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DEAFT TUTITOATIONAL COVERANTS ON EADUN RIGHS AKD MEASURES OF IMPLEMERTATION:
PAFT ITI OF THE DhFT COVINANT DRAWW UF BY THE COMMISSION AT ITS SEVENTH
GESSION (besic docummntation ss in E/CH.M/ER.258; alse E/CH.5 f635/084.5,
/Gl b/La05, EfCH.A/L.53Rev.1, E/GI.A/L.58/Rev.1, E/ONM/L.S0, EfcH.AfL.93,
rjotb/L.95fcerr.1) {eontinued)

Artiele 20 [mtlm&‘j

Mr. EOVALESNO {Ukraieien Soviet Soctalist Republic) maintained that
the joint Labanese snd Uoited Stetes amendmant (E/GH/A/L.O3) to the Chilesn
draft omendment {E/CH.4/L.53) wves an ettespt to wasken the crigical text of
article 20 (E/1502) and wvmo tius comtrery to the Qeneral Asoembly's instruc-
tiona that the articles should be imgroved. The seme tactice woitld be
exployed with auch articles ss orticles 25, 28 ond 30. Tha United States
dslegation's mammption that the right to vork could be isplemcntad
{mmediately only in part vos .antamount to saying that the right could be
recopnited only for ecoe vorkera and not for others, uherens the Commisaionts
duty wao to sce that the cblipations 1=1d on Stotes covered the greatess
possible mmber of vorkers. The Uritcd Stetes delegaticn bod epoin distorted
the meaning of the USSR éroft smendsent {EfCH.4/L.ME) in en attespt to
sbpolve ihe State from the cbligetion to enaure guch an clecentary right as
that to conditione precludin: the threst of dsath from hunger or Inpnltion.
Ite poaition 1o reaiity oaaked a wish that there should be o vast peroanent
reservolir of ubesployed eo thet the grest moncpolies could dictate thalr owvm
working conpditions and thur cootinue to ooke their fabulcus profits. A
wealth of information from official scurces showed that profits were
incressing vhile working conditicns in many eress had beccoe intolersbloe.

A study by tha FA0 (AfAC.35/L.33) bore out that conclusion oo far os Africa
vas copceoned. If the Unlted States delmgation objectsd to the minimm
cbligatica etoted in the USSR draft ssendment, he woodared whether 1t would be
prepared to embody & maximum cbligaticn in erticle 20.

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of fmerica) said that =L izl
ﬁpuhﬂl:r made 1t clear that her delepation did not went the 22 licles to
1nsiude & limitative cleune such ma the USSS delegaticn wisled to see in every

farticle,
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article, to tbha effact that the Stote alone should be responsible Ior
enforcing the righta, Perticularly with regard to srticle 20, the
responaibility want for beyond that of the State. Her delegeticn,
furttermors, bad felt very stromgly that to prevent desth Zrom hunger or
{panition a3 not oesrly comprebensiw encugh, and that, in any cese, the place
for cuch o clause wald be in article 22 retber than article 20.

H'r. CA®FTY (France) anid that the French amendment (E/Ca.4fL.00)
atood half.-uny hatwesn the twvo opposing tendencies implicit in tho proposals
before the Coaloslone The revised Urugueyon snd Yugoslev draft ogesndeernt
(B/CE.A /L5, Pev. 1) dazarted tos radically from the method alrendy prescribed
in the psaeral clouss veich had Beccms &rcft article 1; it could not therelore
be supjortad. Thr puerences of the right by the State oight well sppear in &
eocrol cezlaratioa, tit it could pot be incorporited in & troatll}, oa,

. 4f 1t vmg, np Sirte could consclentiously retify it. The USSR propooeld
(E/CH.A/L.45) bad o similrr ¢fsrdventace. Moreover, the fiphs cgeinet hunger
and inapitior went far beyond the scope of an srticles on the right to work,
and was indeed inherent in the sbole of the United Hotions! peononic and
socisl sctivitles. Such o very pencrel proviefon would be oore oappropriately
placed in t3e preaable.

The French preposal (£/0H.4/L.00) bod been based upon the Chileen
draft (EfCH.k/L.53), vhich had introduced the ides of the need for full
employment; but the form in which the latter wue couched dmstroyed the belance
of the recoprition of the ripht and the clotepent of the obligation, decided
upen ot the previous session by 16 wotes in favour and none against. Tho text
sdopted st thz seventh sessicn cbould be reteined and ioproved by nddition
rather than by vubetitution. The Jolnt Lebanese end United States proposal
(E/CH.4/L.93) mo=ited consideration, as it included the idec of econcmic
sxponsion ms weIl as that of full employment; but it vas too long and it vas
not couched in the concise form the Comsission.bad decided to employ. Uhile
the principle of the Chilean proposal (E/CH.M/L.53/iev.l) wvan acceptable, 1¥
form was open to the peme cbjection, If the clause vas too detolled, there
might be & mistcken impressioo that the Ccamiseion hod intended == and had
failed -- to make 1t exhaustive, The Frensch propossl, as o BeRn batvern the
two extremes, wvis the most concise, and thuo the most consistent with tha
sgreed metbod of freaing the articles, snd it departed least from the text

already sdopled. fMr. SANTA CIWUZ



ﬂmlh}hiﬂﬁ
Fage 5

Mr. SANTA CAUZ (Chils) remindsd the Cemmission that he had mcked the
French, Lebansse ond United Gtates delegaticns whether they would allow thelr
angrlments to be considered as smendmonts to the original text rather then to
the Chilsan draft saendmsnt, Thus, the Commission would bave besn sble to
exprens its thought more logically, by woting firet on the USSR apendment,
the furthest resoved because it introduced the 1dea that the State should
gusrentes the right, seccod o the Cbilesn propossl, vhich introduced the
Tequiresent to implesment coneretsly the enjoyment of the rights, and lastly
ca the joint mnd the Freath proposals, which vers additiens to the original
text and recornized the right vitbout stlipulating any obligatlon by the State.
Eis request bed been refused. Ed vas therefore ralsing the matter agaln op &
point of crder. There cight be bo nule of proccdurs of ths Functlcsal
Commisgsions of the Econcaic and Socisl Comell exactly appliceble to the case
under consideraticen; but thers vas the snalogy of rule 129 of the rules of
procedure of the Generel lLaseably which statsd that a motion wves ecasidered
&n pendssnt to a Proposal IT it merely sdded to, deleted from or revised port
of that proposal. The jolnt Lebanese and United States propossl (E/0N.L/L.93)
and the Frenck propossl (E/C1.4/L.90) could not be properly considared
spenduents to the Chllean propossl (E/CH.B/L.53/Rev.l);they war: in fact
completely diffcrent proposals. The Chilean propoenl atipulsted that the
Gtate had an chligatisa to implement the enjoyment of the right. The joint
proposal merely stated vhot prograsmes, policies mnd techniques should be
inclufed in the steps to be taken to echieve the full realization of the right.
Both were, in foct, complete substituticons for the Chilean proposal. Even
technically they could not be considersd emerdpenta, bocause the sponsors
foiied to atote vhat part of tbe Chilean propocal thery wished to add to or
delete from. He vould, therefore, sppreciate o ruling from the Chair thut
they wers amendments to the origioal text and not to the Chilean proposal.

Ee proposed that the joint proposal (E/CH.B/L.03) ehould be
smended by the lnseriion of the words “"nationol and international” between
"include” and "progresmes”, with the consequantial alteration of "s Etate Party”
to "the States Parties™, He bed already axpleined bio reasons.

fHra. ROOSEVELT
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Hra. ROOSEVELY (United Stater of America) ssid thet the jJoint
propoeal (E/CH.MfL.93) wvea ocersaiply an smendment to the Chilean propossl.
Ite aponacrs bed found the Chilean proposel ipodequate and inappropriasts and
bad wished 1t to bé modified.

Kr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) said that he had alreody expressed his
spproval of the Chilson propossl (E/CH.0/L.5%/Rev.l), but ite wvording would
be improved by the substitution of tha word "guarantes” for the vorda
"ieplewent concretely”.

Mr. MOROZOV (Unlon of Soviet Booialiuvt Republice) ogreed with the
Chilean repreoentative that the Jolnt Lebonesc-United Stotos aoendoent and the
" French csendsent wvere indepandent proposals and could not be considered oa
antnding the Chilean mmendesnt, The UGAR asendseént vos furthest fros the
original text -of articl= 20 and the Chilesn ssendacnt caze Dext. To put thoee
furthest removed texts to to vote after the sg-called asendzents to the
Chilean text would be oot confucing.

Ee hod teen gratified to note thot the French delegation end a
aeber of other dclepstiono-had withdrowm their criticism that the USSH text
wvas limitative. The ercotien of conditions precluding™the threat of death
from hunger oF inanitlon wis certoinly & very general objective, buot he
contested the French representutive’s cenclusicn thet, as guch, it sbhould be
included in the presnble.  IF it wie ol vitsl importance to millicne of
people == a8 the Prooch represontative admitted that it wops == 1t should be
included in the body: of the covensnt, vhose pruvisions would be binding
on States saipnatories and not relegated to the preechbls, wvhich wvas perely
declarstory. The U3SR delegation bed emphesized the need to repove the
threat of death in the particular context of the right to work, oince it
folt that that ves the sahaalute minimum that could be puarentesd by States,

To ber previcus clalp that the USSR text woe limitative because 1t
called only for measures to prevent denth froa bumger snd inanition, tbe
Unlted States Teprepentative bod nfded o mew varisticn on mn old theme:

fthe USSR
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the USSR text vms limitative bacouse 1t refarted oply to gusrcntees by Stiter.
Since the chligations set forth in the covenent zould be undertaksn coly by

the sigootorlies to thot loetrument, namely Staten, gentral exhortetions to
other bodies, such & United States monopolies, would hove no binding force and
could serve little purpose. The crux of the matter wis that the United States
414 not wish to moswoe the oblipetions in gquestica.

He would not try to convinco the United Statea representative to
change ber point of view, but he mdst protest againet the unjust eriticlem
of the Soviet text as limitative, vhen, in mctual fact, 1t reflected the most
Fogreselve polnt of wiew in the Comnieslon on Husan Ripghta end in the
Geperol Assechly. The Coemission wves on the thresbold of & very important
declsion end the inclusion of on oblipation on Gtateo to l=plement the right
to vork ves the boalc mini=m for a strong article.

In the United States the stecply rleing profita end growving
production of the large oonopolien wvas sécompanied by an incresse in the army
of unepployed, who vere ceger to work under any conditions end open to cvery
form of exploitation; that wos the gltuation which the Uniied Stotes wished
to sanctify by lav sod the reasen viy it wvas oppocing USSR efforts to make
the covenmnt sffective.

Toe Joint Lebanese-United Stotes azendzent wom pore tactful and
polisbed than the originsl Unlted States emendzent (BfCH.A/L.82), ad 11 1t vas
conpidered in icclation from article 20 1t might well seem & very acceptsble
text. Mevertbeless, considersd in conjunction with the rest of the discussion,
ite real point vas cbviously to empbasize that the right to full emplayzent
could not be puaranteed icmrdiotely, ot could be achierved only ;.rq-.'grulh'el.r
and particlly at some unapecified date. BEile delegation would therefors
vote ogaloed. B¢ Lilsgsee-Teited Blotod ametiltwnt ao on upaccupteble
iToviolon otill Turther weakening nn alresdy wonk earticle sbich the 0<seral
Assechbly had seked the Comission to improve.,

The French soendzent vas ot a8 bad as the Joint Lebanepe-United
States mmendzent, but it too would dlmicish the forece of article 20, since
it wopuld eondition ite-appliestion.

FBe woula
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Es would be prepared to support the Folish amendmert to the Chilcan
revised text, vhich in fect amcurted to the reinstatesent of the origimnl
Chilean text (E/fcH.A4/L.53).

In coneluaion, he appealed to dslegations which eould pot vote for
an isgrovemsnt of artisle 20 st least pot to vote for & text which would
vecken 1t, ! i

Mr. BOARE {United Kingdom) drew attepticn to the ccemon elspent in
the soendcent sutmitted Jolntly by Uruguay and Yugoslavia and that subsditted
by the U3SR, If States undorts k to guarastes the right to work, that would
imply that theoy updertook thet hemceforth thers would bo no unemployment 1o
thair countries; indeed the representative of the USER had sold thot the
purpoos of nrticle 20 was to do swvmy vith uresploymsrt altogether. While
avery repreasectative was ectitled to hic ovo opinicn oo bow to ellolnste
unemloymert and how the econory of other States curht {0 be copanized, the
Flain fect wvos that it woculd oot Ye possible for all She Statos represcoted
on the Cormicsion to undertake impedtately or In thw Bear furure that thers
would be no mere unesployment in their countries, Host States, vhether
developed oo undoveloped, would be unsble at the present juncture t2 glve
such & purantes, evi wvith the beat Imtentiona, Onee that feet wal admitted,
it followed that full exployment could be cecured cnly progressively and in
conformity with the specific abligations &et forth lo draft artlcle 1
(eosbded draft article 15) adoptad by the Cemmission. :

He songratulated tha Chilean repressntative on introducing the iden
of full employoent, but he vondsTed in what terms 1t could best be Included
in the draft covenant. The Freoch formuls, théugh neat, coorerted article 20
mmauemniumfunartherghtqwﬂmﬂmnﬂlrufthmﬂml
fuld eoployoent policy. To place both copeepts ob the sase lewel in e
sicgle article wvas to distort the fact that they were oot the sace ond could
oot be trented on the snsn Jave)l. The right to wvork wvoe & geners] ccocept,
whearens Tull exploymont was only one method, though an icportant ome, of
enauring the ‘implementation of that right. From e procedural point of viev,
therafore, the two ldess could best be dealt with in Separate provislons; he

would hove preaferred to soc oome gensral provision reparding full scplovoent
included in the preanble,
fTurning to
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Turning to the Chilean smenirent, he sald that the words "laplemwot
coneretely the enjoymant of thesa rights® were ssbigucus, Either they icplisd
more than the geserel cbligaticcs set farth in draft erticle 1 (asendsd
article 19), {.e. & greater degres of imcediscy, and were open to the sexe
criticisms as the USSN and Yugcalsv-Uruguaynt secndoeots, or they HIIII' within
the gecsrel fronevork of the undertaking in article 1, to prosote tha
realizution of all the rights cootained in the covenast, and wvers supsrilacus.

The werds “abd in partioular®™ in the second part of the Chilean
spendment would seem to mmke full employment merely ope exarple of the concreta
implezantation referred to sbove, Lo vhich case the same Jdifficulties would
arice if Ltotes weres imdistely cbliped to ackieve o pelicy of full
exployoant, Om the other hand, if Stetes were merely regiired to adoph
mepaures to tring cbhout full productive employment progressiwely, the
Chilean proposal vas very simllar to the J5int Lakansge-United States
smand=ent which had the sdwvantcw of teing drafted mere specifically within
the framevork of wrticle 1. Froo the formml polft cf vlew he therelors
cons idered that the Lybarers-Apfited States prentosst wsas the best text.

The USSR representative bed nllcfed that the Leberese-United States
text was limitative; while that eritlcizn mipht Bawve been walld Por the
orizinal United Statee taxt -- though be van ccavineed that ruch head not been
the alm of the United States delegaticn -- the Joint taxt owvolded that
Aifficulty and wvent further than had hitherto been attespted in o positive
stotenent on full epployment. 10 other words, any States which succesafully
achisved ths full reatizstion of the right vhieh wos the oubjcet of that
articls pust bave cdopted the measures specified 1o the Jolot text, Whils he
was prepared to sccept that concept, be wondered If It vould be equally
aocentables to the under-developed countries as & becessary atep to the
full realizotion of the right to wvork, The covenant would be binding for
EATY years to cooe and, although scers reforence to full esployment in
conrexion with the right to vork was i=portant, .be vould have preferred
s formulntics which wvould have singled cub the measures pentioned in the
Jolot toxt as & ooct importent rather than as s pecespary pemes of fully
I=plementing that right. Subject to that reservation, he would be prepared
10 votu 1o fevour of the Lebanc:e-Unlisd States speciment.

f¥r. SKNTA CTUR
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Jr, SANTA CHUZ (Chils) explained the® bis smendpent was intended to
£ beycmd the provisions of a8 gezaral clacse, but it did not go quits as
m-h—mmm-mﬂnﬂmmunmmmmfrmt
to work, nn-mmumt_uuumhmmmthmﬁm
unnn'mrr‘lumuumurm:uhtmmmm—mmu
underatood to maan that such steps Exst ba takan izasdiately. Ba peracpslly
would vote Tor =he provisire that States should guarantsa the right’ to work,
mhummtmmm-unmunmuuummmt :
Frovialon was rajected. There was therefore po pol: * in the Pollsh smendzernt i

taﬂmwmﬂummm'wmm'm;m'.

The CPAIRMAN refecTed 1o the mrocedural fssue ralsed by tha
reprasentativer of Chile and the USSR, Frocedural A{fficulvies were apt %o
ariss, particulariy in the Cormissice en Boman Ripghts, partly because the
muless of procediors were ippearToct and could paver provide for ewery
m.wmwMMHmﬂmmMnm
ad controversisl lssuss and partly becanss opinion on thoce issues wea falrly
avenly divided. In tha circumstances, procedursl mutters sssumed tresemdous
smportance and were always clossly related to quastions of substai=w,

“In thv case at izsue, rule 60 of the Commimsic 1's rules of procedure
d14 pot Aiffer materially from ruls 129 of the Asvembly's rules of procedire.
Cousequontly, the Camission cculd rely on -ta cwn rils vhich stated: A
movion is considered ab eiendment 0 a proposal if it adde to, deletas from
or cevises that proposad”. The cpse of o total substitvtion wes not epecifically
manticned. If the total subsiitution related to th. basic text, then naturally
1% sould be regerded ma an amendment. But, In the case of an spenément 1o &n
ﬂnhnt,nmdmmmrwﬂsmm:tﬂnlwumnfahn
uropcsed in the firct gould, other things being equal, be repardsd Indifferently
althar as r=lating to the ssendmont or to the beale text itself, Hewing regoad
4o rule 61, bowever, which luid dowm the principle of ehrocclogical order, it
could mot be caid that other things wer: equal. In the oiremetances, thote
smendmonts sbould be put to the wvote in the crder in vhich they were submitted.
If woy other interpretation wers ascepted it would mean that scpressotatives
could pake suze thot thelr proposal wos woted om first by the simple dovice of
calling it w3 emendmept t0 vamm othe: amendment., In tue meceat case, of coures,
a time 1imit vas get for the submission of omendments to the basic text, while
amndnenta 1o smendments were allowed aftar that date. That night be the

freascn vhy
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resson ity scme tota) substitutices hed been sisdtted in the forn of
emerdgents to aseoiesnts, He ruled that the mmeodmnts mulmitted by Lebanon
and the United States (E/CE.5/L.93) end by France (Efcl.A/L.90) to the Chilean
smandment (E/CH.5fL.53/Rev.l) could not fairly be regarded as osendments to
tha Chilean amepdmer’ and, a8 oceh, ba put o e vobe Tirst,

Acecrdingly, be would put the varicus rvoposals to the wota in the
following arder; (1) the Joizt scendment submitied Yy the delegetions of
Uruguay and Yugoslavin (E/CH.A/L.58/Rev.1); {2) the USSR amendment
{E/on.b/L.55); (3) the Chilean emsndment (E/CH.A/L.53/Rev.l); (&) tha
Joint smandment putcitied by Lobason and tha United Etates [E/CH.4/L.93);
{5) the French amsndment (B/Cr.4/L.90).

. AKOUL {Lebaron) said tlat be vould ot challewm the Chairmmn's
ruling. Be simply wished to explais that 1w joint anendzent sulbtoiticd by bis
delegation and tha United States would never in faet hove been sutmitted had it
not teen for “he exiatence of the Chilenn axenfiment. Conteguently, it was a
griuine siendmant to an woendnisd. D9 real Dret vas vbather or not t'w
spomscrs ef an azondmert 1o an arcnd=ant woold autocostically withéraw their
taxt If the criginal emondsent veas withdr-—a, 1In the case at Issue, tae
eponsors of the joint asendment would be perfectly willirg to withdraw their
taxt 1f the Chileah s—endment ves vithdrewvn.

The CPATRKN scid that the questicn was somevtat xore ccaplicated than
that, For exsmplas, 1f the Lebanase and United States delegations hod been
quite ce—tain thaii the Chilcan smendsent hod no chance of being sdopted thoy
would probably revar hove submiticd thelr amendmert to 1t. The purpcss was
therelces to glive Uhe Comdosion en alternative text, vhich the spunsors
WeleiTed to the tert of the Chilean azendmept. If the latter wers withirawvs,
ari sl & Tesult the Jolrt aemepdment to that msendmnt sukaltied by Lebonon and-
the United States were oloc withdrewn, then he as CLiirman would have no problem
baforw him, It weds cbvious that the problem aroae precisely because the first
arsodment war belng malntaloed. In the circumstances, therefors, he felt thot be
mast sbide by his ruling, unlese it vas ~lollenged cnd overmuled. The Cormimsion
now had two allternstive texts before 12, and If {% preferred the second, it
could sigErs turn down the first, though it be put te the vote before the

Eo

T
fHrs. ROOSEVELT
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Hra,. BOOSEVELY (United States of ‘Amarica) sald that she worll mot
challengs the Chairsante uling, =lthough {w» rerresentati: » of Lebaboh b
quite rightly mxplained that the %olo! emeoisent war io £+ 5t o peouli-s smendoent
to the Chilesn ssendment. She frlt it the word "rovises” in rule 60 of the
rulas of procedurs should certalply cowar ibe Jolnt asendment. The Chal man's
ruling seemd to alter the Commlialcass procedira ocservhst, rFineéa Boot of the
texts it had discussed in th. paat had in faot bee- sulcitied In tha form
cf amendmenta to amemdments,

Mr. PASSIN {France) olsc saif <het be would mot challange the
Chairmsn's uling, slthough b wvas coovineed that hin ova proposal vas a
genuine ecendrent to the Chilean smardmsrt, In fact, 1t inwolved dsletivns
from the Chllessn coendsent and o contrac*icn of thatl Sext, wvhile retatning
cnd of the baslc 1dees, IT the Coa'roon.s rulircg wes applied in the present
case 1t wad -ery Dmportamt that it shoula aleo be applied 4o all similar
capes ip the future so that there would ba po dlscrimiration agninat any
partivolar delsgation,

Tha COATRMAN said that.so long as it rooted with him ns would
certainly arply the foi.w ruling in the future, parely that if an ssendarat
to an mmendineot A ums r total substitutios for A, then A vould be put to the
wote before B. Howewir, the Comilssion alwnys remaiowed the master of its
ovn Jrocedurs,

4% o request of Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay), the CHATHMAL put the jolnk
amendeent sutaitted by Uruguay and Yugoslavia (E/CN.4/L.58/de7.)) to the vote
in parts.

The firat parsgra-h of the eoendment sobmitted by Uruguay ond
Tugoslevia (E/c0 /L 58/Rev,1) ves rejected by 11 wobea to 5, wvith 2 shotentiom

Mr. BACCO (Uruguey) exploined that, in spite of the vejection of the
first paragrarh of the astndment, the gecond paragraph coculd still be put to the
wobe wnd, if edopted, it would :l'u:r!= nn addition to the original taxt of
article 20.

Tho second paragroph of the woendsent submitted by Uruguey end
Tugoalevia vns rejected by 10 votes to 7, with 1 sbetention,

. BORATYMSNT
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Hr. BORITRENI (Polana) requestsd that the USSR sgendcnt
(E/OM.b/L.AS) shou'd be put to.the vote in parts, “be first pert recding:
"this -ight sbould be cisrcntesd by toe Stote™.

Tha CHAIRLN eald that he o2idd not take another vobe cn that
phrase rFince a liljﬂ.ll" prerosal Bad Just been rejected in the form of the
srcond paragraph of the sa:ndusat subsitied by Uruguay end Yugosloviz.

The USSR omendr.ent {B/0E.0/L.A5) wvar rojected b § wates to 3,
¥ith € sbetentions.

The Pollish ra:ndwog § replacs the words "izploornt coneretely”
By _the vord “gudeantes” in the Mhlleen spendment (5/00.h/L.53/Reval) ves

vejected by O votas o &, vith ) a'etentiona.

fir. SANTA CFUC (Ch.le) regaest:d w roll-cnll vote on his ooepdment.

A wole el fan s tmﬁuﬁz‘,.

EQrpt, hevics boen Qg ) Lot by the Chatrran, wne called wpon to

wote First.

In favour: Epypt, Peltiston, Vrugssy, T coslavle, Chile,

Apainat: Fronce. Grecce, lodla, Lebunon, Svedon, Urlted Kinpdom
ef Great Pritein cod Morthero Irclad, United States of
nCerice, Aust-alls, Belplu=, Chino.

ﬂhl'll.'ln:r'lt Folend, lioralnlan Sovie: Sosialict Republie, Union of
Sovlet Soclellst Republice.

The Chilesn ssndsent (B/C1M/L.52/Rev.1) wos rejected by 10 voten
to §, with 3 sbatenticns.

In roply to & polnt releed by Mr. JANTA CHUZ (Chile) regarding the
corr: peodua (2/CN.0/L.93/Corril) vbich ves spperently to apply only to the
Fren:h text of the joint smendpent, Fre. HOOSEVELT {(Unlted States of Ams:icn)
sbid thet ehe wes propered to sccrpt the words “tconomic developoent” instesu
of "econmic expansion”. The corrigendum would tlerefors npply to the
English text as well as to 1he Fronch toxt of doc ment ESCN.U.L.905.

JTEe Chilean
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The Chilean Fropossl to ipsert the words “"patiosal -end ipternationa’”™
bertvien the vords ™inelods™ w__;EH' in the Jolnt United States ard

Lebanacs amande=nt CH A /L.9%) vas 1o :t-dhﬁv__n_tutui,ﬂu abatan=
tioha.

The Joint onendmont submitted by Lebanon and the United Statcs
rivisped vas ado votes Lo with 5 abatentions.

Hr. CASIIN (France) said that thers was nov no further need for hie
smendoent {T/00.4/L.90), vhich be accordingly withdrew,

ADMI Day (Egypt) requested s seperute vote on the [irst phrase of
srticle 20, rosting: "Work being at the bagis of all human eodsavour”,
The firoet phross of erticle 20 wvas ndopted by 15 votes to 2, with

i sbatentior,

fhllrt-!thullhnhudmmtmmgdaliwul Lo none,

with 3 sbatentions. -

AIMI Bey (Egypt) explalned =but he hod woted sgalnet the Tirst
phrase of the article, .ot tac—.se ke objected to the 1dea In rinziple, but
because bBe objected to 1ts inclusion in the text of & covenant.

Thu meetin: rzce ob 1,15 pem.
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