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POINT OF ORDEX RAISED RY THE FHENCH HEPHCSENTATIVE

Mr, (ASSIN (Frince) obourved that during thv private (24th) ncoting
held the previcus day to weardne cocrmnic<tiona, the Comcdassion had recelved
certain docunun®s concerning » nuw cocmunication,  He would like to knew in
what eirtumstinces those decumunts had cese to ba distributed., He wos anxious
to obviate tho establishmnt of a precedent, for if the Cormission allowed a
cocrunication to be laid tufoqe it in such circumat-nees it oight be flooded by
theo at any tinme. It wos not, he thoupht, a queation of substance, btut one of

rethoda of work,

The GLALRLGI taxtud thet the Seeretardat had informed hiz that the
envelopes harl bucn acale?, and that it was customary to deliver aecaled envelopes
addresscd to pwrbers of the Comrdssi o in person.

Hr. HUMPHAEY, represonting the Secrctary-General, corroborated the
statenent of the Chairnan, and added that if the Cormission wishod that practice
to v disecontliucd the Secmciniiat could forvard the correspondence of
representatives to thelir hitels,

Misas BOWIE (United Xingdon) notud that by acoe curious colneidence the
envelopos had been delivercd during the suoting of the Comndssion at which the
question of coxumicsiticons was being discussed. She supgested that they must
heve bemn delivered by soou purson familisr with the Cronlssiont's proceedings
and that an enquiry should be held inte the circunstences of tnelr da:!.tﬂr:-

Mr. CuiSIN (Frn-==) sbacrved that the lettera had been addressed to
pechbers of the Commissin puramnzlly, not to the Coriasion as such. Although
the Comaission’s wok was net appreciably increasud by a single eommmication,
a largs nurber might prove burdunscoe,
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2. PUTURE PROGRARIE OF WORK

The CHAIRMAN recalled that at a pruvious necting the reprusentative
of the Union of Soviet Soclalist fiepublica had proposcd that the agenda for
the sesslon should be re-examined, Moreover, the Secretariat had asked for
clear :I.nd;;;at.ims concurning the length of the present sescien, According
to the relevant resclution of the Ecomonic and Social Council, the scaslon was
to clos: rn Saturday, 178y, The Oerdssien had therefore obviously to
declde whether to extend the seseion or revise its apgenda in sone way.

Miss BOWIE (United Kinpdom) pointed out that pony represcentatives
hed already made other cousitments for the follewing wuvk.  Moreower, it would
not, she thoupht, be worth while to prolons the sessiun by so short a pericd as
two or thrue days, aa that would hardly cnable tho Conrission to dispose of the
most inportant outstanding itens on its agenda,  She proposed therefore that
tha Cocmission should hold an extraordinary suesiss in COctober and deal with
the cutstanding items then, or alternatively dofer discussion of all those items
uwntil the next ordinary seasion.

The CHalilhaN said that the Comnission could not take a decision on
that issue while three ruprosentatives werc still alsent. He proposed that
further discussion be dufurred until the next cecting, whun he would put formard
definite proposals for the ruvisirn of the agenda,

Hr. WHITL:H (australia) esked the Chalrman whether he could glve the
Cocrission a reneral outline of his proposals,

The CHAIRMAN said that his proposals were based un the supposition
that the Cocdssien would adjourn on Saturday, 19 May, and on the assumptions
that it wruld meet twice a day, that it would adept ita report on the aftermocon
of 19 Mar, and that there would be no attcopts to obstruct its work.

Mr. SANTA CRUZ (Chile) saw nc rezson why thot question should not be .
censidered At the next ocoting, He nuvertheless asked the Chaiman to explain
how much btusiness he thoupght the Coomission cruld pet through by Saturday,

19 ¥ay, and how much pore it could zcconplish if it sat for an extra week,
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The CHATRMAN un:l:} that the Commission could reasonably expect to deal
with the ioplementztion of veonomic and social rights, the implementation of
othor rights, and Lthe question of the right of petition by the ond of the weck,
If the sesslon wos prolonged for a further wesk, the Cormmlssion could probably
finish its re-exmaninntion of articles 1-18 of the draft Cowvenant and deal with
certain other queations.

Mrs, ROOSEVELT (United Stutes of America) asked how many reprosentatives
would be able to stoy en for a full week,

The QUAIRNAN stated that the Cornission ceuld not go into that
matter while threc representatives wore still abeent,

Miss BUWIE (United Kinpdom) considered that a wote could be taken
forthwith, If, despite the absmnce of three represmtatives, ten nembers
woted arainst the prolonz.tim of the sessim, the matter would be disposed of
immediately. She asked how many ropresentutives wers in favour of prolonging
the sesalrn until the following Tuesday, or, altermatively, by a full week.

¥r. SGREN3E! (Dennark) crnsidered that the quusiion was not one that
cculd be woted on, :

The QIAIRLN asked whi:h representatives would be able to stay for the
periods nenti-ned by the United Kinslon representative, or arrange for their
seats to be filled by an alternate, i

Kr. WHITLN (Gustralia) statod that he could stay for a full week, but
eould not apgree to tho prolen,,.iivn ¢i the session unless the majority of
represmtatives wished to stey for the whole period,

Mr. SALA TUZ (Chile) protested against the method which the Commission |
seened inclin.d to adept for duciding whether the sessiun should be prolonged or
not, It was quite obvious that in arraving at such a deci~icn account must be
tiken of the presunce or absunce of muchars, But he did not think that the
question of peireipls ef the i=a%=az:tion of the sosaicn should be _cided en the
basis of that facto: aleme. 2vsY a course wounld bo 1.'llltrgina1 and abnormal,
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The CHALIRMLN, aprceing with the Chilean representative, considored
thet it would be illorical to make the werk of the Corndssiin depundent on

whother cesters could atvend or not.

Pr. S.JIT3 CUZ (Chile) thrught that it would not be unreascnable for
pecters to be asked te atate at the next oeeting whether or not they could
cratinue to take part in tho Ceewdssionts werk for another wuek, and for the
focmisei-n to be guided, to ance wxtert, by the information collected, He
=ust repeet, hewever, *hat . % would te reerettablo 11 the Cor=ission woa to
brse & decisi~n of principle en that cmelderation alono.

It was arreed that further discussion of the gquestien should be deferred
until the next mueting,

DRAET DITSRNATIGHAL COVELLT O HUMAK RIGHTS AND MEGSURES OF IHPLEENTATION
(iten 3 of the openda):

(b} Inclusien in the Covemant of provisicns concerning veonomle, social and
cultural rights:

Dreft articles on the ioplemcntation of the provisions reloting to economic,
social and cultural rights (E/Q.L/570/Hev.2, E/ON.L/629, E/ON.4 /630,
&l L1631 Muv, 1) (resuned from the 243rd mueting) s

The CHALMLN invited the Commission to continue ite discussion of the
report of the Working Group on Implesentation of Econcmic, Social and Cultural

Rights (E/Q1.L/629).
Article A (continued)

Mr, CaSSIN (France) said that his delegation desired, at one and the
pace time, that & Covenant should be drawn up and ratified by the largest
possivle mwber of States, and that no insuperable barrier ashould be erected
butween States Mezbers of the United Netions that signed the Covenant and those
which did not, Fronce, being convinced that human rights were confirmed by the
Cherter, which laid certain obligaticns in that connexion on all States Members
of the Uriiud, ..uns, and considering that the sole object of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and th: First Intermational Covenant on Human Rights

L]
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wes to define and implenent the Charterts provisioms, folt that all Mesber :
States should be able to make know, in on appropriste mamer, the wy in which
they were fulfilling their oblisaticns under Article 56 of we Charter,

mmmhﬂlﬂmutmmlﬂnﬂmmmtmﬂhlhﬂu
nprtﬂmhﬂnummthmnlthm.ﬂﬂﬁﬂhﬂw
understanding betwwon Mecbwr States depended om it, It therefore propossd
adding a provision to the «ffoct that the States purties to the Covenant under-
took to sutmit reports concerning the progress made in achioving the obssrvance
of such rights, not rnly under the turms of the procedures laid down in the
Cowvenant, but alsoe in conformity with any recammsndations which the Generel
Assczbly and the BEconomic and Social Council, in the exsrcise of their geperal
responsibility, might see fit to paks to all the Members of the United Nations,
that was to say, both thosw that had ratified only the Chartar, and those that
had ratified both the (harter and the Covcnant. The more rules thare ware
eormen to all Menber States, whather thoy had signed the Covenant or not, the
greater would be the mmber of accessions to the Covenant, Conversely, the
fewer the points in ccemon betwesn the Covenant and the Charter, the greater
weuld b the nvober of States Musbers shich would hesivate to ratify the Covenimd,
It was clear thot if cbservanco of the cbligations assumed by signatory States
under the Covenant were to bo supervizod cnly by organs set up by those States
thomselves, there wuld be no difficulty. But cnce the signatory States
acknowledged the supervisiocn of the United Nations as a whule, through the
Cocxdssion on Human Rights, the Economic and Social Council and the Gensral
Assecbly, it becooe essentinl to ensurv the maxismum reciprocity.

Hr. PICXPORD (International Labour Organisation), speticiag at the
invitation of the CHATAMIN, drew attention to the footnote to the Lsbanese
proposals (B/ON.4/570/Rev,2, page 1), in which it was suggested that the im-
plementotion of the right to freedom of assoclation anl to non=diserimination
should te luft to the Human Rights Committes visualized in Part IIT of the draft
Covenant, FHe 2vke:d tha thadresm hev thiat ontter would stand in the light of the
present wording of article A In the draft articles appended to the Working Grosp's
roport.
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the CHATRMAN stated that that subject had nob bsen explicitly dis-
casasd = wa arking CGreup; but his pnnmi opinicn, as reprcsiut~tlve of
Lebanon, ¥as that the provisions now under discucsion zhould aprly oaly to
e~oncmiz, soclal and cultursl rights other than those meaticned in the footnotas

t> his delegation's proposals,

r. PICKFORD (Intermational Labour Orgznisation] zald that he had
askod that gquastion bocause he might have a polnt to rudse concerning the
ieplozunlation 01 nv TLIEAL LU Qivewewa wo annLibien Za tHa weent ol Lthat
right beirng mafe subjuct to the procedure proposad ia the Sorking Group's
report, He was, howcver, satisfied with the Chiirmanis explanation and would
ralse the matter again when the implesontation clauses =clavant to the first

part of the Covenant caze up for discussion.

=, EUSTATHIADSS (Greoce) shared the French representative’s views ...
en articly A, The question wvas not one of ensuring the greatast possible
degree of reclprocity; it was one of guarantecing a minimm of reciprocity.
The offect of the origisal text of the French proposal (F/QH/.L/623) would bave
been to mke it randstesy upon the General Assenbly and the Eeonomic and Soelal
Council to issue recommendations, The altermative text for article A proposed
by tha Prerch dilegation, however, did not ge so far, sine it ==z
specified that, in the excrcise of thelr goneral responsibility, the Goneral .
Asocembly and the Econonic and Soclal Council might make “ccos=condations to all
the NemSers of the United Nations. In his opinion, the General Assanb’y and
the Econoals and Social Council alroady enjoyed such a ight by wirtue of the
Charter, tmt he thought that 3 provision of that matwre might bo included in
tkn Covemant in or ler to crsure a xinimm of unifomity in tho oblipgations to
be essumed Yy States for the protection of huzan rightre,

')

Mr. WHITL:N (Australia) said that his delegatior wozid wote in favour
of the addi{sion to article A proposed by the French dei=gatima, Even with
that addition the obligntions to be ass'med by Covermnenia siguatories to the
Covenant would nst in thezsclves bo positive and co=plsie, but woula tend to
be izparlect. But the Comission would lnevitably have to =aln a cholce be-
twoea a2 positive Covanant and a Coverant with some such aliltion; and in order
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that the 4dea behind it nnd the question of alternative Covenants or cumulative
articlos sabracing both idwas might be sulmdttsd to Covernments for con=
siderntion, be would support the MWerking Group's text with the French addition
subject, as always, to the gamersl reservation that the whole of the articles
would have to be reconsidered,

Mr, SANTA CRUZ (Chile) recalled that, in the various organs of the
United Mations in which the question of tha implementation of the provisions
of the Charter with regard to hnman rights had been raised, his delegation had
almys maintained that the Ceneral Assembly and the Econcmic and Social Couneil
were competent to make recommendations with r-;‘nrdtr.rtha observance of human
rights, including recomcndaticns addressed to particular countries.

It would also be rocalled that, vhen the General Asssmbly had been con-
sidering possible means of parfecting the smystem of international security
sstablished under the Chartes of the United Mations with a view to achieving
wnited action for peace, the Chilean delegatiocn had sulmitted a draft
resolution to the Pirst Committee inviting Stat:s Nembers to sign a covenant,
supplementary to the Charter, which would include the cbligation of applying
tha rocomrendations of the Genaral Assambly and of the Economic and Sorial
Council with regard to fundamental husan rights and to the manner in which they
were to be interpreted and obscrved.

He would therefore giva his unreserved support to the French proposal,
although it 4id not go 30 far as that made on ahother occasion by his own
delsgation, Undar the French proposal, nevertheless, States parties to the
Covenant would undertake to submit reports to the United Nations in conformity
with ary recomsondations which the Genersl Assembly and the Econcmic and
Seedal Council might make, However, he would regard the adeption of the French
propostl as only a px uliminary stage, pending the assumption by itates Members
of a formal undertaking to impliment recommendations of the Ceneral Assembly
and the Econocde and Soclal Council designed to ensure observance of the pro-
vigions of the Charter in respect of Mupan rights,
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_ Mr, SURDISEN (Denmark) supported the addition proposed by the French
r-rpr:.-.n-lt.:uue. which would help to place the States parties to the Covenant
on an equal footing with the other. States Hembers of the United Mations, If
the Goneral Assembly or the Economic and Soelal Council made the
ﬂmmtinﬁ: provide® for in the proposed addition, the Staites parties to
the Covenant would be bound to follow those recomccndations and would be able
to exert moral pressure on those States which were not parties to the Covenant,

The French proposal was, however, slightly diffcrent from the proposal the
French delegation had subcitted in the Working Groud, in which there had been
no centisn of the fact that reports should be submitted win conformity with the
following articles”, The addition of those words mcant that the procedure by
which States parties to the Covenant would sulmit rcports, which was lajd down
in those artir_as, would remain unchanged, whatevur recommendations the
General Assembly or the Zeossmic and Socia] Couneil might make, The result
would be zither that the procedure laid down in the following sriicles for the
States parties to the Covenant would apply to Statas not parties to it too, or
that s~cw procedure aver and above that provided for in the following articles
would have to be avolved and made applicable to all Member States.

The ruprescntative of the International Labour Organisation had asked
whether the articles under discussion were to apply to all the rights in the
Cowvenant, to the oc=namie, social and cultural rights alone, or merdly to
those econaaie, sceial and cultural rights for which no asther special
implementatisn procedure had been pravided, The Working Group had pot dis-
cussed that probles at any length; it had beoen instructed to co-ordimate the
texts concoming implementatizn submittud t3 the Carmission, and it had not had
tize to g» fully int> all the implicatisns of the articles it had drafted. A
certain inconsistency could be founs batween those articles if thoy were
¢xazined as o whale; in places thiy spoke of the rights laid down in "this
Covenant®, in others of the righta laid down in "this part of the Covenant”,
He suggestod that the decisisn whether the draft articles of implementation
should relate to all the rights previded for in the C.venant, .r only t> the
sconamic, sscial and cultur:l rights, should be defcrred until the substance
of thase articles had been decidcd upsn, or, in <ther words, that for the time

r
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“belng, wherever the words “this'Coveranl® or wthis part =»f the Covenant”
apocared, thu words "part of the” should b"i rogardcd as encloscod in squar.
brackots, and similarly that the wirds Wihese rights” should n3t for the prusant
be further defined, If it ware dicidod t5 use the wards "this part of the
Cavenant™ eansistently, the quostizn raia.i by the representative I the
Intornatisnal iabour Organisatisn would hawe t2 bu dyalt with, namcly, whether
the svst= of l=;lcsentatisn under discussizn was ta b3 adspted witnout pre-
Judice ty thur spuclal implementation procedurcs op wiother it was ta taku
precudenze over them,

The CHAIAMAN, spcaking as the ropresentative of Lebanon, supperted
the suggestisn »f the Danish reprosantative, althaugh he would point out that
{t =1z.* bc bath noccusary and appropriate t3 use the wards "this part af the
covenent® in one plice and "this Covenant® in another.

¥rs, RODSEVELT (Unitcd Statcs of Kmorica) asked whether that questlon
would b refurred to the Econsmde and Sccial Council or whether the Commission
was to take n decision itself,

The CHAIRMAN felt that tho Coemissior should atteapt to take a
decision itself.

Mrs, ROOGEVELT (United States of America) considered that in moat of
the articles the words "this part of the Covenant® would have to be used; the
only reason f£5r the adoption of the draft articles at present under discussion
wa3 thit the naturu of the articles on econcmic, soclal and cultwral rights
differcd from that of the articles relating to civil and political rights.

Her delegation intended t> vote 2gainst the proposed French additiom to
article A. She did not see how the States parties to the Covenant and the
other States Kembers of the United Nations vould be placed on an equal footing,
Under the terms of that article the States parties would undertake to carry ot
eertain tasks, and the adoption of such an amendment would place non-signatory
States in an unfalr position., The French proposal was btased on the Charter;
but the Cesmission was dezling with a Coverant on a specific » Jject, and the
provisiens of that Covenant should only affect the Statss Fartles therets,
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However, she agreed with the principle of the French amendment and would support
its adoption as a separate resolution l

Mr, CASSIN (France) sald that his delegation had no intention, for the
menint, of asking the Commission to take a decislon on whether econmmic, social
and cultural rights should be the only ones covered by the articles undsr con—
sideration, or whether they should alsoc apply to other rights,

On the other hand, while ho would hardly contest the desirability of the
suggestion made by the Danish ropresentative so far as the other articles were
eoncerned, he was opposcd to it in connexion with article A, since therc must
be no doubt about the fact that the words "these rights® in that article msant
the rights laid down "in this part of the Covenant®. If thoy meant the rights
1aid down in the Covenant as a whole, it would bo imposaible for the Gencrel
Assémbly and the Economic and Soclal Council to address any rocommendations
regarding the fulfilment of obligations arising out of the Covenant to States
Heabere which had not aigned the Coverant,

The objeci of article A was to ensure general cbservance of the rights
referred t=, and it was not ihe dosire of the French delepation to place States
Mezbers which did not sign the Covenant under the obligation of drawing up
detailed reports or answering questicnnaires relating to undertakings thay had
mot glven, On that account, ho would oppose the Danish suggestiin so far as
article A wvas concerned, since were thoe words "thess rights" chanced to "the
rights 1aid down in this Covenant™, the additional text proposed by the French
delegation would lose all meaning,

Mr, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) stated that Part III of the Covenant
already dealt with the general implementation of all human rights, On the
ochar uand, certain represcntatives wished to see the application of those
general measures restricted to civil and politieal rights, His delegation was
opposed to any such restriction, and could not take up a definite position on
any clause concerning the implementation >f economie, sdcial and cultural righte
until a decision had been reached concerning the 2pplicability of the general
implementation measures, If the draft articles being discussed were to be oone
sidered os supplementary to> tho general implementation provisions, the question
w>uld ariso as to whether Covernments could submit complaints, invoking the



/N L/5R, 206
page 1k

goneral implomentation clauses goncorning the non-chservation of ecanzede,
social and cultural rights. |

Mr, MOROSOV (Unlon of Soviet Soclalist Republics) stated that his
delegation had always esnsidered any attempt to interfere .n the damestlc
ffairs of ary State, on the pretext of exercising international control, as
a violation of paragraph 7 of article 2 of the Charter. The endeavour to
oblige States to sutmit reports on the implementation of cconomic, scelal and
cultura® rizhts was elearly an attempt at such intervention, and as such con=
stituted a violation of the principle of mational sovereignty as recogniscd
in thc Chartur., His deleoation, therefore, found all the proposed
izplmentation ceasures unacceptable,

Under the French acendment to artiele A Goverrments would have to slgn a
blank cheque; its provisions were devold of any eonstructive or definite
significznce, and lont thamsclves to widely differing interpretations, It
rnropoasd that Govurnments should underteke without ressrve to implement any
recom~undntion which the General Assembly or the Zconomic and Soelal Council
might mass at any time in the future, Reccemendations of the General Assenhl
and the Zeonomic and Socinl Council could never have any binding forcu on
Stotos Mambers of the United Natiors, and any attempt to make them binding, '
particularly in such a wide field as the implementation of human rights, would
be a violation of the Charter, Furthermore, the French proposal, in addition
ts vielating the letter and spirit of the Charter, ran counter to common
sunse; no Government in its right senses would ever accept provisions the
contont and applicablility of whiel, were unknown to it,

Article A itself, while not conatituting such & flagrant violatlcon of the
Charter as the French proposal, was nevortheless - inadaissible attespt to
intervene in the domertic affairs of States under cover of vague phrases such
a3 "reports concerning the progress made",

Mr, SANTA CRUZ (Chile) observed that the Socliet Union reprasentativa
had toised o fundamental issuc by maintaining that any internationnl super-
vision in respuct of the implementation of fundamental human rights would con-
stitute on inturvention in matters essentially within the domestic jurisdiction



of any State, and would thersfore conflict with the provisions of article 2,
persgraph 7, of the Charter., The Soviet Union representative had advanced
that argument in connexion with that article of the Covenant which imposed on
sigmatory States the very limited obligation to submit reports to organs of
the United Nations in cortain specific cesmes.

He (Mr. Santa Crus) considered, cn the contrary, that questions relating
to human rights and fundamental freedoems and thelr observance were not ex-
clusively within tho domestic jurdadiction of States. That problem had been
examined on several occasions by organs of the United Nations, and the majority
of States Members had considered that human rights and fundamental freodoms had
been brought into the sphere of intermational law, by reason of the obligation
to respect them laid down in the Charter, That was why the United Hationa had
taken certain measures and instructod the Commission to prepare a draft inter—
national Covenant on human rights, with the idea that certain measures of
internaticnal supervision should be introduced in order to ensure the appli-
cation of the provisions contalned in that Covenant,

The Soviet Union representative had on several cccasions criticized
certain provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and of the
draft Covenan! lecause, in his vlew, they did not provide those entitled to the
rights recognizted in those documents with sufficlent puarantees of thelr free
exercise, He (Mr. Santa Crus) considered it impossible, without being incon=
sistent, to maintain on the one hanid that the Covenant did not provide
sufficlent guarantce and, on the oth:r, to oppose the idsa of intermatioml
suporvision, when cthe essentlal feature of the Covenant was, in fact, that
signetory States would assume certain obligations in respect of the individual,
He considercd that, so soon as reliance was placed exclusively on States to
ensure observance of the provisions of tho Covenant, respect for the rights of
irdividuals recognised in that instrument wouwld became entirely illusory. In
“his opinion, therc was a complete contradicticn between those two views)
opposition to international supervision amcunted to a denial to individuals of
the normal exercise of economic, social and cultural rights in every State,
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Pointing cut a further contradiction int:-attitude of the Soviet Unicn
delegation, he recalied that on frequent cccasions in the Economic and Sociel
Council or the General Asscmbly Sovict Unien representatives had maintained that
one group of fundamental human rights, namely, trade union rights, should be
internationally protocted and supervised. The Sovist Union dolegation had
considered the orzans .f the United Nations competont to hear complaints in that
field submitted to them not only by States Hembors, btut also by any non-govorn=
mental organization, whether recognized by the Unitcd Nations or not. The Soviet
Union delegation had not only advanced that argrment, but hid also introduced
draft resclutions condemning certain governments for infringements of trade union
rights. He saw no reason why the States accused should mot, on that occasion,
have takey refuge behind the provisions of article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter.
Nor did he understand why, in view of the attitude adopted by the Soviet Union
delcgation with regard to trade union rights, international supervision of the
exercise of cther economic and sccial rights should bo held to impalr the
principle of naticnal sovereignty. He asked the Soviet Union representative
to be so good as to explain how he reconciled these apparcnily contradictory ideas.

The CHAIRMAN, spcaking as representative of Lebanon, pointed ocut that
under the provisions of Article 55 of the Chartor, all Member States were alroady
pledged to "prunut.a universal respect for, and cbaervance cf, huzan rights and
fundamental frecdoms for all", States Mesburs of the United Naticns had fulfilled
that pledge by adopting the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, by drafting
the First Internaticnil Covenant on Human Rights, and by othor similar measures.
Article 56 of the Charter stated that "all mombers pledge themselves to take jJoint
and separate action in co-operation wdth the Organization for the achievement
of the purposes sot furth in Article 557, Joint action could be, and was,
undertaken at the meetings cf the Cumzission., But Article 56 also referred to
separate action; and it was gquito proper for each individual government to be
esked to submit a repsrt cn the pregress it had made in achieving the alos set
forth in Article 55. If the Generzl Assembly acipted a rasclution inviting all
Kesber States to submit reports cincerning the progross made in achioving tha
cbeervance =f huzan rights, thuse Hcobcr States ware alrcady pledged in adwencs,
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under Article 56 of i*I.a.-m Charter, ts act on that resslution. He failed to sce
how under those cenditions uny State could refuse to subait a repert in cone-
formity with such a rescluticn. That belng the ease, the Fronch text 4id not
constitute a blank cheque; the blank cheque was Article 56 of the Charter,
which all Member States had accepted. The French toxt only ndapted the terna cf
Article 56 of the Charter to apply spocifically tc the inplesentetica of husan
rights,

When the United Natiuns decided to recozmend that roports should be subaitted,
Member States would have every vpportunity of discusaing the naturo and scope of
those riports, No system of reporting would be recommended without careful
examination, but once it had been adopted all Heober States would be bound, nnder
th: provisions of Article 56, to obaerve it.

Mrs. ROCSEVELT (United Stetes of America) said that if the Chairman
were correct in his contcntion, there was surely no need to have any provisions
relating to measures of implementation at all, because States Hembers of the
Unitcd Nations would already be bound to take the steps therein leld down.

What her delegation was cpposed to was tho inclusion in the draft Covenant of
provieions affecting ﬁnn-nlpmtnrr Stotes. It could not agreo thot signatory
States should be placed in a less favourable position thin non-simstcry States,
Al tho latter, as Meobers of the United Hations, had donc, was tc undertake in

& general way, under the terms of Artlecle 56 of the Charter, to carry ouvt certain
cbligations with regard to the promotion of human rights. The provirion esbodied
in the French smendment to Article A had no place in the draft Conventicn, and
sheuld be the subject of a separate rcsoluticn.

The CHAIRMAN cbzerved that any State which had ratified the Charter had
bound itself to take certain action in pursuance of the provisicns cf articles 55
and 56 thereof. If at any time the General issenbly were to eloborate a programmo
for reporting connected with the provisions of Article 56, could sny State Mamber
of the United Nations refuse to participate in sush a programme? o did not
believe it could. If such were the implication of the addition’'proposed by the
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French representative to article A - and personally he had mot yet reached a
definite conclusion on that point = jhe believed that that addition would stand

up to the mcst stringent legal scrutiny,

Mr. C/SSIN (France) thought that, while the provisions of Artizle 55
of the Charter should be borme in =mind, it was prefaerable not to cverload the
Covenant with references which ran the danger of being incomplete.. It was in
fact, as the Chairman had pointed out, by virtue of the Charter in gsneral that
such obligations were incusbent upon States,

In reply to the cbessrvations of the United States repressatative, he must
explain that, when the Comission cane to consider item 6 of its agends, relating
to annual reports on human rights, he would sybmit a draft resoclution, which would
clearly sstablish thet he had no other alm in view but to aveid the ereation of &
gulf between those States which meraly acknowledged the Charter and thoss which
wished, in addition, to accede to a special Covenant.

Mr. HOROSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) expressed his regret
that the Chilean representative should not have been present on the occasions vhm
the Cozmission had discussed the question of national soversignty in relatien to
the provisions of the draft Covenant, as he (Hr, Mcrosov) was thereby compelled

to refer briefly to some aspects of that problem.

The Chilean representative had suggested that in accepting the Charter,
Statos had, in some degree, abandoned the principle of national sowereignty.
That argument was entirely incorrect, since the entire Charter was based on respect
for the sovereignty of States Members. A misapprehension was frequently woleed,
namely, that the acceptanca of certain internmational obligations involved a partial
surrender of national sovereignty. PFartisans of such & view had clearly =ipumder-
stood the nature of intemational treatise freely conclided by dtatea, The terms
of Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, which applied to all the provisions of
that instrument, confirmed his thesis, which had been put forward on numerous
cocasions and by Tepresentatives of vard us governments at the San Franciseo
Conference. Indeed, t> the best of his reccllection, the United States representa-
tive had in one of the coomittecs on that occasicn declared that Artisle 55 could
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not be interproted as opening the way to interference in thp internal affair of
States, It was absolutely mnt.rnr_f to the processes of legal or logical analysis
to recove Article 55 and 56 froa thelr context and to interprot then arbitrarily,
without reference to the provisions of Chapter 1 of the Charter.

The Chalrman had argued that if the General Assenbly were Lo put lorward
a recormendation asking governzents to report on certiln matters, heeber States
would be obliged to do so.  He (HMr. Morosov) could not subscribe to such &
contention, because a recommendaticn had no aandatory character. A récomendation
posecsscd a certaln moral autherity, but its applieation was not enforceable.
It was tr ¢ that a recommendation of the General Assembly would in cost cases
be cocplicd with in practice, btut gpovernzents would de so of their cwn free will
in the interests of furthering intermaticnal ci-operation, and withcut any
surrender of their sovereipgnty whatsoever. It would be quite untrue to suppose
that the Soviet Union Government was oppused to reparting in general, It had,
for exeaple, submitted reports on the position of women and children,on sedical
services and social security. But he wished to make it clear that it would be
entirely contrary to the apirit and letter of the Charter to regard receomenda-
tions cof the General Assecbly as having binding force of the kind implied
in the French amendment to article A.  Such an int.urpret.:..t.inh of the nature
of recormendations was not only incorrect, but was opposed to the principle
of nationsl sovereignty. He could not therefore accept that amendment.

The United States representative had quite rightly argued that, if the
Chalrman's contention was correct, there would be no need for measures of
implementation. Strict adherence to the principle cf national scvereignty in
no way precluded the Commission from proceeding with its work on the draft
Covenant. The elaboration at international level of provisions guaranteeing
the cbservance of basic human rights need in no way .-:d:u.n,gtr the principle of
national sovereignty, sinte it was sbvicus that those provisions would have t» be
applied by governments, cither by legislative action or by other means, in
accordance with their constitutional structure and internal conditisns. He did
not suppose, for exarple, that his Covernment was in a position toc achieve ths
realizatizn of econcale, soclal and cultural rights for the people of Chile.



E/CN.L/SR.246
page 20

L

A11 that could be hoped was that the Chilean Government would do for its d.tl.ﬂml
as much as was being done in the Soviet Union for the Soviet Union poople.

There was nu contradiction botween his Government's thesls that cach State
mart take every measure to ensure the realiszaticm of basic human rights, and the
principle of non-interferenco in the intermal affairs of States. ‘The ncre
atte pts there were at interference in the guise of international action, the more
would the poesible field of international conflict be extended, He was unablo
to urvlerstand why the advocates of interfer:nce in tha intermal affairs of Statea
should imagine that roverrments had a clcser concarn for the welfare of other
pacples than for that of their own. It must be recogaized that the proposd
machinery for the implementation both of civie, civil and politicsl, and of
econonde, sueisl and ecultural rights had nct been designed to achieve thelr
realization. Its cbjectives were of quite a differ:rh character, as had been
revealed by the attitude taken bty certain delegations in the General Assezbly.

The Chilean representative had briught up the question of trade union rights,
but that bad nothing whatever to do with the present discussion. The Soviet
Urion Government ha? always held the view that, in the case of violaticus of trade
wion rights, only the complaints uf genuine, demoeratic trade union crganizations
could b henrd, and not those of organizations masquerading as free and independent
bodies.

Mr. YU (China) proposed to vote in favour of the French amenviment to
article i. He could not agree that sach a provision would unduly encroach on
national sovereignty, or constitute an unacceptable form of intermational control.
Various interpretations wers placed on the concept of national soverelgnty, and
be considered that in the present stags of worl? davelopment, States belonged to
an ‘nternetional soclety. Those who had become Members of the United Naticna
had thereby in scme measurs dslegated thelr own sovereigmty. That was a view
that the Chinese Governuent had consistently advanced since the San Francleco
Confersnce; indeel, it had given it legal recognition by inserting into its
Constitution a provision declaring that it wovld cbaerve the Charter ef the Unitaed
Mations.
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Internatisnal ec-cperation and the clatcration of internationsl instruments
114 not involve any sacrifice of natiunal eoverelgnty. Ho id not believe
that the provision cchodied in the French ancnlnent neel raise any difficulty,
particularly as in alopting it the Comiesicn would not be pre=judging the
question of where it weuld be placed in the draft Covenani. Tho position of
all ths articles under consideration weuld have to be reviewe! at scme future
sta-2, with a wiew to possiblo re-aijustment, 3o that the draft Covenant =ight
for= o harenicus whole. Nor 45 he cunsider that the words "in conformity
with™ w-ul?! plaec a heavy obligation on non-sipnstory Sintes, since those of
then that were Heeters of the United Nationa woulld in iy event have to carry
out their cclipations un'er the Charter  The French aaeniment had been
ccneelv 1 in general terzs ’ an? would scrve to atrﬁ;than the link between
St-ts Kuzhers of the United Nations and the General Asscchly.

He agresd with the l‘.:mimm ani the :mu-m rwnsmtuuu th~t no
attezpt was belnp mic to interfere in the internsl "Iff‘l-il‘l cf States. On
the contrary, matiznal sovereipnty was invarinbly rceognized and respected in
the activities of international hodies,

¥r. SiNT. CRUZ (Chils) remerked that the Scviet Union represantative
kal sl iy rejeated the viewshe had previsusly expresse] on the manner in which
he ccnceive? the rel=ticnshin between the cbservance :f hunan rights and the
natirn:l zevereirnty of States.  On that particular point, it was sulficient to
recnil thet the vast majsrity of States Mesbers of the Unite! Nations considersd
that gquesti:ns relatinz to the cbservance of rights ani funiznental freedoas
were n.t catters ccmine s=lely witnin tnw anmcsti, jurisdicticn of States.
The vicws ¢f the Scviet Uninn Zelegatiun and of the Chilean Zelegation, cn
the quosticn were set forih in detadl in the swmary reccrds of the meetings
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ef the Sixth Corrdttee and of the General Assenbly itselfl at the latter's

thir! wrs! n.

The arcuasnt by shich the Scviet Union reprosentative had endeavoured to
2isrrse of the ecntradictions,te which he (Mr. Santa Craz) had drewn attentiom,
betwoen the attitule . £ the Sual b Uroe delegatioz with regnsd 12 trade undon
rights an! its attitude towar!s zther sucial, sconomic and cultural righta
hai failed te c.nvince hin, It was, he cunsiderad, isgoasitle to escape
froa the funfa=ental iden that it was not the character cf the body intervening
which Zeterzined : hether an intcrventicn constituted a visletiza of the national
sovercimnty of a State or not. It was izpossible to maintain that the
intorvention of a graat non-governmmental orgeniszatiun representing the workers
was nct contrary to Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter, whereas the
intervention of an organ of the Uaited Xations, on the contrary, constituted
a violation of natlom~l sowerelpgnty.

Thare were, however, cortain facts which nade the centradiction in the
attitude cf the Soviet Union delegatiun palpably clear. HNot only hal the
Econcaic and Soeial Courcil ennsidered the complaints of wiolaticns of trade
unin rifhts subaitted te it by ivportant nonegevernmental orgonizaticne;
it had even gone so far as 1. declie to tnke cognisance cf any cosplaints on
that gquesticn subaitted by any organization. In a mucher of inntances, the
delegation of the Univm of Scviet Socialist Republies had declarod the Economle
and Social Council competent to tzke copnizance of such ccoplaints, and-bad
even intr.duced draft rescluti . o.luting to tholr cubistonce.

His delegation rofused to accopt the idea that internaticnal supervisiom of
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the obpervance of rights and fundazental freedoms implied any surrender of
soversignty on the part of States. . It could not see by virtue of what
provisions of the Charter States Members of the United Maticns could be for-
bidden to aign of their own free will a Covenant involving more specific
obligations than those laid down in the Chartr. The argument of the Soviet
Union representative involved the assumption that the Charter failed to authorise
international supervision of the observance of rights and fundamental freedcms,
There was, however, nothing in the Charter to prevent States Members going
beyond the provisions of the Charter itself, especially when it was a question
of protecting rights which the represe~tative of the Union of Sovie: Socialist
Republics; together with all other members of the Commisaicn, recomnisod as

fundamental,

¥hile he agreed with the Soviet Union representative that the State, and
particularly the democratic State, protected the individual, he would point
out that the reason why the United Kations had deemed it necossary to draw up
rrovisions regarding the observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms
was that it had been pware that flagrant violaticns of such rights and freedoms
had occurred in a mnhur of countries. In view of thoao facts, the Commiszion
would achisve nothing by leaving to States the sole responsibility for uﬁpl:r--
vising the observance of human rights.

Mr, CASSIN (France) pointed cut that the vote on article A and the
addition thersto proposed by the French delcgation would in no way involve a
decision as to what rights were referred to in the othor articles, It was his
delegation's wiew that the rights referred to should be understood to mean gll
human rights, Other mambers of the Commiszion might, however, think differently,
and he agresd with the Danish representative that an over all decision should ba
taken.

: Mr, MOROSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Rejublics), replring to the
Chilean representative, pointed out that as the draft Covenant was being
elaboreted within the framewcrk of tha United Nations,-its provisions must
conform with those of the Charter, The Commission must be every nindful of .
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that consideration. He could not subscribe to thu view put forward by the
Chilean ropresentative that the original significance of the Chrrter was
susceptible of being further developed and expanded.

The CHAYRMN put to the vote the French amendment to article &,
nmely that the words

"in confornity with the following articles and the reccomendnticons
which the Gonersl jsssecbly and tho Ecopomie and Social Council, in
the exercise of their gunerel responsibility, may make to all uu
Meobers of the United Hations.®

be added aofter the words "the cbasrvanc> of theass righta®,

a Fr wa a 12 votos th atent N

article B

The CHAIFM N drew the attention of the Commission to the Indion
amendoent (E/CN.4/630) to artiele B,

Mrs, MEHT.. (Indin) explained that the purpose of her amendnent was to
enable the Econcmic and Social Council, in the formulation of the programw,
to consult not only Stetes pertics and the specialiszed agencies concerned,
tut also individuals.

The CHAIRM.N, spesiing as reprossntative of Lebanon, said he could
not vote for the Indies amendment, because he balleved it to be unnecessary.
The Economic and Socicl Council was alrandy freo to initiate such consultations,

Hiss BOMIE (United Kingdem) said she would also vote against the
Indian anendment, as sho agresd with the Chairman that the Council wvas already
free to consult anyone it wished,

Mr. WHITLAH (Australis) said he could not support the Indian
amendment, for the reasens just adduced by the Lebanese and United Kingdem
represmtatives, :
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The CHAIRMAN put to tho vote the Indian cmendmont, numely, that
the words "amongst othera® be insorted ofter the worda "rftor consult~tion"
in article ﬂ, Fl-l'l-ﬂﬂﬁ'l 1.

Tho Indian amendment w=s r.jocted by § votos to J with 9 abstuntions,

Paragraph 1 of article B vas ndoptod by 15 votea to 22 vith 1 abstention.
" Faraggah 2 of article B was sdopted by 14 votes to mone, with 4 n LaonB.

Mr. CASSIN (Franece) oxplained that he had abstained from voting on
account of the imperfect drafting of the French tuwxt of article D, poragroph 2.
In his view, the word "difficultd" included evorythling to be urtioncd 4n the
reports, Thot word had also been used in conventions of the Inrt.m-ﬂ.imﬂ:
labour Organisstion, and covered both objuctive and subjuctive fnctors.

ETARTR of article B was adopted 15 votues to none with 3 nhstﬂiﬂ.

Articls B as a wholo was sdopted by 15 votws to 2 with 1 sbstention,

Article €.

The CHAIRLM drew the attuntion of the Curmlzaion to tha Emrtisn
amendment (E/CN.L/631/Rov.1) to ortisle C, and to the Unitwl Jtrtes anendaont
to parcgraph 2 thercof contadned in the report of the Veriding Group.

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) was opposed to the Foyptian anendment,
which would entail duplicction both of precodure and nuterial. It was not
consistat with the agreement ronch.d in *he Cotmission rnd the ‘oridng Group
to the offoct that, whore appropriate, exports of the specinlized agencive shouls
in thoe first instanco doal with reports sutmitted by Coverrmuents. If they
ware first tranmitted to the Su:r::t.nrsr-ﬂmnrnl he in turn would be obliged to
forward them to the specinlized agenciles,

Hrs, ROOSEVELT (Unitud States of Amcricc) said thet tho purpose of
the United 3totos amendoent to article ©, paragraph 2, was to aimit the
reports required from governnents to the righta set forth in the Covenant .

i
1
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Hor delegrtion beliowud the original provision to iizve buun concuived in torns
that wurs too broad,

Avf.rring to tho Sgypti-n ~Hendnent to paragraph 1, she cnid it would
reault in dunsliestion, since goverraunts would bé required te ruport net
only ta sp.eialized igencies, Wt to the Seerctary=Gunurzl -3 well, I
the S.ort ry-Ganeral were to tike action on highly tueghr.enl reports, he
would h-ve to reeruit 'dditional expurt st~ff. If he wire not to take auch
acticn, therv eould be no justification for imposing -n ~dditional burden
end eXpin30 =a governotnts by nsking thon to subnit cxerr. coples of their
reports.

Lor weuld she support thu Egyptian cuendnent to paragraph 2, as it
would inv-lv. gu7urns<nta hzving to roport on rights ot covercd by the
Covin nt. Thure was na nved to lay down a mandatory cbligation onm
spieialized aguncivs to ropert to tho Econcmic aad Socuni Council. since
thuy wurs already cozmitted to doing sc by the terns of their working
agrowknts with the United Nations.

Kr. Giikl (Egypt) s2did thzt his doleg=tion rugurded the draft
articlor subnitted by the Working Group as a successful conjronisc botwoon
thoe views of those who were in fevour of govermwnts roporting direct to
the United Lations and thosu who favoured thulr reporting dircct to the
specialized ngencies concerned, Novertheloss, as Lost wcenburs of thu
Unitod Mations woro also wenbops of the specislizod agenciuvs, the provisions
of articie C werw tantamount to saying that all ruports should bu sent to
lpn;ntmlud coencivs, It was for thot regsom that his dulugntion proposed
Lthat thuy should simultancously bu sunt to the Socrutary=Genernl 2lso,

Such a procudure would survly be logicel, since in tho last resort thu United
Mations wes the responsible orgen, He did not believe that any issuu of
precedente or relative importrnce &3 Lotweun the Unitud Hations and the

specinlized aguncies wos involved,

The Egyptian meundment to paragraph 2 was basad on scmu suggestions put
forward by thu roprusentative of the United Nations Educstionmal, Sclemtific
and Culturel Organisation (UNESCO).
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: Mr. CASSIN (France) sald He would relustantly have to vote against
the first Egptian amendoont for the reasons rentioned by the United
Kingdom and United States ropresentatives, Though the Comisgion had
accepted the principle of tha over all supremacy of the United Nations, he
did not feel thal =izh rerreaacy would be-properly.raspected by the despatch
to the United Nations of hundreds of reports which no one would read, It
would be far preferable for the reports to be sent only to the speairliiged
agencies, on the distinct understanding that the Ecomomic and Soclal Couneil
would always be at liberty to ask for any original report to be communicated
where a dispute had arisen out of it. It was desirable to avoid adding
to the office work in the Secretrriast and incurring additions) expenditure
by the adeption of unnecessary measures, On the other hand, he warmly
supported the second Egptisn ssendment, - : i

He was also unable to wote for the United States amendoent, since its
adoption would seriously weaken the supervision exerclsed by the United
Nations over the reports furnished to the specialized aguncies, merely on
the grounds that the reports concernod the observance of rights which were
pot included in the Covenant., For example, the Covenant contalned no
provisions relating to recognized rights in conmection with mutrition, ;
housing and the protecticn of authors eof artistic, literary and sciertific
works. The Commission must not prevent the Food and Agriculure Organizetion
the Intermational lLabour Organisation or UNESCO, In connwclon with the rights
safeguarded by them in those fields, frem sutmitting reports bearing on human
rights as a whole, That would be a grave error.

The CHAIRMAN, spwaking as representative of Lebanon, said that if
the intention of the Egyptinsn amendment was substantially different to tlat
of article C, which the Working Oroup had discussed ot grvat length and iiad
adopted almost unanimously, he would not be in a position to support it.

He noted that it cmitted the opening words of paragraph 2 of the Workin;
Groups text, which read: "Pursuant to its responsibilitios under the
Charter in the field of human rights, the Economic and Soclal 7. :.3” -~ w
make specinl arrangenerits..sse™s m-.-uu-l.mmurm
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significince which ho cculd not endorsc. He was doubtful, too, whuthor
the Zgptisn smendoent did not overlook the nced for 'l:P'-!'I:iﬂl arrangocnta®
to bc mide between thu Council 7nd the spocizldsed eguncica cancnerning

the reports, Goneral arvangaoents wery alrondy in cxistence. In that
connoxion, he would axpruss a pruferénce for thu word "arrsngenents™ rather
than the word "agruveenta®,

Er. B.wl.TE (Unitcd N-tions Educatiunal, Scientific and Cultural
Organization), speaking at tho invitation of tae Chairnan, said he wished
t> cament on the scope of thu Egyptisn anendmont, in viow of tho Egyption
rupresentative's stuteoent that he hnd put forward his anendment nfter
1ofornal discussions with the UNESCO deleg tion., The amendnent in question
did - % inmrmrnm:umtnmnttupthmm-mduhimtﬂtmw
the Working Group on the subjoct of article C, It» scle purpose vas to
moke ths text of that ~rticls clearer and more precisc.

Arti=les C, paragraph 2, as lﬂuptdhrthﬂurﬂn;mltntld thatt
*The Econcoic and Social Council shall make spocial arrangsnents with the
specialize! agencies in respect of their reporting to it..." But the
obligntion on thu spucialized agencies to report to the Econamic ond
Social Coursil arose cut of tho Covenont itself, The chief points that
mddtuhlpuclﬂ-dlnmmmurm.mt:bnmmmq
musmm:mummmmmmummrmmuupm-
should take, ond the time-limit within which they sheuld bo sutnitied, 1.e.
mm-ﬂrﬂfwﬂpnﬂlu.aﬂmtthfmﬁfﬂpuﬂhﬁ.dﬂ:hm
be regzrded as alrwady established, The toxt adopted by the Working
Group sosed alnost to muke the obligation to furnish reports incidental,
It would be clezrer if the Covenant first laid down as plainly as possible
th-utulprinﬂpluth:tthu_lpudm“dunﬂummmm
Economic end Socinl Council, nnd thea dealt with the procedure for
mmuuhmm-:wmmﬂmmuiwhmm
wmwm“thﬁm&mm-&thutplﬂﬂilﬂ
agencies. s



BN, L/5R. 246
page 29

-

He also thought it neceasuy to spaeify that the reports should contain
information regcrding the decisions and recamendations adopted by the
w organs. If the oensures already adopted by Stratos Meabers of
the specinliged agencivs were known, overlapping could be rvoided and the

- Eeononie nd Soci~l Council would bu wathled to give full weight to the
tochnical decisicns and ruccemendatic=s of the c.noteni organs of the
specialized agwcics.

Mith regerd to the final paragraph of the Egyptian amendment, he thought
the Cheiru-n's point would be fullymct by replrcing the word "agruementas
by "arrsngenents® in the Tnglish tuxt, It rested solely with the
roprescnt=tive of Egypt, howover, to make that suggestion rmu,-',
also thmmuﬂiﬂ'tﬁ!ﬂmwﬂjmumta i.mu-tiuint.hnzuﬁim
text thy expression *parsuant to its responsibilities under the Churter
in tho ficld of hunsn rights®, which appeared in the text adopted by the
Workdng Group. Hu hoped th:t no difficulty would bo fow.d in drawing up
x gmwr.].!.r accuptnble text, =s the sole purpose of the proposed amendowent
w=3 to clarify the original.

Tho CHAIR LN, spuaking =3 representative of Lebinon, sald that
the Egyptisn amwendnent appearsd to lindt agreemunts betwoen thue Economdc
and Socirl Council =nd the spuci<lized agoncivs to thoe question of the fom
tho reports should take, Hu could not subscribe to such o proposal.

In the light of th. cxplanctions given by tho Egyptian representative and

the representative of UMESCO, it appeared to hic that, apart from the

suecond sentence of paragraph 2 of the Egyptian tuxt, which was unexceptionabls,
tho noundment a3 = whole radically altered the intention of article C and,

if sdopted, would dorogate froc the authority of the Couneil. Unluss the
menbors of the Working Group decided to reverso their docision he mﬂnﬂt
aosept the Epptian amondment,

Mr, GLOI (Egypt) sid thot his delegation in no way wished to
run counter to the rgreacent ruached in the Workdng Group, It would sccept
codificstisns to its -monviment dusigned to enchble it to conforn with tae
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originzl tuxt, His delegation hnd put forward the anendaent in the
ctnvictizn th=t it propossd a nore logieal procedurv which could in no
wzy underdne the wthority of the Econcnde and Scelsl Council,

The =eeting rose at 1 p.m.




