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Mr. CHENG PAONAN (Chine) consifiered that the Commiseion should certainly

‘ insert in the covéxia.nt or ‘covenéﬁté on human rights an srticle on the right of
peoples to selde.e‘bermiﬁation, because the Generel Assembly, by its resolution
545 (VI), had entrusted that task to it and had even indicated how the article
should be drafted, by referring to certain provisions of the Charter.
Recognition of the right was essential in an orgenized demccratic world communit;r.
Failure to recognize it had done much ha.rm‘ inithe past and peoples sgtill felt
the consequences. The Commission should therefore reaffirm the right of
peoples to self—determinétion and take the necessary steps to cnsure that it was
internatiéﬁally'respected; otherwise 1t would not have been faithful to the.
Charter and would have failed to cerry out its task of ensuring a lasting
world peace. _} ' '

| The Govermment of China conéiclered, in the first place, that the
insertion in ti» covenants of an article cancerning the right .- question was
desireble and necessary. In its opinicn, tbe article should figure in both
covenants and not solely in the covenant on civil and political rights, because
fhe ‘dignity end well—being of peoples depended upon the recognition, in all
spheres of human activity, of the right of pecples to self-determination. Next,
the Chinese Government considered it regrettable that the CGeneral Assenbly had
already drafted the article; if euch practices became general, they might have
unfortunate consequences, because in certain special guestions, the General
Asgembly could not possess as thorough e knowledge as some of its subsidiary
drgans. Without wishing to question the General Assembly's freedom of action
in that respect, the Chinese Government did not, however, consider 1tself bound
by the wording indicated and was ready to accept sny improvement that might he
suggested in the course of discusslon.  In addition 1t thought that, in drai’ting.
the article, cars must be takén not to encroach upon the work of the Fourth
Cormittee of the General Assembly, the Tfustéeship .Council snd the Committee on
Information from Non-Self-Governing Territories. | Lastly, it recognized the
usefulness of providing for special measures of implementation 'concerni‘ng the
right of peoples to self-determindtion and waa ready to accept such meaéuies as
the Gommission might propose, provided that they were practica) and compatible
with the articles of the cuvenants relating to lmplementation.

/Mr. KYROU
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Mr. KYROU (Greece) wished to nake & statement of principle and
reperved the right to state his opinion on the verious aspects of the matter
later, . The Belgiﬂn repreeentative had recalled that the Charter proclaimed the
principle that all peoples B W1thout exception, had the right of self- determina.—
tion; he had quoted Articles 1, 55 and 56 of the Charter y to which Articles 73
(c) end 76 (b ) could he added. He hed pointed out that the Commissmn ‘ought
not to confine iteelf to reaffirming tha.t abstract principle ’ but should try to
Jmake it a reelity. He entirely shared that view 5 provided however s that the
Commieeion kept within the directivee ,rriven in the (;enerel Assem'bly resolution,

. The 1epresentat1vee oi’ Eny_pt end China had pointed out that the
lGeneral Agsenhly had already drafted tbe proposed article and that the “
Comminsinn's mein task wae the1 efore merely to draft recommendetions concerning
interna*ional reepect for thc self- determire.tion of peopleo; for that reason it .
should try to define the technice.l problem.s raised. The Belgian representative
had enumerated five questione requiring solution._ In the i‘iret nlace ; the
right to self- determination must be extended o all peoplee ’ which nec-eeeite.ted
the adoption of uniform standards of applica.tion. Secondlyv, precise criteria
must be establiehed by which it coalo be determined whether a reople vas capable
of administerinb 1teelf. .The Greek repreeemtetive thought tha.t in those
matters y 1t was eufficient to uphold wbat had been decided at ‘the San Francmco
Conference in 191+5 , wheh the principle of the right of peoples to self- '
determinetion ‘had been closely linked to that of ‘the i‘ree expreesion uf the will
of peoples.‘ The third quee tion related to the right of eecessmn, the fourth
“to the attitude of the utate directly concerned when ‘a group of inhabitants
wlshed to eyerCise the rig,ht to eelf-deteimination and the fifth to the '
poeition of third pa.rties in the event o:f‘ a conflict Thoee three problemc
should not erise if ‘the covenante c.l.ee.rly enunc-iated the right of peoples to
self rletermination and provided measures of implementation applice.ble to all
peoplee and deeigned to prevent conf‘licts. T

The Greek delegation coneidered that the rigtt of peoples to self-
determina.tion should never be conqiderecl from a nega.tive point of view, or in

other worde, as a WG&POH Lo be uged acrainst a. given country.

/AZMI- Bey
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AZMI B“Y (Dgypt),‘further to his speech on the previous day, stated
that the Commic 3ion’a task wae to draft an article, ‘the first ., ragraph of which
had already heen written and the other paragraphs of which verg e conferm to the
General Asqemhly’e inetructione. In aduition, it was instructed to draw. up
" recommendations concerning internationnl respect for the self determinat OQqu

3 peoples.

Mrs MLHTA (India) thought that no purpose was served by further. .
referring to the importance of the principle, as that was already accepted.. -
She confined herself to pointing out that it would ve preferasble for the .. .
‘Commiseion not to have 2 beneral discu551on on that point and to wait “hefore
-deciding upon the wonding of the.article in question, until it took upﬂitem L
of 1ts egenda; for the time being it was sufficlent for the Commission to study
- the recommendations which the General Assembly'had requested 1t to formulate.

‘:In doing that, the Ccmm1331on should consider three main questions . the. .

’ 3‘eeteblishment of international guarantees against any aggression lisble to
'adeprive peoples of the rlght to self- determinetion, secondly, the study of.
'v”recommendetions concernin? peoples governea by forelgn Powers, when those:}

1T peoples wished to dbtain independence, and lastly, the question of the under-

developed nati“nq whlch had to be under a system of internatio .prqtectionh

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Comm1531on should weit to examine the
Indian repreeentative's suESestion until efter the end of the general debate.‘
Mr. KYROU (Greece) pnoposcd that the Commission should first.take a.
"decision concerning the second part of the article ‘to be drafted and should:then
proceed to item b of its agenda in order to study meagures of imrlementetion.c
br. VALENZUELA (Chile):emnnaeized the’difficulty of the. Commission’
task, as it had to give prec1se legal form to a number of principles which the
, General Assemb ly hed Jutlined. It had to draft an erticle of.a = .. ..

[covenant that
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covenant that weg to be binding upon contracting States. No one questioned the
x;ight of peoples to gelf-determination, but the article to be inserted in the
covenants must not merely epunclate an abstrect formula. The task was a
delicate one, because the right of peoples to self-determination touched upon
one of the most burning questions of the present political struggle and every
member of the Commission was aware of concrete instences of that fact. Its task,
then, was to arrive at a wording acceptable to all States, both those faced with
- 8pocific problems in that regpect, and other States less directly concerned.

He wished to suggest a prdvision concerning a questlion of special
interest to emell countries and he anmounced his intention of submitting a
draft resolution on the subject. The right of peoples to self-determination
should not be regarded solely from the political point of view, but also from
the economic ampect, in other words. the right of politically independent peoples

to dispose of their own natursl resources must be affirmed.

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) thought that the Commission should first of
all define precisely what 1t meant by the right of peoples to self-determinationm.
It had already appeared 1n the debate that several Interpretations were possible.
For some, the notion wes identical with that of eelf-government. That interpre-
tatlon meemed too restrictive. - The Charter established a distinctlon between the
- two concepts. On the one Hand, in Article 1, paragraph 2 and in Article 55, it
yroclaimed the prirciple of egual rights and ‘seli‘-determination of peoples, which
1% considered as forming a whole. The references to "peoples” in the Preamble
of the Cherter were to the peoples of the sovereign States represented at San
Francisco. ' The references to self-determinstion in those provisions of the
Charter would therefore ssem to be to the recognition of the sovereignty of
sovereign States and the obligation of such States to réspect the sovereignty of
other States. That was » @t any rate one, and an important aspcot of melf-
‘determination, On the other hand » in Chapter XI, regarding Non-Self-Governing
Territories, the Charter did not mention sslf-determination but laid among other
‘obligations upon States responsible for administering those territories the
' obligatiOh t6 develop self-government, The question then arose whether the
General ASstbly resolution in its reference to the Nen-Se lf-Governing Territorles
was not merely re-affirming the ooncept oontained in Chepter XI of the Charter.

[The right



E/cu.u/sa.253
Page 7 }@
iy

The right of self-determination might be understood in s third and more
dynemic sense; - .hore were at present, as there lad besn in the :z2st, peoples who
vere struggling for independence., Tt remained to be coneldered how far those
nstional aspirations and efforts towerds liberetion should be admitted.

The great majority of modern Stetes had for long recognized the -

" principle of self-determination but not a8 sn ebeolite. In the United Statés,

- President Wilson, addreseing Congress after the 1914 war, had sadd that all well-
defined national espirations should be accorded the utmost satisfection that could .
be dccorded without Introducing elements of discord and antagonism -likely to ‘
breek the peace of Europe. No ome disputed the principle; the difficulty was
how it should be applied in particular cases, bearing in mind ethnic, geographical,
economic and other factors. That question waé one that in the past had taxed all
the resources of stetesmenship. - As the representatives of Belgium and Chile had
go wisely pointed out, the coriversion of g political prinéiple into a legal text
binding upon all States and providing all the necessery guarantess was an
extremely difficult tesk. He sdded thet that was doubtless the reason for the
reluctance shown by the Commission to enter upon 1ts discussion., It was
therefore necessary for the Commission to define first of zll the notion of
gelf-determination; to ralme the guestion whether.dlstinctions should berdrawn_,
with regard to the nature of natignal emancipation movements and =articulerly to

- decide how far mere separatist movements or vague aspirations to self—government
should be countenanced. He recalled thst hig country, with others, had
recognized the principle of the right of peoples to self-determination, par%idularhr
after the 1914 war at the time when ‘the Allled Governmentc had been led to create
new States in application of that principle. Then and since,thowever;‘the~.1‘
primary need of safeguarding internationel peace and other political factors had
overridden all other considerations, snd the principle had not always been . -
spplied, sometimes, no deubt, for bad.reasons, but sometimes for good and
compelling reasons. ' e :

It wag Indispensable to define clsarly the. concept of thé right of
recples to self-determinaticn and to .start by stating precisely what would be
the content of the article to be included in the international covenants on

buran rights,

/e, KYROU



/cm u/SR 253
Page 8. -

Mr. K¥ROU (Greece) asked the United Kingdow repre sentative for a

fullar explanation on two mpartant pointm Ip thu first pl- = 1% would
-appear from the lattar's statoment that there ven a distincti@u betveer the
right of pecples to self- determination a3 rai‘erred 'bo in Articles 1 ard 55 of
the Charter, and theé right of peolples,to‘salf-government or indepeﬂdﬁﬁ&%:
mentioned in Article 76 (b) of the Chartsr as onme of the basic sbjectives of
the 'Trusteeship System. " Hs himself was not under the impression that thare vas
& differsnce of sense between thoae o concepts. ‘Artiele 76 (b) provided that
one sf the egsential. purpores of the Trusteeship System wes Lo promote the

'proe;res‘sive development (of the peoples of the Trust ,-.erritories) towards
sélf-govarnmmt or independence ", Artigle L of the Chexter defined the right
of peoples to self-determiration as one of the purpéses of the United Nations.
It would therefore not geem thab the right 'of‘ peoples to qeli‘-detérmiimtion and
thelr right to self-government were dti‘fnrent in essence eccording to the ‘
Charter, gaecondly, he wished ﬁo Iknow wbra.t, in M, Hoare's opinion, was the
-connexion between ltem 3 on tbe @ganda. a.nd the quesntion of minoritiea. He waa
"‘entizely in agreement with Mp, Hoares in racownimnr* that there was need for
extreme prudence in. encouraging the no.‘blonal a.uplx'a.tlons of any human grouy,
since 1% was deslrable to aveld the risk of prométing sométhiug that might be
no more than . subversive movement, He wondered, however, wh - ar in the ocase
of a clearly defined majority of the popuia,‘tion of any glven torritory, that
‘majority was not entitled to self-determination or to self-government, and there-
. fors to involve the vemasinder of the lnhabitants in that movement ,

_ Mr, HOARE (Uniteci King@om) in reply to the repreaeﬁtative of Greece, °
said that he had only been expreasing his persénal poini":_ Af view. His idean
wore, hovever, not without legal fox@dation. It mlght b"e supposed, until the
contrary was proved, that the difference of terminology between the te‘xt.s‘of

‘Articles 1 and 55 and that of Articles 73(b) =nd 76(b) bad been irbeutional,
He referred %o doouuent B/0N.4 /640, which contained a quotaniozn from the

Jefficial



E/on .4 /sR.253
Page 9

official recordq of the Preparatory Cormission at Sen Franclseco; according to that
text the term "independence” had been omitted from Article 73 (b) of the Chapter
I'egal‘ding Non-Salf-Govarning Territoriea, on the understanding that it would
appear in Articid T6(V) which reférred to the independence of _ ples as ome
" of the alternative objactives of the Trustesship Syéetem. On . the other hand, it
appearsd that the exprossion "self-determination! mentioned in Articles 1-end 55
of the Charter referred rather %o sovereign States. It should be noted that
Articls 76(b) elso gtated that regarcl nust be had to the ''particular c¢ircumstances
of each territory and its psoples" and that in consesquence the Charter did not
poétulate 1ﬁdspendence" either as e right or am an absolute principls. “That wae
precisely the difficulty ir drafting s legal téxt binding upon cll States. When
drafting an article of such a nature care must be taken to avold making an
involuntary amendment to the C‘harter. - '

' With ragard to the quastwn of minorities, he said that if the.principle
thaﬁ national espiretions mugt be flfillsd were to bhe interpreted absolutely,
. those minorities which could claim to be "peoples” would take odventage of that
‘ J:"i‘gh‘t. " The national aspirationa of peoplea should therefore be clearly defined.
Some avthore mainteined that ‘the right of secession wiae an essentisl slszent in
.the”righ't of ﬁeople's to gelf-determination; a like prudence wes necessery in

thet connexion.

_ AZNI Bey _(Egypt), 'speaking on the same point, said +vnt there was an
'c.)b'vious difference hetween the right of peoples to self-deteriiration arnd their
.right to melf-government. The first referred to the right of pooples
frealy 0 choose their international status, whloh did not necessarily,
as the Unlted Kingdom representatlive appeared to belleve, entail the right
of aecassion;;_ in the second place, 1t was a question of autonory in the
‘domsstic administretion of @ country. The right of self-detsrmination
maan’c','for a people, the right to take m decimlon on ite own internstionsl
status, 1.e. to declde whether it wished to become a protectorate,
to achleve 1ts independence, form Dpart of a commonwealth, etc.

/As an exauwple,



I, aasd
Pege 10

As an example, he mentioned the care of the Sudan -~ to recognize the Suden's
right to self-government would entail allowing it to provide 1tself with a

- Sudenese government having'the power 0o managa 1ts own domestic affalrs;

if the Suden were allowed to exercioe ita right to selfade’cezmmation, that would
nwean that a pleblecite would be or.ganﬂzad gnd. the Sudanese would be asked to make
their own decision on their d.nternapiopal status- The game procedure might he
applied Dby anal-ogy to Cyprus, now admih\is‘j&ered by a British Governor-General.‘

The CHAIRMAN pointed out t.hat human rights extended to all aspecta of
Individual life and that problems of' a political nature must sooner or leter be
studied by the Human Rights Commlssion. That body hed hitherto touched but
lightly on the guestion and there wes thareffc‘)re' a need to carry the debate further,

Mr. CASSIN‘(Francé) sald that he was not desirous of explaining the
“point of view of any pa‘rti_cula_r country; he wished rather to establish a
procedure for work. He recallsd Lhat elghteen months previously, when the
Commission on Huwmen Rights had‘bee-nl given 1ts present assighment, he had made two
réaefva‘bions. . In the first place, it waé the Commission's task to consider
relationes betyeen the indi;ridual and the group and. not relations between groups.
In the second place, the Commission bad alremdy, in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, a Bub,jecﬁ of vast Bcope, o vapt that it had not yet been able to
prepare the final draft of the covenants on human righte. '

The Commission did not hawe to turn back and consider the
_GXPéfliency of the terms of reference assigned to 1t by the General Assembly;
- 1t should carry out those terms of. reference 1n a spirit as consilstent s
poggible with the United Nations Charter. "I’he nature' of those terms of
reference proved that the General Avsembly had felt that the C . mission
could not deal with the question of the melf-determination of peoples in the
same way as other rights considersd human rights. It had therefore decidsd,
* firstly, thet an article on the s.el‘f-;c.i'etarminatic')n of peoples should be

/included
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included in the covenants on human rights and, secondly, that the Commission
should prerare recammendations concerning internatiional rermect for that
right, He wondered how the Commission could best fulfil ite dual assignment.

Firatly, the covenant should deal with t.6 sell~dstermination of
pebples. There were ssveral ways open 1o tﬁe Corinission. 'According-to the
Egyptian representative, ths first para-paph of the article was already.
drafted; the sscond parasraph and the other paragraphs in their turn were
gasy to draw up. But thé Delgian representative had opened a new perspactive
with regird to ths eventual contents of the other paragraphs. He had railsed
guestions which borse on the very subetance of the right and he had warned the
Commission of the danger of msrely realfirming ths right of self-dstermination.
But he had nc. spoken about "ways end msans of implementation”. The
Commission must not limit itself to affirmationa; it must act, in other words
it met make apbtopriate recommondations. It should therefore take up the
gubstance of the problem, and the comments Just made showsd that the Commission
had succesdsd in greaping certain basic ideas mors clossly.

Ho wondered which method should be followed and noted tihat the
Commisaion haa.tﬁe choice of two possibllities. The firsgt was to includs in
the covenant an article ccnsisting of two general paregraphs in the nature of
gtatements of principle. That method did not reqiire any tharough examination
of the substance of the :ight and would bs quicker in view of the fact that the
Gensral Asssmbly had not &p?arently wished the covenant o glve rise to a ‘

. detailed study of the ssif-determination of psoplis. The other solution was
baged on the idsa that, us soon as it had been dsnided to draft a covenant.
binding all Stotes, it wes essential t6 prepare a precise Juridical text
Btipulating the commltmente of Stateé, to define +the proposed right, to lay
down 1ts limits end to snsclfy the casses where it could be invoked., The latter
method was undoubtsdly of a more long—term.n&ture and, if it were adopted, the
drafting and cenclusion of the covenant would be rstarded. The Commission hed
" therefare to chooss botween two methods: either wo includs a rhort article in
which the right of self-determination would be gruupsd with the obther
collective fresdoms; or to draft a long article, a chapter of ths covénapt,
even if it 4id not broach the qusstion of methods of implementation there.
/Even if



E/fon b /am.253
‘Papas 12 o

Even if a mera superficilal study of the question was sufficient for
drafting the érticle,‘the Commission couid not make recommendations without
thoroughly studying the right of self-determination of peoples, the conditlons
for ite implementation, its limits and the weys and means Intended to guarantes
thet right, It waz fundementally e political problem which was more closely
related than any other to the rights and dutles of States and which had complex
technical and legal aspects. The Commisaion should therefore question the bodies
which were able to clarify ell those aspacts. The Sub«Commisgion on the
Prevention of Disorimination and the Pretection of Minorities might study the
‘ relétionship potween the right to eelf-determination and the concept of minoritles;
the International Lew Cormission would be.psvticularly couwpetent to study the
right of peoples in relaticn to.the'righ;s and. duties of States and tke links
between that right and the mejor priﬂciﬁlam of intérnational law;  lastly,.
UNESCO could inform the Commission gbout the different charscteriegtics of human
groups and. the method of ascertalning wheither o givon group ccnubituted e people.
The nation concept, which hed enstled several humen groups to baceme States in the
ninateenth centbury, had a 41f: Soramt F@dnin@ in the USSR, for cxampl@,'whera_
nations wore considered to be political grouups within a State, .

He rev-rved the right of the French delegetion to sta: ite positilon on
such metters later.  The Comm*ssion should try %o 'Tind e balance between the
. aspirations of the world as a whole and *hoss of each community. Just as, in
‘drafting the Uhiversal-beclaratioﬁ‘of-vaﬂn Rigate, 1t had been obliged to study
the relationship between the imdividusl and the group and the-limits\inhe:ent in
human rights, the Commigslon ahould.ndw analyse the relationships among various

groupd,. their duties and the limits to tieir rights.

The CHAIRNEN pointed Out Lhat in the first line of the Erglish and
‘French translationa of the Rusaian texb of the USSR draft resolution (r/CH,4/L. 21):1
the words "Covenant" end "le pwo1eb" should road Covenants” and. "leg Bro?Gts

racpectmvely.

" Mr. NISOT (Belgium) remerked that the French translation of the second
_paragraph of the USSR draft resolution (Z/0ON.4/L.21) d14 not in his opinion
concord with the English translation. S

The . CHAIRMAN replied that, aince the Russian text was the original, ths
USSR representetive would doubtlese explain the meaning of that paragrarh when

" he introduced hia delegation's draft resolution.
\ /Mrs. LOCSEVELT
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Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of Americé) thought that the USSR
draft resolution and the drafting of the article on the gelf- determinatiOn;u
of peoples should be considered inrelation to each other. 8he wondered ‘
wiether examination of that draft should not be postponed until a later

stage In’ the discussion.

The CHAIRMAN said that, as he understood it, the general discussion
was not closed and he requested the members of the Comnmission to submit draft

.resolutions to guide the discussion.

Mr. WAHEED (Pakistan) stated that the right of self-determination
of peoples should be proclaimed in such a way as to prevent weal peoples from
being dominated by strong peoples. I that right was sanctioned by an
international code, 1t would be a valuable ¢ontribution to peéce. 'Cogntries
were becoming lncreasingly dependent on each other and thelr national
soveraipgnty must be safejuarded.s Any atﬁempt to make disgimilar groupa llVEl
in the same State could only »egult i smed conflict. The Palkistand
delegation considered it essential for the government of a country to be
freely chosen by its inhabitants and for alilens to be excluded {rom it. Thg'
imﬁlementation ol those principles, recognized by the Charter and the | '
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, apart from itsimoral effect,.would

gerve the cause of world peace and security.

Mre, MEETA (India) pointed out that the questions of minorities - .

and. of the self-determinetion of peoples should not be confused.

The CHAIRMAN.stressed that, although the two questione were

actually separate, they nevertheless had certain poihts in common.

, © Mr. NISOT (Belgium) asked the Indian representatlvp whether, in
her delegation's opinion, minorities should, in.prﬂnciple, have the right
to seli-detsrmination denied to them.

[Mrs. MEHTA
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Mré, MERTA (India) replisd thet 1t all depended on what ¥as meant by .
minorities, | | | |

Mr, NISOT (Beigium) thought that minorities which met the requirements
should be entitled to asplre to self-govermment; otherwliee several Monbere of the
United Natione which formerly hed been minorltles would have: come into eximtence
ad Btates by an irregular procedure.

AZMT Bey (Bgypt) folt that the substance of the prcblem hed already

been fully considered by the Third Committee at the sixth sesslon of the General
| Agsgembly. Hoe suggosted that the Commission should forthwith draft the articls

on the self-determination of paoples.‘ The first paragraph of the article had
been supplied by the General Assembly, go only the following paragraphs remained
to be dvafted, The varlous draft resolutions to be submitted would aseist the
Commission In 1te works It céuld. then take up the matter of recommendations,
| which, as the French rep:besentative had. stressed was a long-term undertaklng which
woulcl require on teide asslstance, - )

The CHATRMAN reciuesi:ed “the Payptlan representative to present his
suggestions in the form of & draft resolution,

APMT Bey (Egypt) agreed to do 80,

Mr. WHITLAM (Australi&) wag surprised that the Egyptien representative
thought that the Commission could easlly complate the worlk assigned to 1t by
the Gemeral Assembly., 'Hs recalled that, at 1ts soventh session, the Commission
hed heen uneble to comply with the request addressed to 1t by the General Assembly
1n resolution 421 D (V). ' The General Assenbly hed therefore repeated 1te request
in resolution 545 (VI),  The Commission’s assignment was rarticularly difficult
~and 1% could probably only start 1t during the curvent session. He dld not

therefore think that the Commission vas at the moment in a position to draft an
a.rticle or to meke reconmerxia‘c.lons,

/M, MOROZOV
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Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Ropublics) reserved the right
to submit his delegation's draft resolution (E/cw,1/1,21) at the afternoon
meoting, He noted that the question was apparently so difficult that no menber
of the Commlssion ventured to take up the substantive aspect, It wes 1in fact
very compllicated and 1t would be quite prematurs to close the general discussion
forthwith, He hoped that, in response to the Chairman's request, the membsrs
of the Commission would follow the USSR deiegation‘s oxample and suwbnmit draft

regolutlions.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) shaved the view of the Australian and USSR
répresanﬁatives. To draft an article forthwith would lead to the repetitlon
of & catch-phrascand the Commission would be evading its real responsibilities.,

A7MT Bey (Egypt), in reply to the Austrelian and Belglen representatives,
felt that, since the declarations of President Wilson on the self-determination of
peoples, much thought hed been glven to the watter and no ome could claim o be
unawere of it. He recognized, hovever, that the problem had never been thoroughly
studied, EHe denled that he had wanted to make the Commlsslon neglect the second
part of the work assigned to it under resolution 421 D (V) of the General Asssubly,
nemely the study of ways and means of guaranteeing the aslf-determination of
peoples. On the other hand, he thought that the article on that questlon
could be drafted much more quickly.

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) pressed for a definition of the concept of the
gelfwdetermination of peoples in order to avold the arbitrary element.

The meeting rose &t 12,55 Dl

l,/5 P Iml





