improved 
as a r e s u l t of the Declaration, they would be more f a m i l i a r vdth i t , 
k8* Mr, Jevremçvic vras opposed to the l a s t clause of the Danish draft 
resolution, reading",., without, however, reopening the examination of the 
adopted draft a r t i c l e s on certain fundamental c i v i l rights and l i b e r t i e s (Part I I 
of the draft covenant)". He could see no objection to reconsideration of the 
a r t i c l e s i n question, p a r t i c u l a r l y as some of them had been adopted quicld.y 
and without' s u f f i c i e n t attention to d e t a i l . I f the representative of Denmark 
would agree to delete that clause, he iirould support the draft resolution, 

/Ь9, The CHAI:iAW 
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h9à The CHAIRIvíAN, speaking as representative of tho United Stated' of 
America, pointed'out to the representative of Yugoslavia that the only way i n 
which implementation of thé provisions of the Declaration co;ild be achieved 
was tlirough the gradual preparation and adoption of covenants which wculd 
translate those provisions into law, • 

50. I'r, VALEKZUE-LA (Chile) said he was unable to share the Danish 
representative's pessimistic view that i t was at present L-npossible to provide 
for adequate iîîïï:)lementation of the Uni.versal Declaration of Ишаап Rights ov/int 
to difficu3.ties a r i s i n g from fne tense international s i t u a t i o n . I f such à 
view were adopted by the United Nationr, the l o g i c a l consequence would be to 
postpone a l l international action i m t i l the obstacles to international co­
operation were miraculeusly rênoved and a l l nationv-ï su.ddenly а;;;геви to l i v e , 
together i n peace and friendship. But the United Nations could not i n d e f i n i t e ­
l y defer action on certain iiTportant problemsj indeed, i t vras r i o r a l l y obliged 
to go ahead v/ith the promotion of deiiiocratic ideas, because only i n that way 
could i t give to many nations gripped by tho fear of v:ar the hope and 
encouragement they needed, hr, Valenzuela raade i t clear that he v:as not 
c r i t i c i z i n g the views of any p a r t i c u l a r member of the Coimnission but, rathor, 
a widespread and dangerous frame of mind, 
i>l. He did not believe that the draft covenant, could be described as 
i n e f f e c t i v e : effectiveness must be measured i n terr.f's of p o s s i b i l i t i e s , and » 
the text' c e r t a i n l y represented the :¡iaximuiu degree of compromise that could 
have been achieved i n the circumstances. Unquestionably, i t had many faults,-
as the representative of Yugoslavia had pointed out, and comparatively- fovv 
decisions 1-iad been adopted unanimously. But there was no reason to expect 
that the vie ;TS of' members, vj-ho y.̂ ere representat'ives, of theii' goverrünents as 
v/ell as e.-xperts, v.'-ould change within the space of, one year, _ The Есопо:л1с and 
So c i a l .Co\un.cil and the General Assemblj'', havjng a voider membersh3.p than the 

Commission, were i n a better p o s i t i o n to. modify and i;rprove the dra f t , 
52, The Danish proposal was tantamount to ah-adinission that the world was 

not p o l i t i c a l l y mature enough for a covenant on h.B¡¡an r i g h t s , .By confessing 
i t s i n a b i l i t y to elaborate such a covenant, the Cojiimission 7/ould be doing a 
great disservice to the promotion of respect f o r and observance of human ri.f'hts, 

/ i t had 
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I t had already decided to leave i t to the Economic and Si,-cial Cotlncil to decide 
en the i n s e r t i o n of co l o n i a l end federal clauses. There vras no reason why i t 
should not do likeivise i n respect of the a r t i c l e s i t had adopted, 
53, In the l i g h t of those considerations, the Chilean delegation would 
oppose the Danish proposal and vrould vote i n favour of the Lebanese draft resolu­
t i o n , 

5It, Ivír» CASSIN (France) said that, though the Coimnission had iindoubtedly 
done good work at the current session, he was forced to vu- b that the results 
of that work were not s u f f i c i e n t l y satisfactory to be pljic^d bafsre the General 
Assembly, I t might be argued that the Universal Dccj.-.í.atiú.i of Himan Puights, 
too, had had to undergo considerable change i n the G2:oei:'al A:jseiiibly before i t s 
adoption; but the draft had already been a good one when i t had reached the 
Assembly, and the States represented on the Coramission had pre?eni:ed i t vdth 
wholehearted conviction. That wasj unfort\mately, not true of the draft covenant. 
The technical quality of the text, high though i t might be;iCoi£Ld jiut compensate 
f o r a certain lack of confidence and united purpose; vihieh had bre:: f e l t through­
out the debates i n the Commission and which was c l e a r l y ¿;;.;;arent i n the product 
of i t s vrork. The Qeneral Assembly would be j u s t i f i e d i n i-ogarding the draft as 
improvised and ill-bálancedj i n p a r t i c u l a r , the fa c t that only one week of d i s ­
cussion had been devoted to the problem of implementation would be open to 
severe c r i t i c i s m . The text evolved by the Commission did not provide a s u f f i c i e n t ­
l y strong basis f o r the great structure that s t i l l remained to be erected, 
55, "Ше decisions adopted regarding the relationship betvfeen the parties 
to the covenant and the United Nations as a whole were ucisatissfaetoryj s i m i l a r l y , 
no suitable proposals had been evolved regarding the relationship of the organs 
of the covenant vdth those of the United Nations at large. The General Assembly, 
•whose function i t was to adopt f i n a l decisions, could hardly be expected to tackle 
those queetiene vvithout preparation, 
56, The Commission must decide whether i t vias vdser to submit t.he product 
of i t s work,, lidth a l l i t s f a u l t s , f o r the consideration of the Council and the 
Assembly, or, even at the cost of disappointment, to ask f o r more time i n order 
to prepare a better d r a f t . The second alternative v/ould seem the more sound. 
The Commission had. been c r i t i c i z e d f o r taking a long time over the preparation 
of the Declaration, but i t had been commended upon tJic Tinished product, 

/57 0 l a s t l y , 
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57« Lastly., serious p o l i t i c a l considerations were involved*. I t .had Ъесопэ 

clear from..the .outset of ,.tbe session,that the'prevailing p o l i t i c a l conditions 
would make the adoption, of-certain .decisions extremely, c^iffioxutv The Economic. 
and Sqcial Council at i t s next session .would be faced with .,the d i f f i c u l t choice 

- - ' > /. . . . . X . 

be.tv;eQ,n forwarding the draft covenant.-to the General .Assembly, and awaiting furthei 
developments. In such circumstances, Mr. Cassln f e l t that the Commission should 
not d e f i n i t e l y recommond that the Council should transmit the covenant to the 
General Assembly, 
58. The French amendment .to the. Lebanese draft reдolutiQn ..(E/Qli.4/5.03.) .W.as 
motivated by a l l those considerations. However,. ..recent statements had .sho>m .that 
i t was tm l i k e l y that the amendment would be adopted, and, Mr. Gas.s.in ..therefore 
withdrew i t . He was compelled to oppose the Lebanese proposal (Е/СН,Д/493,) and̂  
viould vote i n favour of the draft resolution submitted by the.representative of 
Denmark {7jG\l.u/U9b). 

59. The СИАБФиШ, speaking as representative of the United States, of iunerict 
remarked' that some of the arguments advanced by tlie representativs of ï'rance migh-
have carried some'weight i f the Lebanese draft resolution did not expressly 
describe the text prepared, by the Commission at the " f i r s t draft covenant", thus 
making i t quite clear that i t only represented a f i r s t step. 
60. The Economic and Soc i a l Council vjas naturally free to decide whether or 
not to transmit the draft covenant to the General Assembly, regardless of any 
•recommendation the Commis'siori might make. It was, however, the'Commission's 
duty to- make a positive recommendation. 
61. ' - Hr. MËKDEZ (Philippines) agreed that the draft co-venant was by no means 
perfect. He would"have preferred many of i t s provlsiohs to be more 'comprehèhsivi 
and•regretted the absence of a clause on the right of political'asylum, the 
f a i l u r e ; to'provide f o r economic, s o c i a l , c u l t u r a l and poli"ticaÍ ' r i g h t s , and the ' 
fact-that the- covenant^ would' hot"be aut'Ofeatically. open for' aecession"by''-fíoh-í-iémbe 
States. hovrever, there was ample provision f o r improvement by thè-Ticohamac 'snd-' 
S o c i a l Council and the;General Assembly.-' I t v/ould be extremely' f r u s t r a t i n g tb 
abandon the dr a f t at that stage. -

/62... Although. 
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62, Although It was true that the polit ical situation t?as unfavourable to 

tlie adoption of the covenant, that was a fact of which the Goinraission had 

been aware at the outset of its labours. In order to convince the world of 

its determination to achieve the effective implementation of human rights, the 
Commission should follow the course advocated in the Lebanese draft resolution 

and reject the Danish proposal, adoption of which would be a retrograde step. 

63, Miss ВШ1Е (United Kingdom) introduced a draft resolution (E/CN,V505) 

en behalf of her delegation, 

бД, Like the representative of tho United States of Amoricn, she han 

done a great deal of lecturing on human r i g h t s i n her country, and she had 

also been struck by the (..eneral lack of knovfledge of the subject. The 
conclusion she vas led to draw waâ  ho'.ievei', not that the existence of a 
covenant would necessarily create greater understanding, but that people might 

be misled into believing that covenants created rights* Rights were the result 

of the action of national governments, aiKi people should be awakened to their 

duty to make proper use of auch human r i g h t e as they enjoyed and to demand 

the granting: cf such rights аэ they did not yet possess. She believed 

therefore that the Coirarlsslon ecu Id do useful and practical work by promoting 

the application of educational measures called for in the prenrable to the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, If the draft covenant were not 

transmitted to the fiftli General Assembly or were not adopted by the latter 

the CoB±lsaion»e time would a t l l l not.have been vrasted. The discussions which 

had taken pXaee had brought te l i g h t many differences of interpretation, both 

among raenbere of the Commleaion end between .the non-goverrenea':-..! or,:anlzations 

en the ene hand and the Commieeion on the other* Those differences existed 
•veryvherei the Coamlesion could not, therefore, be blamed for the fact that 

I t * deeieiena had not been adopted unaaimoualy but, generally speaking, by a 

preearlouely narrov majority, 
65, The Commission had carri e d out the Instructions i t had received from 

the Economie and Soelal Counell as best I t eould. Its duty now was not to pass 
Judgment en I t s о ш work but to aubmlt I t to the Council, leaving i t to the 

/latter to decide 
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l a t t e r to decide whether that work vras Buitahle f o r transmission to the Gen­
e r a l Assembly. . In any event, her delegation cov.ld not n:-cept the l a s t 
oaragroph of the "Oanish draft resolution because i t considered that m'̂ ny 
provisions included i n T'art I I of the oraft covenant •зге inadeouately drafted. 
6 6 . In,the l i g h t of the d i f f i . - u l t i o n experienced by the Commission, the 
Economic and Gocial Council might, we l l decide to issue ne'.' instructions re­
garding the futttre sco;}e end method of the Oomlssion's vrork. I f the draft 
•covenant v.'ere referred bade to the, С ommi.es J. on, the la t t e i - vrould undotxbted].y 
make e number cf no d l f i c a t i o n r , but 1^ l ^ i f l d hai-dly achieve a Irrger measTî-re 
of agreement on substance, , ïhe Council mi.3ht decide that the Comrrission 
vvotild bo more ггаоГгхНу employed on other vrox-]-. I f the Comm:'ss:'dñ-'-hsd'had 
before i.t reports of the type conteuç>l"te;\ i n the French draft resolution 
(E,/Cíí.l!-/'iOl), i t mi,ght have done morR effec t i v e wor?.c on the covenant. I t 
might novr proceed to draft come fm-ic¡.rmentB,l a r t i c l e s i n the form o..? singlo 
conventions or make a more thorour;h ptudy of the -oroblom of implementat:i.on, 
f o r -rhlch i t had so f a r not hr-.d r-uffioicnt time. 

67 . Mr. Б0Ш?Г1£[ГйТ (-̂ 'enKark) withdrew his draft re.r?olxxtion (Ъ]/ГЛ1 .Ч/Ь^в) 

i n favoui' of that submitted by the United Kingdom dcle-jetion (S/CN. );-/5o;3). 

6 8 . Mrs, MEHl'A (India) said that, l i k e a l l tho preceding ?пе.а,кбгп, she 
vras not s a t i s f i e d „-lth the v.^rk clone on the draft covenf^nt, althou-'h she f u l l y 
r e a l i z e d that i t s faxilts vrere not due to l."ck of e f f o r t on the part'of tho 
CommlBsion. Her main objection wa.3 that the covenant vrould not be a' tren.ty 
between the United Kations ejad the cbntra-.'t^ng Stetos, pnd v,'ould not be b:-nd-
ing on a l l Members upon i.ta a^reroval by the <lene.vr.l Assembly. Мол'еоУег, she 
vms d i s s a t i s f i e d that thr Ifaplementatlon roachlnerc^ dc 'ided upon v,'as not devised 
to protect Ьгтаэл rights but mainly to' resolve 6,isTJUtef' betv.-een the Stntes 
parties to tlie covenant. 
6 9 . On those grounds, her delegation v.'os inclined to support the draft 
resolution sixbmittpd by the United'Z-ngdom. I t \.'ав not for the Commiasion 
to recommend that i t a repo.vt ;7ho\ad be transmitted to the General Assembly; 
the economic'and S o c i a l Council should decide v.'hether the Ooiraniasion had 
r e a l l y succeeded i n reaching a satisfactory solution of e l l the •ni'oblems 

/before 
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•before i t . She would have heen reluctant to support the Danish recomenda-
t i on that the draft covenant should d e f i n i t e l y not be forv/prded to the 
Assembly: but the United Kingdom proposal, which l e f t the decision to the-
Council i t s e l f , \iB3 e n t i r e l y acceptable to her. The vievre expressed by the 
representatives of France, Denmark end others vrould no doubt be taken into 
consideration by the Council. 

70 . The СНАБ-^МАН, speaking as the representative of the United States 
of America, said that her remarks regarding the Danish pro^iosal ггЛ the 
statement of the representative of France applied also to the United Kingdom 
drpft resolution. The Commission had a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to recomend that 
the results of i t s vrark should be forvrarded to the General Assembly. The 
f i n a l decision v7ou]d., of course, be tricen by the Economic and S o c i a l Covmcll. 
The United Kingdom pi-opooal could only retard that decision. 

71. Mr. ¥MJli (Lebanon) vras vinpble to support the United Kingdom draft 
resolution. The Commission must decide once and for a l l vrhether i t believed 
the draft i t had prepared to be vrorthy of consideration by the General Assem­
bly at i t s f i f t h session. The f i n a l decision i n the m t t e r obviously rested 
with the Covmcil: i t vrould be merely presimiptuous to recommend that i t 
should take such a decision; but the Commission could not avoid expressing 
a d e f i n i t e vievr of i t s ovm. 
72. Some members, such as the representatives of France and Denmark, 
were so profoundly d i s s a t i s f i e d vrith the draft covenant that they vrould 
actually prefer i t not to be trsnsmitted to the General Aoseiublv, Others, 
vrhile r e a l i z i n g i t s f a u l t s , f e l t that i t should i n any event coiC for 
consideration by organs higher than the Commission i t s e l f . Л. íLoc:U::,cn must 
be taken betvreen those tvro divergent vievrs. 
73. Addressing himself to the representative of the United Kingdom, 
Mr. Mplik remarked that the United Kingdom had, i n the past, been one of the 
strongest champions of the vievr that the Declaration of Human Rights vrould be 
valueless unless follovred up by a binding covenant. Indeed, his ovm delega­
t i o n had been persuaded by that of the United Kingdom to adopt that view. 
The т)гороэа1 Jvist introduced by the United Kingdom seemed to be a r a d i c a l 
departure from that p o l i c y , and he vras at a loss to understand i t s s i g n i f i ­
cance . 

/7!!. The CHAIRMAN, 
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, 7U, The СНА.!ШМАЯ, -spçak-ing: as representative of the United States of 
America, said, i n reply to, the representative of-the United King'dom th r t i n 
democratic cotmtries l i k e their•ота, the' r a t i f i c a t i o n of'a convention served 
as one of the best educatlpnal methods because'it could not be effected l i i t h -
o'ut the active support of the^ people,. , Moreover, a declaration, imleès 
progressively transformed into lavr, was l i a b l e to-be regarded as pi';rely 
t h e o r e t i c a l . 

75. . , Mr. .BAl'IADAIi, (Egypt) asked the représentative of the United Ivlngdom 
whether she wotild be .preps,red to delete 'the second paragraph of her draft' 
resolution. . 

, 76. , . Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) said she vrould prefer to reply to that 
question at the. follo\id.ng meeting. 

The meeting .rose st 1.1.Q p.m. 

31/5 a.m. 




