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RIGHT OF PETITION ( Е ^ Л / 3 1 ^ , Е ^ Л / 3 ^ ) 

The CHAIRMANannounced that the representative of Lehanon 

hadpresented an amendment to the ^oint Guatemala, India and Philippines 

draft resolution ( Е ^ Л / 3 1 о ^ No other amendment hadheen submitted. 

Speaking as the representative of theUnited States of America, she 

stated tha^, if the Lebanese amendment were adopted, she wouldhe unahle 

to vote for the draft resolutionhecause that amend̂ ênt completely 

changed its meaning. 

Mr. PA^LO^(Union of Soviet Socialist Repuhlics) had already 

e^pressedthe fear that the entire dehate onthe right of petitionwould 

ha^e tohe re^openedas soona^ anamendment was submittedhecause the 

question had notheen discussed sufficiently. 

After noting the Lebanese ^ ^ ^ m ^ ^ h ^ was ohliged to stress that 

the Council should first of all decide aether organs of appeal should 

he provided for onanation^lor on an internationalhasis^ Inreplying 

to that question, practical^on^i^erations as wellas considerations 

of principle shouldhe taken into account. 

It was unnecessary to say that ina democratic State every citizen 

should en^oy the right of petitionand should have effectivemeans of 

appeal. TheUSSRdelegationhadwished the covenant to include an article 

stipulating that e^ery citizen had the right to participate inthe 

government of the State. Inthe USSR the right of appealwas provided 

for at all levels of the government service up to the Praesidium of the 

Supreme Soviet. The procedure for the consideration of petitions was 

welle^tablishedandany neglect onthe part of anofficial to give serious 

consideration to the merits of complaints was treated as a serious offence. 

Thatwas so in the USSRhu^ as a generalrule there were no violations of 

human rights which State organs were not competent to handle and which 

the State was not empowered to remedy^ 

In those circumstances, what reason woul̂ 3 there he to provide for 

the handling of petitions onan internationalhasis7 Only lo the case of 

Trust Territories should direct recourse to the Unit^dN^ions, or more 

precisely, to the Trusteeship Council, he provided, heca^se that was 

the only case where it mighthe ^ustifiahle not to rely completely on 

/the responsible 
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the responsihle authorities for the implementation of hurn̂ n rights inD 

those territories. In^ll other c^ses, recourse to an international 

hody would have no positive advantage either in principle or in practice. 

Suchrecourse wouldhe contrary inprinciple to Article 2, p^ragr^ph^ 

of the Charter heceuse national institutions of Memher States were 

competent to decide upon petitions from their own inhahit^nts^ Tbat 

competence derived from the f^ct that the State w^s sovereigns Furthermore/ 

th^ possihility of in^ernetional friction would he incre^sed^ ^oy 

Covemment could make capital out of the most f^nt^stic and unfounded 

petitions against another St^te. without douht, the outcome would hean 

increase in controversy within the United Nations, ̂ n entirely negative 

result. 

Froma practical standpoint, itwould he physically impossihle for 

the United Nations tomake the necessary administrative arrangements to 

ensure the consider^tionof the individual petitions which the two anda 

h^lf thousand million inhahit^nts of the glohemight forward. Furthermore, 

since international organizations were not empowered to redress offences 

committed withina St^te, to provide for the right of petition on an 

international hasis would he to create v^in illusions. Moreover, hec^use 

it had recognized that it was unable to handle them, the Commission h^d 

not wished to consider petitions fromrepresent^tives of Greek lahour 

unions and from^ Negro o^g^^^at^on^hich included l^millionmemhers, 

petitions which ̂ hove ^11 others would have deserved considerations 

The USSRdeleg^tion therefore felt that the right of petition 

should he provided for on^ national hasis except in the case of Trust 

Territories. 

It w^s not without reason th^t the General Assemhly in its resolution 

21^ (ill) considered the right of petition ^s...recognized in the 

Constitutions of ̂  great numher of countries^ The purport of that phrase 

w^s clears it was a question of extending the system already in effect in 

^ gre^t m^ny States to other countries. Inre^uesting the Council to 

^sk the Commission onHum^n Rights ^to give further examination to the 

prohlem of petitions when studying the dr^ft Covenant onhumanrights ^nd 

measures of implementations, it hed wished to stress the necessity of 

providing for an effective me^ns of appeal hec^use without it the right of 

B D ^ ^ ^ D ^ ^ D ^ ^ ^ 
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petition would he worthless. F^r from considering th^t it w^s urgent to 

re^ch^ solution, as the secondparagr^phof the dr^ft resolution (Е^Л/з1^) 

stated, theAssemhly h^dpreferred to t^ke no decisionuntil the prohlemh^d 

heengi^en sufficient consideration, helioving th^t in tbat question it w^s 

^dvis^hle to proceed cautiously in order not to ̂ dopt the wrong course. 

In order to take those considerations into account, Mr. Pavlov 

requested th^t the phrase faction provided for hy the General Assemhly^ 

should he substituted inthe first paragraph of the dreft resolutionfor 

the words appropriate action^^ 

He ^Iso proposed ana^endment to the second par^gr^ph^nd ^sked the 

sponsors of the dr^ft resolution whetber they would accept the phrase 

^democratic organizations^ instead of the single word ^org^niz^tions^, for 

the reasons already given^nd ^Iso in order torn^ke it clear that fascist 

organizations suchas the Ku^lu^^l^n or the Falange could not send 

petitions to the United N^tionsB He re^ue^ted, furthermore, th^t a 

separate vote should he t^ken onthe word ^urgency^, ̂ he word ^individu^ls^ 

^nd the word ^ groups^ 

^ith regard to the operative part, he did not see why it was necessary 

to request the Secretary^General through the Economic and Soci^lCo^ncil 

to do something whichhe w^s evidently competent to undertake. Neither 

did he see the use of subparagraph (h) whichreferred to the current work 

of the Secretariat. 

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) s^idth^t he would accept theUSSR 

amendment to ̂ dd the word ^democratice hefore the word ^org^nizations^ if 

the USSRrepresentative would vote for the dr^ft resolution thus amended^ 

Mr^ PA^LO^ (Union^f Soviet Socialist Repuhlics) repliedthathe 

would vote for the draft resolution if the representative of Gu^temal^ 

accepted his amendment ^nd if he agreed to delete the words ^individu^ls^ 

and ^groups^ in the second paragraphs 

Mr^ SOERENSEN (Denmark) asked^he representative of Guatemala 

whether he would agree to word subparagraph (h) of the operative p^rt 

to re^d ^in the study referred to^ instead of sunder the procedure 

suggested inthe study referred to^ 

/Mr^GARCIA BAUER 
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Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) accepted the Danish amendment hut 

not the last USSR amendment. 

Mr. MALIK (Lebanon) stated that he had presented his amendment 

because, after the interventions by the representatives of France and 

India, he had been afraid that amendments might be submitted which in his 

opinion would have weakened the meaning of the draft resolution. 

Furthermore, since a final date had been set for the submission of 

amendments, he had introduced an amendment to retain the full force of 

the draft resolution. He noted however, that no other amendment had been 

formally submitted and was therefore ready to withdraw his own. He asked, 

however, whether the sponsors of the draft resolution would accept a slight 

modification, which would be to add at the end of the second paragraph 

after the word "petitions" the words "in the event of a violation of human 

rights". 

After conoulting the sponsors of the draft resolution, the CEAIRMAI'
1 

announced that tbat amendment had been accepted and would therefore be 

incorporated in the text. 

The Chairman put to the vote the amendment to the first paragraph of 

the draft resolution. If the amendment \rere adopted, the paragraph would 

read as follows; 

"Noting that the Economic and Social Council has, by its 

resolution 191 (vTIl), transmitted to the Commission for action 

contemplated part В of resolution 2If (ill) of the General Assembly 

concerning the problem of the right of petition". 

That amendment was rejected by 6 votes to 2, with 8 abstentions. 
•*" • - г — i i i г ni i l 111 n • 11 11 111 mi • 11 ill • in 1 TM i 1 1 1 1 1 m 1 1 1 •• • ' ii" mi — . 1 1 m m 1 1 i m 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the original text of the first 

paragraph. 

That text was adopted by 10 votes to 3, with k abstentions. 
mtl^— " ' ' " " " ' " * w п и т tiii-iHn 1 1 1 - I " u n i mr *n !•• M 11 mi . 1 " и — 1 > — т и IHI mwmm • m m ..11 i#i 14 • ! • — — mTi inui м и — t\ i l l щ MI щ • -• "il " Г " ~ l i " — " I I I ._ . " " ' ' 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR amendment to the second 

paragraph which proposed replacing the word "organizations" by the phrase 

"large democratic organizations", 

That amendment was rejected by 8 votes to 3, with 6 abstentions. 
f - ••• — • — — »»•• • • M — I I I I . . . H I M . . . . . » . . » . ! 1 — л 4 1 1.M11—H1 ••' 1 P I I H I I I —и m—, f * I / . I I I • m i i j > " 4 — . i i » ч д п Ч • . * ч п - , i 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "considering the 

importance" at the beginning of the second paragraph. 

Those words were adopted by 10 votes to none, with 7 abstentions, 
• i" 1 11 — ^ ~- • 1 n 1 1 1 m и m i 1 1 1 ,1 1 .. п . щ 1 - и i я .i

 T - -•- 1 1 -, • " • 
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "and urgency". 

The words were adopted by 8 votes t o 5, with 4 abs tent ions . 

ft 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "of the question of 

I the right of". 

Thpse_wpr^were_adppted by ? votes, to 1, with 6 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the words "individuals, groups". 

Those words were adopted by 10 votes to 4, with 3 abstentions. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the remainder of the phrase, ''and 

¿ organizations to present petitions on violations of human rights". 

The phrase was adopted by 10 votes to 1. with 6 abstentions. 

The paragraph as a whole was adopted by 10 votes to h, with 
mm.» i.im. • • ' • • • • " * " ' • » iiflll ••.•<••••• 11*11 in, • • iiigiuiiniHi мт.^.фк -г i- -rn • —Ii >ll ill*}."!» T- - m i l H un il HI ' и i l l . I 

\ 3 abstentions. 

The third paragraph was adopted by 10 vobes to none, with 7 
m , ' m »"i*»nii*fc '•• i — .in in—.HÍ4.I. 4 i ii i niHffiíii,,..! mTm—inii i —L.mim HII I I I H » * U * I « I m v * w in. i—I^IIIJIII»MMII4—v j n . m m)i. T*.t— i-ii ii ' i— i m I— — — -m-—' — . — . . I I — 

, abstentions. 
f '—"~ Ii • mm i in им 

The fourth paragraph was adopted by 10 vo^es to none, with 7 
н и ш . - . ! , i . i _ m I m i i.mmlhi • i i i i n i i i f f i . i n i i B l m i H H i H . m i i i . l i i i i i щи yt.tilt 1Щ1 11 ,1 ipi i|,i, «%., 1 ||щ. и l - M W • и ч i * w — i . i • 1 . I I . . . l i m im» m i f m 

abstentions. 

The fifth paragraph was adopted by 10 votes to 1, with 6 abstentions. 
—.mi Ч—1 и.m i .111114111.. • ••H*»II—m» TÜWmil m , и* u mm 14 ni 11 и—и •!—11 ••'•<lli • 1 11 u m i n w i l i l j 11 • 1M1141WI 11 Ml..II1 д , im i mi m<! )i 1 i i i l m I I I in " 4 i .mi «min. . " I . I I . i 

Sub-paragraph (a) of the operative part was adopted by 10 votes 
m 1 — W— 1—mm>i—i и 1,m i тШщшкшт i l * " ' W i , | n i i m ? П г * 1 — f i n mi) «ir ! . . • "i .1 «ft ТПЧ • " • 1 I m |É1 г m i • " i . i • • . • — 1 Г " - I . . . . . . . . 

to none, with 7 abstentions. 
т щ " " " ' " ***" ' ' " 1- ni Г ~ Il .•• 1 III 1 II. 

Sub-paragraph (b) of the operative part was adopted by 10 votes 
• mi llli-i Mm I ••• i «и 1 iW—i т.н.I I •• mw» i | читищ • lu in • i i i t mi n a l l i u m MI i imiiin imirn. on' • « n m . i —M Hiiii— n i i * * m i . i - 4 . i Jin i i m m «итшти — i mil « n i —.тип и"* Ч т и 

to 2, with 5 abstentions. 

The draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 10 votes to k, 
II. i.— н и —. imi шт.* mm" 4" mum Hi' IHiHnimniL-^m—.*.nHimi.K,imm,.i,, ,=m i i mm 1.1.1,1 mi 1—111 • i| • I I I щ . и . Л щ i m-. i i i i i 7"*m.l m,m..ii 11 •• I и I H I . H H I I I Ill • l A . 

with 3 abstentions. 

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) explained that she had abstained 

from voting on all the paragraphs except the last because in her opinion 

it was premature to proceed at that time to a further study of the question. 

She had voted against sub-paragraph (b) of the operative part because 

it was for the Commission itself to decide in what circumstances communi­

cations concerning human rights could be accepted. 

Mr. SOERENSEN (Denmark) had voted for the draft resolution and 

for sub-paragraph (b) of the operative part, es the procedure suggested 

was perfectly normall rt"~was
_
the""Secretariat

r
s duty to furnish the 

material which would guide the Commission in its work. 

/Mr о ENTEZAM 
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Mr. ENTEZAM(lran) explained thathehadvotedagainst the 

draft resolution as a whole in order to be consistent with the position 

adopted by his delegation in regard to a previous draft resolution. 

Mr. PA^LO^(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)hadvoted 

against the whole draft resolution, not only because of the procedure 

whichhadbeenfollowedbut alsofor the following reasons: the draft 

resolution virtually requested the SecretaryDGeneral to distort the 

provisions of the Charters its adoption would increase the possibility 

of international frictions the draft resolutionwas contrary to 

Article 2, paragraph7^ of the Charters finally andprincipally, 

because of the rejectionof the USSR préposai that theright of appeal 

should be given to democratic organizations only. The Commissions 

vote would have the deplorable result of making it possible for 

fascist organizations to call^pontheUnited Nations to consider 

their complaints. ^ 

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) hadabstainedfromvotingon theresolution 

as a whole as he thought it premature to embark on the suggested study. 

Mr. CHANG(China)hadabstainedbecause, if the Declaration 

on Human Rights and later the Covenant were to be applied, every effort 

should first be made to find some practical measures to promote co-

operationbetween nations. Any possibility of mutual recrimination 

andfriction should therefore be reduced. The resolution gave too 

much weight tonegative action. 

Mr.KO^ALEN^O(Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) added 

the following reason to those givenby members who, like himself, had 

voted against the resolution: the resolution didnot give any real 

right to petitioners. 

Mr. ^ILFAN (Yugoslavia) saw no need to repeat the reasons 

for which he had voted against the resolution as a wholes the Commission 

was familiar with them. He would, therefore, confine himself to 

pointing out, on the one hand, that he had voted against the last 

/paragraph 
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paragraph of the recital as the further study proposed thereinwas, in 

reality, merely an excuse to go back on an earlier decision taken by the 

Commission and, on the other hand, that he had voted against sub­

paragraph (b) of the operative part, as it established a dangerous 

precedent by assigning the Secretariat functions outside its competence. 

DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE ON ^PLEMENTATION (E/CN.4/3^7) 

Joint draft resolution submittedby France and Egypt (E/CN.^B3^) 

The CHAIRMAN^ speaking asUnited States representative, said 

that she had intended proposing some slight amendments to the question­

naire but would not do so as they were only of minor importance. She 

was, therefore, prepared to accept the draft questionnaire in its 

existing form, and supported the draft resolution submittedby France 

and Egypt. 

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypte thought that the questionnaire would enable 

the Commission to find out the views of the various Governments on 

questions of interest to them. He congratulated the Secretariat on 

having prepared such a very complete document. After replies from 

Governments had been received the Commission would have all the necessary 

material to take an authoritative decision on measures of implementation. 

In view of the great number of questions it contained, it was obvious 

that the questionnaire was not rigide Governments would reply to the 

questions they thought useful, andwould disregard the others. The 

Commission should adopt the Franco-Egyptian draft resolution and should 

circulate the questionnaire to the various Governments for further dis­

cussion. 

Mr. CASSIN (Frances agreedwith theEgyptian representatives 

as there would be no discussion of the questionnaire if the Franco-

Egyptian draft resolutionwere adopted, theFrench text of the draft 

resolution (^/CN.^3^ shouldbebrought into linewith theEnglish 

wordingby saying at the beginning of the^secondparagraph 

"ayant pris note" instead of "ayant pris connaissance". 
^ *D i i . i n . . 1 1 . .1 I i i 1*1 il D u . . . . n . m . ^ m i . ^ i i . i . m i m i i i i i i . 1 i . ^ i . i ^ . . . i ^ m . i ^ D . . m * ^ m ^ * . . . . m m 

The CHAIRMAN, in reply to Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) who 

wi^bed to know whether Governments were expected to reply by a certain 

date^ said, with the Commissions approval that the words "by 1 January 

19^C^ shouldbe added at the end of the draft resolution. 

/Mr. SHANN 
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Mr. SHANN (Australia) thought that Governments wouldwish to 

include provisions inregard to economic and social rights different 

fromthose on civil rights. The questionnaire should therefore, also 

refer tomeasures for the implementation of economic and social rights 

if the Commissionwere to decide to include inthe Covenant articles on 

those particular rights. He proposed the following wordings "In the 

event of the inclusion of the economic and social articles in the 

Covenant, what would be your view on the most appropriate means of 

implementations" 

Mr. PA^LO^ (UnionofSociet Socialist Republics^ could not 

understand how the Commission could approve a questionnaire containing 

1̂ 0 questions which it had not had time to study. The Commissions 

good reputation required that all questions shouldbe carefully con­

sidered. The c^uestionwhich should have appeared at the beginning of 

the questionnaire had not been included. He therefore suggested that 

the following be addedat the beginning of the questionnaires 

"Is it necessary to have in the text of the convention or in 

the protocol attached to it or in a separate document any articles 

providingfor international measures and the setting up of inter­

national institutions for the implementation of humanrights and 

freedoms, or should these questions be left within the competence 

of each State as the particular concern of each country and 

peopled (E/CN.4/3^9) 

Further, he could not support the draft resolution which had been 

submitted. He wonderedhow the Commission wouldbe able to examine at 

its following session, replies from^9Member States to each of the 

1^0 questions contained in the Secretariates document. He therefore 

suggested that the following draft resolutionbe adopted: 

"THEC0MMISSI0NON HUMAN RIGHTS 

STAKES NOTE of the questionnaire onthe implementation of the 

Covenant on Human Rights preparedby tbe Secretariate 

"THANKS the Secretariat for its speedy accomplishment of 

that task in accordance with the Commissions resolution of 

8 June 1 9 ^ and 

"DECIDES to defer the consideration of that question^until 

its next session." 

B ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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Mr^ LOUTFI (Egypt) explainedthat itwasnotamatterof 

approving the questions contained inthe documentent of taking 

a decisionwhich would ensure that, on the whole, replies fr^m 

Governments to those questions wouldenable the Commissionto continue 

its workat its following session with fullknowledge of the facts. 

Mr. CASSIN (France) shared the Egyptian representatives 

view: the questionnaire wâ s not a list of rights to be protected. 

Governments couldreply to the questions quite freely or could even 

disregard them. He therefore called on the Commission t^ decide 

up^n the questionnaires distribution toMember States. 

TheCHAIRMANput to the vote theUSSRdraft resolution. 

The draft resolutionwas rejectedby 10 votes to 3, withone 
immn 11.1.т.н..|i. i ..1....1 i—^.m..iii.iD.iD.^iim^m^.—.1^1.11...DID—.iimmlm.1.11^ ii.imm. inm..^iim^.imi ..m.1.1 11 

abstention. 
m m 111.11..m m.i.imii 1 

Mr. PA7L0^ (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) saidthat 

he wouldbow to the decisi^nof the majority on the principle of the 

questionnaires transmission to Member States, but urged the inclusion 

of the additi^nalquestionproposedby his delegation (E/CN.^/3^9). 

The CHAIRMANannounced that the Commissionwouldbe asked 

to vote onthe inclusi^n^n the questionnaire of the two additional 

questions submittedby the Australianand the USSR representatives. 

Mr. ENTEZAM (Iran) proposed that theFrenchand Egyptian 

draft resolution (E/CN.^/3^) shouldbe amended so as toprovide 

also f̂ r the transmission ^f the two additional questions^ That 

w^uld save the Commission the need to take a decision on the 

principle ^f their inclusion in the questionnaire. 

Mr. Charles MALIK (Lebanon) suggested that the Secretariat 

be asked simply to add two additional questions to its draft 

questionnaires 

Mr. HUMPHREY (Representative of the Secretary-Oeneral) had 

n^ objection to thatbeing done. 

/Mr. GARCIA BAUER 
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Mr. CARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) reminded the Commissionthat 

the questionnaire had been modelled on certain documents â od 

proposals, in accordance with the resolution of 8 June 19^9. The 

questi^nwhich the USSR delegation wished included inthe 

questionnaire was not within the scope of the questionnaire as 

definedby those documents. It raised the very important problem 

of h^wfar the Charters provisions applied to the respect of the 

sovereignty of MemberNations in regard to which the views of 

certain States had changed considerably since the San Francesco 

Conference. The additionalquestionproposedby theUSSR could 

not, therefore, be immediately included in the questionnaire: a 

vote sho^dfirst be taken. He was opposed to the inclusionof 

that questionas the problemit raised would require careful con­

sideration and very detailed discussions 

Mr.KO^ALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) stated 

that a vote shouldbe takenon whether to delete the USSR question 

and not on its inclusion, as the Secretariat had agreed to include 

it inits draft questionnaire. 

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) arguedthat the secretariat 

couldhave included that question in its questionnaire only if 

there hadbeenno opposition inthe Commissions 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Unionof Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed 

out that the questionproposedby his delegationwas not newB as it 

hadbeen dealt with already in a statement by the USSR representative 

onl8May!9^8 (E/CN.^/l^). That document should have beentaken 

into consideration in drafting the questionnaire but, as it had 

been overlooked, the omission shouldbe corrected without any other 

formality. The Commission didnot appear to have been inspired 

solelyby the proposalsmentioned in the introduction to the 

questionnaire as none of those proposals had required the quite 

inopportune inclusion of the question of the implementation of the 

proposedinstruments in Non-Self-governing andTrust Territories 

whichnevertheless appeared on page 13 of the questionnaires More­

over, it was not ̂ he only ̂ uestionwhich seemed to have been 

included on the Secretariates initiative. 

/The CHAIRMAN 
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The CHAIR^ANdid^otthiukthattheSecretariat could amend 

the questionnaire of its own accord if there was any objection onthe 

part of so^e members of the Commission. The Commission should, 

therefore, decide on the inclusion of each of the two additional 

questions proposed. 

The Australian question was worded as follows: "In the event of 

the iuclus^on of the economic and socialarticles in the covenant, what 

wouldbe your view on the most appropriate mea^s of implementations" 

The Commission ^ecidedby 10 votes to one, with ^ abstentions to 

include that question in the questionnaire. 

Mr. ̂ ILFAN (Yugoslavia) ha^ voted i^ favour of that questio^^s 

inclusion in spite of his position of principle on the means of 

implementation, as he thought that it wouldbe wro^g to refuse certain 

delegations the right to make a^y additions to the questionnaire they 

thought necessary. 

Mr. CASSIN (France)^thought that the questionraisedby the 

USSR shouldbe put before Member States, butwould prefer it tobe 

done in a more objective form. 

The CHAIRMANputtothe vote the USSRadditionaldraft 

question (E/CN.^/3^9) enwhether means of implementation of human rights 

should be of an international character, or whether they shouldremain 

within the individual competence of each State. 

It was decided to include that question i^ the questionnaire 

by 10 votes to none, with ^ abstentions. 
iliiiilll*1l1Lliil1ill.D^I 11 11 i ^ i m ^ D . D i m . . D . . D m ^ . m . . m . i i i . i n * ^ i i . . . 1 m . i i i i i n . mmi . . . . . . . n i i ^ . 1 . . . 

The d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n put f o r w a r d b y France a^d Egypt (E^CN.^/3^) 
1...1.1 .. . 1 ^1 . 1 1 . . 11.11m..111. . n . i i m i l *l.l . m . 1̂ 1 - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ . ^ . . ^ ^ . ^ . . ^ . . .̂  1 1 . 

was adopted by 10 votes to none, with 3 abstentions^ with the addition 

at the end of the words^ "before 1 January 19^0"^ 
H 1 l . . m . . i m i . . . l . m i . i . ^ . l l n ^ 1 1 . ^ . . . m i . m i n . i . . i i . . ц . i m . . l i . l 1 l * ^ ^ 1 . m — n m . 1 1 1 * H m m i ^ l l l . m i l m . ^ m m i ^ . l . ^ - i m . . l .111.1111.1—111 i .D m . 

REPORT OF THE CO^ITTEEONCOMMUNICATIONS (E/CN.^/302) 

The CHAIRMANasked the Commission t o examine ^ e d r a f t r e p o r t 

of t h e Committee on Communications. 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Union of S o v i e t S o c i a l i s t Republ ics) pointed out 

t h a t t h e r e p o r t conta ined t h r e e d r a f t r e s o l u t i o n s which should be 

examined s e p a r a t e l y . 

/The^USSR — 
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The USSR delegationwould not vote for resolution A, because it 

thought that the Commission co^dnot take note of a confidential list 

by itself,without knowing the exact purport of each of the communications 

in it. Moreover, most of those communications were absurd complaints 

or were motivatedby anger or hatred and could not be taken seriously. 

The solutionadopted the previous year hadbeena better one^ the 

Committee ha^ not then considered it necessary to submit the list to a 

vote by the Commission. Only the complaints receivedfromTrust 

Territories shouldbe retained, since the Charter hadonlymade provision ^ 

for the right of petitionin the case of those territories: such complaints 

whichusually dealt with cases of discrimination, shouldbe transmitted to 

theSub-Commissionfor the Preventionof Discrimination. The Commission 

had no need to dealwith the rest, a^ lonjas the questionof the right 

of petitionagainst violations of huma^iri^hts, w^chhadbeenpostponed 

for further stu^y, had not been finally decided onD 

The CHAIR^^ANpointed out that the Sub-Commis^ionwas already 

seized of communications regarding discrimination. 

Mr. GARCL^ BAUER (Guatemala)note^ that draft resolutionB 

stated that in the future each Member State concernedwould receive a copy 

of any communicationregarding humanrights. As he saw it, the moaning 

of the words "State concerned" shouldbe made clear. Inpoint of fact, 

all communications regarding the territory of Belize, occupiedby the 

United Kingdombut belonging to Guatemala, directly concerned the latter 

and it was Guatemala which should receive copies of such communications. 

Mr. MORA (Uruguay) thought that the text of the resolution 

might be amended in order to satisfy the Guatemalan delegation. 

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) thought it wouldbe enough todraw 

the Secretary^Goneral^s attention to the fact that all communications 

regarding violations of human rights in the territory of Belize concerned 

Guatemala. 

Mr. DU^UESNE (United Kingdom) observedthatthe text of the 

resolution was perfectly clear. The copy was to be addressed to the 

State having jurisdiction over the territory fromwhich the communication 

was received. The question of the territory of Belize was currently 

/the subject 
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the subject of a legal dispute. Until that dispute was settled, it 

couldnot be claimed that the territory was under Guatemalan jurisdiction. 

^Consequently, the copies of communications received from that territory 

should not be addressed to Guatemala. 

The CHAIRMANsaid that the Commission wasnot competent to 

^ settle a dispute of that kind, ^en the verdict hadbeen given, the 

Secretary-General wouldno doubt comply with its provisions. 

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala)pointedout that the dispute might 

only be settled after long delay, and since Guatemala was not represented 

^cn theEconomic and Social Council, it was unable to uphold its point of 

^ view there. His delegationwished, therefore, tomake clear its position 

with regard to the applicationof paragraph (e) of resolution7^ (̂ ) 

^óf the Council, as itwouldbe affectedby resolutionB, if the latter 

were adopted. 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Unionof Soviet Socialist Republics) observedthat, 

^ by providing that the identity of the originator of the communication would 

notbe divulged, the resolutionwould simply encourage anonymous and 

slanderous denunciations. He didnot see the use of transmitting such 

communications to the State concerned since it couldnot act on them if 

|̂ they were justified nor defend itself against false accusations, if they 

weremerely slanderous. The USSR delegation didnot see the point of 

^ asking the Secretary-General to go throughbundles of anonymous letters, 

^ which could only contain documents insulting Governments. 

The same objection held good in the case of draft resolution С 

which, by asking the Secretary-General to compile a confidential list of 

such communications, would to some extent legalize their anonymity. 

The CHAIRMANobservedthat the copy providedfor indraft 

^ resolutionB was only tobe addressed to the State concerned and 

consequently could notbe slanderous, since it wouldbe confined to 

that State. 

Mr. ENTE^AM (Iran) thought that the procedure contemplated in 

draft resolutionB was of great advantage, since it would permit States 

^ which were not represented on theEconomic and Social Council, nor on the 

Commission on HumanRights, nor the Committee on Communications, tobe 

/informed 
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informed of complaints made against themand to supply explanations if 

needed. Even if the complaints were absurd or not worthy of consideration, 

it was to the advantage of the ̂ tate concerned to have knowledge of them. 

Inanswer toaquestionbyMr.^ILFAN (Yugoslavia),Mr. HÛ P̂HREY 

(Representative of the Secretary^General) explained that, with regard to 

states represented on the Cornassions the secretary-Generalwouldhenoeforth 

communicate to them, before each session, a non-confidential list containing 

a summary of communications dealing with the principles on which the 

^ universal respect for human rights was base^. Other communications regarding 

humanrights wouldbe put ona confidential list whichwouldbe commû îcated, 

as in the past, to the Commission at a privatemeeting. The Statesmentioned 

in such complaints, whether or not represented on the Commission, would 

receive a copy of the communicationwhich concerned them and no longer only 

a brief summary. 

The CHAIRMANput to the vote the three draftresolutions 

contained in the report of the Committee on Communications (^/с^Л/302). 

Draft resolutionA was adoptedby 9 votes tonone. with ̂  abstentions. 
m . ^ ^ . i m i i m ^ D i ^ ^ ^ i m ^ i i ^ . i i i i 1 i i — ^ H i 1 ^ m m i i i 1 i i | i . i — . . . i . . i m i ^ . m i i i i m . m i i . * i i ^ i i i i . m . i . ^ . i . . . . . n . . . i | i . i . i D i i i . i ^ . m n i * ^ . . . l . n 11̂ 1 ^ .11*^1 .11 . . i i^^m—*i . . 1.1111.11^1 . . i m ^ i H . l i i . i m ^ . i L m i i l i l . 1 ^ . i n i ^ i i m . i m . . | * . i * ^ . . . i . m m i i i m . i . i D . m i i . . m . 

Draft resolutionB was adoptedby 11 votes to 2. with 1 abstention. 
— 1 . 1 ^ . 1 l . m ^ 1 m ^ m i | i i i i | i i i . i D i i l i l i * i D i i * ^ ^ n ^ l l i . m i i i * i ^ i . i m i i i ^ . . . m . i i m . ^ — m m m ^ m i ^ m . i i i 111^11*1.111^11111 1^11.1 .11 i i . . 1 i i i i i m . . i i i i . m i . m i 1 i . i . . m i il^ . 1 * 11 11 11 imm*i.ii l i m i l 1111 • 1* — . | .D. im.D.111 mi . . ^ . . . . l . m i . m . n 

Draft resolution C was adoptedby 9 votes to 3, with2 abstentions. 
*^ID 1..1..11.111. mii i ii.mm.ii fi ..1..H ^^mm^im. i mi .^i.m ^iniii....iiim^ii.^ imD..iiDmi.i.iimDimDii1D^.Diimi.^iii* ....* .....im mm^iD.mii..iDiDiii.il . il|.Dii^.i—.iiiim.^.nmiiii.i.ii—.iimi.iBimni...iii^iii..ii. 

Mr. GARCIA BAUER (Guatemala) stated, with regard todraft 

resolutionB in document E/CN.^/302, that cô m̂unications regarding 

violations of humanrights in the Guatemalan territory of Belize should 

be addressedby the Secretariat of theUnited Nations to Guatemala, which 

was the country to which that territory belonged. He requested that his 

statement shouldbe attached to the resolutionand included in the 

Commissions report to theEconomic an^ Social Council. 

It was with that interpretation in mind that the Guatemalan 

delegationhad voted for draft resolutionB. 

MissBO^IE (United Kingdom) stated thather delegation did 

not accept the interpretation of the Guatemalan delegation and disputed 

the assertion that the territory of Belize belonged to Guatemalan 

REPORT 
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^PORTOFTHE (E/CN.^/33^, 

^CN.^ /3^8) 

^ The CHAIRMANasked theCommission to consider t h e r e p o r t of 

^the Committee on the Trusteeship questionnaire (E/CN.^/33^) which 

^conta ineda draf t recommendation f romthe Economic and Social Council 

^to the Trusteeship Council, proposing the a d d i t i o n o f supplementary 

^questions to the Provisional ^ues t ionnai reand requesting the Trusteeship 

^Oouncil to ask the administering Authori t ies to guaran tee respec t for 

^humanrights in the Trust Te r r i t o r i e s . 

Mr. CASSIN (France) said t h a t he was s a t i s f i e d w i t h the r e p o r t a s 

^a whole, but proposed that the word "progressives shouldbe inse r t edbefo re 

^ the word "measures" i n t h e secondparagraphof the reso lu t ion (E/CN.^/3^8). 

^ That ad jec t iveappeared i n t h e passage ^ n t h e U n i v e r s a l D e c l a r a t i o n o f 

Human Rights on which the t ex t of theOommit tee^sresolut ionwas based. 

^ Furthermore, i t was in accordance with common sense and j u s t i c e to 

lay down t h a t the common ideal s e t forth in the Declaration, the fulfilment 

of which woulddemanda cer ta in l e n g t h o f time even in European t e r r i t o r i e s ^ 

^ couldonly be açhievedgradual ly i n t h e Trust Te r r i t o r i e s . 

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) accepted theFranchamendmentbecause^ 

i t s effect wouldbe to bring the t e x t of the reso lu t ion closer to the 

wordingof t h e U n i v e r s a l D e c l a r a t i o n o f Human Rights. 

The CHAIRMANput theFrench amendment to the vote . 

The amendment was adoptedby 8 votes to none^ with ^ abstent ions. 
fililí mn.ilmmmmlim1*iiii^ii1*liimil*i III i l ^l.iill*iiiiil*iiiim*mii.^ii.i^ïmi imnm^im^iimii.liii*ii1miil i^iiiiini m.inmn.—iim—.n.m— *3—imimmmm—mi i i l i i i i n . i m.i m mi— 1*1 i i 

The CHAIRMANasked the Commission to vote o n t h e draf t reso lu t ion 

as amended. 

The draf t r e s o l u t i o n a s amended was adoptedby 12 votes to none, 
mn î—mm—mmmmm—mmm.— mi . i imi l i i i nim^mniii—mi——Dm—mm—— I ii m i l n i n . m — m C i i i ^ ^ * n i^m.iiUmilmmmmm—i*miliDi*ilin i i.*n.—шиш—i*m..—^il H i i m n i IB^ 

w i t h 2 abs tent ions . 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Union of Soviet S o c i a l i s t Republics) had abstained 

fromvoting, because the secondparagraph of the reso lut ion d i d n o t ^ake 

i t su f f ic ient ly c lear what measures were to.be adoptedby the Administering 

Authorities^ andbecause the addi t ion of the word "progressive" might 

r e s u l t i n delaying the appl icat ion of these measures. 

http://to.be
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ELECTION OFANEWM^M^ER OF THE SUB-COM^m ŜSION ON THE PRETENTION OF 

DISCRIMINATION AND THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES ( E / C N . ^ / 2 9 1 , E / C N . ^ / 2 9 ^ 

E/CN.^/29^) 

The CHAIRMANproposed t h a t M r . JosephWin iewicz , t he only 

cand ida t e , n o m i n a t e d b y Yugoslavian t h e U n i o n of Sov ie t S o c i a l i s t 

Republ ics and t h e U k r a i n i a n Sov ie t S o c i a l i s t Republ ic , s h o u l d b e 

dec l a r ed e l e c t e d . 

I t was so dec ided . 

^LIDITY OF THE MINORITIES TREATIES AND DECLARATIONS 

The CHAIRMAN suggested t h a t t h e s tudy of t h a t q u e s t i o n should 

be p o s t p o n e d u n t i l a l a t e r date^ s ince the S e c r e t a r y ^General had no t y e t 

submit ted t h e r e p o r t contemplated i n i t e m 9 of t h e agenda. 

I t was so dec ided . 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Union of S o v i e t S o c i a l i s t Republ ics) s a i d t h a t ^ i n 

p r i n c i p l e , h i s d e l e g a t i o n w a s opposed t o a n y s tudy of t h a t t o p i c b y the 

Commissionon Human Rights o r by the S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l , b e c a u s e a l l t he 

t r e a t i e s r ega rd ing m i n o r i t i e s were based o n t h e Trea ty of V e r s a i l l e s which 

had ceased t o e x i s t . I t was u s e l e s s , t he r e fo re^ t o s tudy t e x t s which 

no l o n g e r had any l e g a l va lue and which no l o n g e r a p p l i e d t o t h e new 

s i t u a t i o n w h i c h h a d emerged from the SecondWorld War. Newdocuments 

had t aken t h e i r placed namely, t h e a r m i s t i c e agreements , where t h e 

ma t t e r was amply d e a l t wi th i n r e l a t i o n to the c u r r e n t p o l i t i c a l 

s i t u a t i o n . 

DEFERMENT OF THE CONSIDERATION OF TE^S SUBMITTED BY TH2̂  SUB-COMMISSION ON 

THE PRETENTION OF DISCRIMINATION AND THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES 

The CHAIRMAN s a i d t h a t t he Sub-Commissionon t h e P r e v e n t i o n o f 

D i s c r i m i n a t i o n a n d t h e P r o t e c t i o n of M i n o r i t i e s was c u r r e n t l y i n s e s s i o n . 

She t h e r e f o r e proposed t h a t c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the m a t t e r should be 

postponed to the fol lowing se s s ions to which the Sub-Commission would 

h ^ e submit ted the r e p o r t on i t s second s e s s i o n . 

I t was so d e c i d e d b y 12 v o t e s t o none^ w i t h 2 a b s t e n t i o n s . 
— I D — i i — i m m ^ m l * — i i m ^ — m m i m m — i * m D m m l m m — m ^ m 1 m m m i | * m m m m m — i — i m . — i m m ^ m — m — * D i m m m — D — . m m — n — i ^ l l i m m m i m m i m l m m — m m D m i m m m m m D m m l i i ^ i — i — i — — D i — D D ^ i m m — m i — m D 

Mr. PA^LO^ (Union of Soviet Soc ia l i s t Republics) r e c a l l e d t h a t 

fromthe s t a r t h e h a d requested the d e l e t i o n o f that item fromthe agenda, 
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because the study contemplated was purely technical, its only purpose 

being to define terms which there was no need to define since they had 

long Ьеев. in use and their1
 meaning "was ¡mown to everyone. That was why 

he had abstained from votifrg. 

LOCAL KJMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEES 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the consideration of item 11 of 

the agenda regarding local Human Rights Committees should be postponed 

until the means of implementation had been dealt with. 

It was so decided, by C- votes to none, with 5 abstentions. 
"I "4, 1,1 »W-mm__-m*a*m*-mm*m--mmm__m_^^ '• !•<•> # *""l Ч1*-" 

DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (discission continued): 

ADDITIONAL ARTICLES 

Right of Asylum (E/CN.4/l84, Е/СЗЛ/ЗЫ.) 

The CHAIRMAN believed that the Commission on Human Rights 

should defer consideration of that question until the International Law 

Commission had completed its study of the matter. 

She drew the attention of the members to a French draft resolution 

(E/CN.l(./34l) tm request the Economic and Social Council to complete its 

study of the problems of nationality, and to decide on whether to consider 

the Question of political asylum» 

Mr. GARCIA BATTER (Guatemala), after recalling that the 

International Law Commission had. instructed Mr. Yepes to prepare a 

report on the right of asylum, proposed the addition at the end of the 

French draft resolution of the words : "while taking into consideration 

the studies of the International Law Commission established by the General 

Assembly", in order to direct attention, to the fact that the International 

Law Commission was dealing with that matter. 

Mr. CASSIN (France) observed that his proposal was to recognize 

the jurisdiction of the Commission with regard to political rights to 

the same extent that it had considered itself competent in the field of 

economic and social rights. 

Mr. Cassin accepted the addition proposed by the representative of 

Guatemala, on the condition that the last phrase of the French draft 

resolution was retained, because the Economic and Social Council might 

have occasion to consult organs other than the International Law Commission. 
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Mr. PA^LO^ (Unionof Soviet Socialist Republics^considered 

theFrench proposal inacceptable. If paragraph 8 of the memorandumby ^ 

the Secretary-General (E/CN.^l8^) were examined, itwouldbe notedthat^ 

at its second session, the Commission had decided to examine at an early 

opportunity: "the question of inclusion of theright of asylum of 

refugees frompersecution in the InternationalBill of Human Rights or i^ 

a special conventionfor that purpose". It was necessary, therefore, to 

settle the question of whether it was proper to include an article on 

the right of political asylum in the covenant. If the Commission decided 

inthe affirmative, Mr. Pavlov would offer anamendment^ the text of 

whichhe had prepared. Otherwise he wouldpropose the adoption of the 

following resolutions 

"The Commission on Human Rights 
i— ^ . * i m i i 1.̂ 11—1 immll i i i . m i i . i m l . ^ m l . i . i n III i I 11*11 *.m . m i ^ i i m m i l * m 

"Having examined thememorandumby theSecretariat (E/CN.^/l8^) on 

the question of the right of political asylums and 

recognizing that the codification of the r^ght of political asylum 

is at present being consideredby the International ̂ aw Commission 

and that that right may be included inthe covenant onhumanrights, 

"Decides to defer the examination of the question of the right of 

political asylumto the end of the next session of the Commission 

on Human Rights." 

The CHAIRMAN, speaking asUnited States representative, stated 

that consideration of the question of the right tonationality and of 

the right of political asylumwas amatter for the InternationalLaw 

Commission and not the Economic andSocial Council. For that reason, 

she proposed to amend theFrench draft resolution as follows: 

(l) In the second part of the recital delete the words: 

^ "by theEconomic andSocial Council"^ 

(2̂  Modify the operative part as follows: "Requests the 

Economic andSocial Council to ask the International Law Commission 

to complete the study of the problems of nationality..." 

Mr. CASSIN (France) accepted thefirst amendment. With regard 

to the second, he did not favour recognizing the International Law 

Commissionas the sole body with the right to consider problems of that 

type. In that connexion, he recalled that theEconomic andSocial 

Council had already undertaken consideration of the question of state­

lessness. Mr. Cassinweuld agree to accept, if it were really necessary, 
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^thefollowing wordings "Requests the Economic and SocialCouncil to 

ask the IntemationalLaw Commission inparticular*.*". Otherwise, 

^ the workof the Commissionwoulddependindefinitelyuponthe decisions 

of other organs. 

Inreply to therepresentative of theUSSR, Mr. Cassinstatedth^t 

Francohadrecognizedthe right of political asylum inits Constitution* 

^ Nevertheless, he believed tbat itwould notbe ^Oper to ^raft^ hastily, 

^ a conventionwhich might run the risk of remaininga dead letter. 

Mr. ENTE^AM (Iran) proposedpostponingconsiderationof the 

question* If, at the following sessionthe International Law Commission 

hadnot reacheda decisionon them^tte^, theFrenchdelegationcould 

alwaysbringup its point. 

Mr. INGLES (Philippines) supportedtheproposalof the Iranian 

representative* 

Mr* CASSIN (France) declared that he would gladly have accepted 

the proposal topostpone, if the considerationof the questionof 

nationality andof the right of political asylumwere on the agenda of 

the following sessionof the International Law Commission* But itwas 

not. Inorder toavoidthe difficulties which the Commission hê d 

run into inthe past, the French delegationbelieved that it was 

advisable to proceed forthwith with the necessary studies to enable 

the Commission to take a decision, ata later deBte, with full knowledge 

of the situation. 

Mr.GARCIA BAUER(Guatemala) sharedthe view of theFrench 

representative* The International Law Commissionwould not meet 

againbefore June 19^0, and the questions of nationality andof the 

right of political asylum would not appear on the agenda of that session. 

They would not therefore be consideredfor another two years* 

Mr. Garcia Bauerbelieved that it shouldbe left to the 

Economic and SocialCouncil to decide whether that question shouldbe 

assigned solely to the Internationally Commission* He therefore 

approvedtheFrench^r^eolutionwith theamendment thathe hadproposed. 

^ ^ — ^ ^ D B ^ ^ ^ 
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TheCHAIRMANput to the vote the Iranianproposal to postpone 

consideration of the questionof the right of political asylum. 

That proposalwasadoptedby ^ votes to ̂ . with 3 abstentions. 
I ^ i i ^ ii ^ i i ^ ii^ ^ ^ l l l l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . D i . ^ . . ^ i D D . ^ ^ i i i l m . l l. m i u r n m i i . m i i 

Old age r igh t s 

TheCHAIRMANproposed, i n t h e absence of a r e p o r t b y the 

Secretary-General, t ha t cons idera t ionof the above shouldbe postponed 

to a l a t e r date* 

I t was so decided. 

Economic and soc ia l rights: . a r t i c l e s submittedby theUSSRdelegat ion 
l l U m ^ ^ m i i . . . 1 * ^ 1 . 1 . u r n ^ l i m i l l l i i i . D l i . m ^ D — i m i * D ^ ^ i i m . i i ^ i D m m — ^ * ^ l m — * ^ ^ ^ i ^ D ^ ^ ^ l ^ m . 1 ^ 1 m u m i m i l i i m — n n n — * m m i i * m — i ^ i . i ^ i m i . 

(E/CN.^313)D 

The CHAIRMANproposed that theCommissionshouldconsi^er the 

additione^larticlesfor the secondpartof the draft covenant (E/CN.^/313)^ 

Onbehalf of theUnited States delegation, she proposed reconsidering 

the decision adopted the previous day to put those articles to the vote, ̂  

because of the adoptionat the morning meeting of the Danishresolution ^ 

to request theSecretary^General to submita report on those articles 

afterhaving asked the opinions of Governments. 

Mr. PA^LO^(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) statedthat 

the additional articles concerning the right to work, equality of rights 

between menandwomen, and tradeunionrights hadbeen tabled 

sufficiently early andshouldbe put to the vote immediately* Moreover,^ 

that was what the Commissionhad itself decided the previous day. 

Mr. Pavlov denounced the repeated attempts to avoidputting those 

articles to the vote. That was a discriminatory procedure, without 

precedent in theUnited Nations. Heurged that votes on thosearticles^ 

be taken immediately so thatmillions of the world^s workers could 

recognize who were their true protectors. Any subterfuge designed to 

delay the voting wouldprove to the working class that the Commission 

had no intentionof meeting its nee^s. 

Mr.KG^ALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) also 

protestedagainst the attempts msde by the Commission to postpone 

indefinitely the vote on theUSSRproposal. 



E/CN.^/SR133 
Page 23 

Mrs* MEHTA (India) stated that she wasnotprepe^red to vote 

on those articles, as they had not been thoroughly discussed* The 

fact was that the previous day^s discussionbore on their inclusion 

inthe covenant and not on the text itself* 

Mr* SAGÚES (Chile) supportedthe Chairman^sproposal to go 

backon the previous day^s decision* Those articles raisedquestions 

of fundamental importance that had not been thoroughly discussed. 

The fact was that the article proposedby theUSSR onthe right 

towork(E/CN.^/l9^/Rev*landE/CN.^/313) statedth^t"Itistheduty 

of the State to guarantee to everyone the right to work and to choose 

his occupation..*" Thatwasnot possible, according toMr. Sagúes, 

except iná system where theState itself controlled the country^s 

economic life* Further, that system inevitably involved another 

aspect: the obligation to workwithall the necessary police system. 

The majority of countries couldnot accept sucha system, for it did 

not conformto the true principles of democracy. 

Mr. Saguesrecalled that article 10 of theChileanConstitution 

guaranteed, within the frameworkof ademocratic system, protectionof 

the workers, basedon suitable labour legislation, a system of social 

insurance and numerous otherbenefits. But the proposalof theUSSR 

was too radical and required longdiscussion that washardly possible 

at thathour. 

Mr* SOERENSEN (Denmark) wouldvotefortheChairman^s 

proposal, not for the reasons statedby the representative of Chile, 

butbecause it was logical to defer the vote on those articles in view 

of theadoptionof the Danishproposal. 

Miss BOWIE (United Kingdom) statedthather delegationwould 

^ote for the Chairman^s proposalfor the reasons statedby the 

representative of Denmark, despite the fact that itwas the delegation 

of theUnited Kingdomwhichhad the previous day proposed the 

consideration of the articles in question. 

Mr. MORA (Uruguay) sharedthe opinion of theUnited Kingdom 

representative. Hehe^requested, the previous day^ the postponement 

of the vote on those articles pending submissionof the Danish proposal 

whichhad later been adopted* ^ 

^reeponseto^^MÁLI^^^anon), theCHAIRMANstatedthat 

after the vote onwhether a vote shouldbe taken, there ^ouldbea^cond 

vote to decide howthearticles shouldbe dealtwith* 
/Mr.PA^LO^ 
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Mri PA^LO^(Unionof Soviet Socialist Republics) requested 

discussion of the two articles proposed^bytheUSSRconcerning political 

rights, namely, the right of all citizens toparticipate inGovernment 

andtheright of peoples toself ̂determination (E/CN.^/237^ndE/CN.^/2l8). 

TheCHAIRMANobservedthat it hadbeendecidedthat all 

^additional articles shouldbe forwarded toGovernments for their opinions. 

^She recalled that other delegations had also submittedarticles not 

bearing upon economic and social rights* 

In reply to the representative of Lebanon, the Chairmanstated 

that it wouldbe difficult toprolon^the session, as some delegations, 

^amongst themthose of Denmark, France, India and theUnited Kingdom, 

^ had made arrangements to leaveNew York the following day. 

Mr̂ . PA^LÔ^ (Unionof Soviet Socialist Republics) asked 

whether those representatives couldnotpostpone their departure to 

permit the Commission to Vote on those articles. Hemade a formal 

proposal that the Commissionprolong its sessionby at least three 

days* 

The CHAIRMANput theproposal of theUSSR representative 

to the vote. 

That proposal was rejectedby 7 votes to ^, with ̂ abstentions* 
—^^11^—II—lmii||ill^n^.il^mDi^ iim^^llllll^m^lll^lllllllllm^illD^ II I D l-|im*^—m*m^iim^i*^illlml^il^iim.mll^ DUmlllDHIDIIIDIIIDI^ 

STATEME^S BY THE REPRESENTATIFS OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNIONOF 

CATHOLIC WOMEN^sLEAGUES AND OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATIONOF LABOR 

The CHAIRMANannouncedthat therepresentatives of the 

American Federation of Labor and the InternationalUnion of Catholic 

Women^s Leagues had asked to be heardby the Commission. 

The International Federation of University Women, which had 

also asked to speak, had later withdrawn its request* 

The Chairman suggested that the Commission shouldhear the 

statements of the representatives of the first two organizations 

concerning economic and social rights. 

Mr. SHANN (AustraliaandMr. CASSIN (France) supportedthat 

proposal. 

Miss SCHAEFER (internationalUnionof CatholicWomen^s 

Leagues), after stating that her Union attached thehighest importance 

to the realization of economic and social rights, asked the Commission ^ 
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to give amajor consideration in its discussions to the study of the 

rights of the family whichwas thebasic unit of society. 

Concerning equal rights formen andwomen, she called members^ 

attention to document E/c.2/198 which summarized the Uniones views 

on that question. 

Miss Schaefer said that thephysiologicalandpsychological 

differences between menand women did not imply any inferiority on 

either side. The happines of men andwomen as well as of mankind 

in general required coll^borationbetweenthe two sexes in accordance 

withtheir capacities a^d ta^e^s^ 

States in their ro^ecti^e legislations should provideprotection 

for wome^s rights suchas: 

(1) Free choice of civil andprofessional status^ 

(2) Educational opportunities at all levels^ 

(3) Free access to allprofessions except those whichwere 

incompatiblewithher dignity and her natures 

(̂ ) The principle of equalpay for equalworkand equal 

treatment withregardto off-duty activities, holidays 

withpay, trade union rights and social security, as 

well as specialprovisions for the protection of young 

girls, pregnant womenandnursing mothers. 

As far as the family was concerned, the Union considered that 

it was to the interest of men andwomen as well as of society as a 

whole that the two spouses should together bring up the family and 

participate inthe education of the children. To that en^ State 

legislation should: 

(1) Ensure that the family heritage beplacedun^er the joint 

management of husband and wife^ 

(2) Take steps to improve economic conditions so that the 

husband might draw a salary sufficient toprovide for 

the needs of the family in order that the wifemight 

devote herself entirely to her home. The wife should, 

however, be ensured her freedomto follow aprofession^ 

(3) Recognize the economic value and civilizing influence of 

woman^s work in the home. That work should be rendered 

easierbythe improvement of livingconditions. 

/^issSENOER 
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Miss SEM5ER (Amerittân Federation of Labor) said the workers 

of the whole world would he very disappointed if their economic and 

social rights were not specifically guaranteed Ъу the Covenant. Moreover,' 

a Covenant which contained only vague generalities would he of no pract­

ical use; suitable international legislation must provide for its 

implementat ion. 

As far as the draft article concerning the right to work submitted 

Ъу the USSR (E/CE.4/313) was concerned, Miss Sender remarked that it was 

not sufficient to guarantee the right to work "in such manner as to 

create conditions which will exclude the threat of death from hunger 

or from exhaustion"; effective ways and means to ensure the protection 

of that right must also he provided. 

On the other hand, it must he made clear that the right to work 

did not entail the obligation to work; for freedom was at least as 

dear to workers as security. 

Miss Sender considered that the International Labour Organization 

should participate in the implementation of those provisions for, in 

some countries, they might end in the opposite extreme, namely, the 

obligation to work under conditions only just sufficient to prevent 

death from hunger. 

Mr. vTLFAN (Yugoslavia) regretted that his delegation had 

been absent at the time when the question of the protection of trade 

union rights in Greece was considered. 

His delegation wished to state that it would have supported the 

opinion that the Commission was competent to intervene, and it therefore 

regretted that the latter had not thought itself called upon to do so. 

The meeting rose at 7,10 p.m. 
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