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RECOM/ENDATIONS CONCERNING INTERNATIONAT RESFECT FOR THE SELF-DETEFMINATION
OF PEOPLES (A/L.102, A/L.106, A/2112; E/CK.4/657, E/CN.4/516, E/CN.L/6L9,
E/CN .4 /662; B/CN.b/L.20, B/CN.L/L.21, E/oK.4/L.22/Rev.1, E/CN.4/L.23/Rev.2,
E/CN.4/L.2k, E/CN.4/L.25, EJCN.4/L.26, EJCN.L/L.27, E/CN.L/L.28/Rev.2,
E/CN.4/L.29, E/CN.L/..30, E/ON.4/L.31 end E/CN.4/L.32)(continued )

The CEATRMAN invited the Commlarion to continue discussion of the
Chilean draft remolution (E/CN.L/L.2k).

Mr, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) stated that his delegation had already
apoken in favour of thevéhilean'prbpoaai and that it agreed with every word of
the text, since the right'of peoplos'to poverelgnty over thelr natural resources
congtituted the practical basis of thair political independence. The Chilean
_d»aft comp‘cmanted the text that the Commlesion had accepted at ita 260th
neeting and there was certainly nothing supsrflucus In stating that right in
specific terms at a time when violations of the right of peoples in the

econcmic sphere were a frequent occurrence,

Mr. VALENZUELIA (Chile) asksd for a roll-call vote on his draft

resolution.

/The CHATRMAN
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The CEATRMAIl put ths first seiaterce of the Chilsen dralt resolution
to the vote. |

A voto wes taken by roilecall .,

In favour: Chile, Fgzyrv, India, Lebanon, Pakistan, Poland,
Ukrainian Coviet Soclalist Republic, Union of Sovied
Soclalist Lenublies, Uruguay, Yugoslavia,

Ageinect: Australia, Bolgium, France, Sweden, United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northorn Irelord, Unitod States
of America. |

Abstaining: | China, Greece. «

Tho firs* sontence of the Chilean draft resolution wmas Qggbted by

10 votos to 6, with 2 -abstentions.

The CHAIPMAN put the second sentsnée of the Chilean draft resolutiom
to the vots.

In fawvour: Ciile, iUgynt, India, Pakistan, Poland, Ukrainian
Soviet Sori:zliszt Republice, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, Urucuny, Yumoslavia,

Agalnat: Australla, Belgiun, China, Frence, Greece, Swoden,
United Kingdom of CGreat Britairn and Northern Ireland,
Unlted States of Amsrica. | '

Abgtalning: Letanen. -

Tho sscond sentepco of the Chilean draft resolntion was edopted

by 9 votos to 8, with 1 abatontion.

/The CHATRMAN
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The CIHAIRMALN put the Chilean draft resoiution to the vote as a whole,
I I

Pt

Tonr: Chile, Baynt, Irdis, Lebonon, Pakieton, Poland,

Ukrainian Soviet Socialiet Republic, Union of Soviet

Socialist Republice, Uruzuay, Yuzoslavia,
sgatnat: . Auetealis, Bblg?uw, Tyance, Sveden, United Kingdom
of Great Britain an® Forthern Ireland, United Ztates
of America. | i
Chinn, Gresce,

 draft resclution #=g adonted by 10 vates to &, with

2 ahatentiona,

Mre, HOSSEL'(Sweden) gaid she hmd voted agﬁinst‘fhe Chilean draft
renolubion because her delegation d41d not believe that the complex economic
question which it ralsed could be expressel in euch general terms., It vas
doubtful too vhether the Commisclion was competent to tackle what could hordly be
rejarded as o oroblem of human righte. 6&he esked to have those reasons recorded

in the official summary recori,

- Mr, CHENG PAONAN (China) exnlained thsat, while in eympathy wlth the
spirit of the,Chilean draft regolution, he hal nbetainei in the vote on the
firat sentence because he 4id not like fts vording; he hod voted ag:inst the
recon?d sentence beczuze of ite vaguenens; énd he head abstainéd in the vote on
the vhole provposgal beczuse he would have preferred its provisions to eppear in

the covenant on economic rights,

The CHAIRMAN said the Cowmission must now decide whether the Chilean
text was to form an additional article or be incorporated in the text that the

Commission had alopted at itn_260th mecting,

AZMI“B§y'(Egypt) Tavoured a gingle article of three naragraphs, the
firet two of which would be the tex£ the Comﬁiésion had adoﬁted'at ites 260th
meeting, while the Chllean text 1t had Jﬁst adopted would appear ag the third
paragraph, | | | '

/ Mrs, ROOSEVELT
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Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of Amsiica) thourht that, since the
Chilean text concerned the right of peoples in the specific field of economics,

it should eppear as a sepcrate article In the covenant on economic rights.

Mr. VALENZUEIA (Chile) remindsd the Commission that it had decided
that the article on the right of peoples to self-determination should be the
same In both covenants; there should therefors be no technieal difficulty in
adding 1t to the paragraphs adopted by the Cormission at its 260th meeting.
The Chilean text should not be left out of the covenant on ¢ivil and politicel
rights.

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) asreed with the

Chilean representative,

The CHATRMAN stated that the Cormission must decide whether the
Chilean text should be added, as a third perepgraph, to the resolution 1t had
adopted at its morning meetlng or appeer cnly in the ccvenant on economic,

soclal and cultural rights.

Mes. MEHTA (Indiae) considered that if the Chilean text was to appear
in toth covenants it would be better to meke 1t & ceparate article. The best

course, however, would be to include 1t only in the covenant on economic rights.

Mr. KYROU (Greece) thought the Commission should leave the decision
on that point to the Genersl Assemdly.

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) agreed with the Chilean representative. The
right of peoples to soverelsgnty over their natural rescurces might well be

weakened in scope if 1t were stated only in the covenant on economic rights.

Mr, JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslevia) vointed out that the resolution adopted
at the 260th meeting of the Commission and the Chilean resolution formed an
Indivisible whole, since economle independence was indigpensable to the full
exercise of the right of peoples to self-determination.

/The CHAIRMANV
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The CHAIRMAN put to thé vote the rroposal that the Ckflean resolution
should become the third paragraph of the temt the Commissien had adopted at
its 260th meeting. .
The proposel was_adopted by 9 votes to 4, with 5 abstentions.

The CHAIFMAN asked the Commission to consider the Yugoslav draft
resolution (E/CN.4/L.22/Rev.l).

Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) swrged the Commissien not to lose sighf
of the fact that the poinf of primary isgartance in drawing up the covenants
wag human righats. The right of pecrlee % self-determination was nct a.
purely theoretical matter; there was in fact, no nation in the world that
did not have to fight for ite independance.

Mr. CHENG PAONAN (China) seid he would not vote for the revised
Yugoslav draft resolution unless 1t was to appear in the covenant on civil
and political rights.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) thought the Yugoslav draft resolution not only
acceptable but necessary. It had been obJjected to on the preuext that the
Commission had been instructed to draw up a covenant on the rights of peoples
and not on the rights of the individual. It was clear, however, from the
Yugoslav text that the right of peoples and the right of each individual were
one and the same thing. He asked the Yugcslav representative if he would
agree to amend his draft resoluticn by replacing the words “to participate
in action to establish the independence..." by the words "to participate in
action to ensure and maintein the independence...".

He assured Mr. Jevremovic that, even if that suggestion was not

accepted, he would support the Yugoslav draft resolution.

Mr. KYROU (Greece) acked the representative of Yugoslavia what was
meant by “action” and whether it might not be broadly interpreted to include
subversive activities. It would be dargerous to have such wording in an
article nn the right of peoples to self-determinatimn.

' . /Mrs. ROOSEVELT
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Mrs, ROCSEVELT (United States of fmerica) founl the Yvgoslav draft too
vaogue. “he wondered what kind of acticn wes referreil to vwhether the draft was
applicable to a whole people -nd wvhether it did not cover subvereive activities
and trenson, DBeccuse of the guestions in her mind, she would vote against the

gy ©

Yugoslav draft,

Mr, HOAFE (United Kingdom) diezgreed with the»Lebgnesevrepresentative’s
view that the Yugoslav text asserted the right 28 an individﬁal right., It wmerely
provided, aulte urmecessarily. for the individusl to 20t as mart of a2 collechivity
in the exercise of what remacined o collective right. Certainly the action
mentioned in the Yuzoslav draft would heve to be define?, That it wac intenied to
legalize eny act of violence zime? at establishing =~ neople's inlepenience was

inconceiveble, Other human rights, such ae the right to life, hed to be resvecter,

Mr, NISOT (Relgivm) cgreed with the Unite’ Kingilom an’ United Stotes
representatives,

Mr, JUVIGIY (%Fronce) sail thot o neople could express ite right to self-
determination by asking to become onart of = State., He therefore suggested the
substitution of the words "to exerciome the richt ofreelfndetermination” for the
words "to establish the inlepcnience"., Irence would suppoft the principle put
forvard by Yugoslavia, provided that the will to acquire the right of self-
determination wos expreseed in democratic iorm, The 1dez was one that requirel
more intengive stuﬁy'ani formed a part vother of the recommeniapiphs vhich the
Commiesion had to draw up, Therefore, although not iniifferent to the renson for

the Yugoslav proposal, the I'rench delezation would vote against 1t,

My. BRACCO (Urﬁouay) agreel with the United Stetes delegation that there
were certaln dangers in the Yunosl° cdraft, It woulld be odd 1f the United
Nations were to sanctlon any kind of action, including subversive activities,

If, however, the téxt were ameniel a8 suggested Bj Lebanon, it would be cléar that
the right aprlied to veoples 2lready indeven’ent an? could not be invoked to
Justify gubversive movements, IP the draft were smented to that effect, the

Uruguayan delegatblon could supvort it,

Mr. JEVREMOVIC
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Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) scid he wus prepared to cecept the

suggestions of the representative of Lcbunon.

Mr. WAEEED (Pokistan) observed thot his delegotion was prepored to .
vote for the Yugoslav draft but would prefer the wording "to promote and

ensure"” to the wording "to participute in zction to establish'.

Mr. KYROU (Greece) wondered whether the right demanded by the
Yugoslav draft would apply to a small mineority of o few individuuls in

¢ population of three or four millions.

Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia), in goply to the Pokiston representative,
said that it wos not merely a question of a person promoting a fight for
independence but of taking an active purt in it. There could, he added, be
no question of sanctioning subversive activities if his draft resolution wus
considered from the viewpeoint of the Charter and other instruments adopted
by the United Nationse. ‘ _ .

Replying to the cbjection thit the rights of individusls should
not be cited in & covenant decling with the rights of peoples, he emphasized
that a people could not establish or retain its independence unless the

indi?iduals composing it took part in the fight.

Mrs. MEHTA (India) remarked that the right of peoples to self-
determination included the right envisoged in the Yugoslav draft, which thus

become unnecesscry.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that the right of peoples, stated
as such, did not necessarily include the right of individuals. A minority
within a sovereign Staté might wish tc oppose its government's policy if thot
'policy tended to subject the Stote to = foreign Power... Such u minority
must hHove the right of free expression znd action, os expressly pfovided for
in the Yugoslav draft resolution. It wus true, ws the represcntative of
France had said, that the right of pecples to self-determination did not
necessurily mcan the right of secession. He ugreed that the latter's

suggestion would improve the Yugosluv draft. /As fér
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As for the objection that it would be dangerous for the United Nations
to sanction subversive activities, he did not see how a text adopted by the
United Nations could be interpreted aos inciting to violence. In o peoplets
fight for independence, the end acimed ot determined und justified the means,

and the question of subversive activities or trecson would not arise.

Mr. KYROU (Greece) disagreed with the representative of Lebanon,
The Greek delegation favoured recognition of the right of peoples to
self-determinntion but care should be taken in drafting an article proclaiming
that right. The representative of Lebaﬁén had cited the case of u State
the government of which obeyed the orders of a foreign government. 1r
all or most of the population was hostile to the latter government it
would normolly exercise the right of self-determination, but that situation
was already provided for in paragroph 1 of the article. If, on the other
hand, only a very smcll minority of « few persons. were involved, it was
difficult to see how it could be uccorded the right of self-determination,
That, however, was what the Yugoslav druft resolution proposed.

Mr, AZKOUL (Lebunon) said thut even in such o case the rights of
members of that minority must be respected. They should be able to form
a party and win support for their views, After all, that was vhat freedom

of speech mecnt.

Mr. JEVREMOVIC {Yugoslavia) fully understood the objections of the
represcntatives of France and Lebunon. He hod used the term "independence"
because in practice only the desire for independence could be token into
considerution, However, in order to facilitate the discussion, he was
prepared to accept the French representative's suggestion and roplace the word
"independence" with the phrase "the right of self-determination". On the
other hand, it was not correct to claim thot there wus no need to affirm that righv

as o personal right, incsmuch as recognition of the right of peoples to

/self-determination
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self-determination was tantamount to recognition of the exercise of that right
by individnels, It need only be recalled that Mitler had proclaimed the richt
of peoples to self-determination but had ordered the executlon .- in France;
Pelgium, Greece and Yugoslavia -- of persons who onposed the occupation of theilr
countries by German troops. It was necesseary therefore to stipulazte expressly
the right of an indifidual to participate In action aimed at establishing or

maintaining the free exercise of the right of peoples to self-determination,

Mr, WHITLAM (Australia) sald the wording proposed by the fepreséntative
of Yugoslavia vas open to different interpretations. That representative
considered his prbpbsal to include the right of seceszsion; and he hedl admitted
thet the exercise of such a right in those terms might imply the use of violence
and recourse to subversive acfion. Such en article could hardly be inserted in a
covenant which was intended to have the force of law if the arti-le itself
authorized acﬁion that wae unlawful, As a matter of historical neceselty many
neoples had achieved thelr indevendence by revolutionary or subversive means
and i1t might be that historical necessity would dictate the employment of
similar means in some extreme cases in the Tuture, but euch a course of action
could not be the pubject of legal ﬁrescription. The representative of Lebanon
had argued that fhe Yugoslav proposal wag required to protect freeiom of speech
in favour of self-determination, but if that wos its purpose then it should be
realized that the covenant alresdy provided for freedom of speech. The

Augtralian delegation would have to vote agsinst the Yugoslav draft reesolution.

Mre. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) fully agreed with the
Auptralian representative. She repeated that she too would have to vote against

the draft on account of its vaguenessa.

Mr, KYROU (Greece) thought that the Nazi occupations, referred to by the
Yugoslav representative, were excellent exomples of the need for a large
majority, In France, Yugoslavia anl other countries the whole population,

- except for a very small minority, wanted the German troops to leave.

Mr. JUVIGNY
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Mr. JUVIGIY (France) thanked the Yugoslav representative for accepting
the chanze he had suggested but, he would still hove to zbstaln in the vote on

the draft resolution.

Mr. AZKOUL (Leb?non) noted that the term "frec determination" was not
uscd in the text the Commission hal a‘opted. It would be better, therefore, to
use the phrase "free exercise of that right" which referred to the "rizht of

veorles to self-determination” at the beginning of the sentence.

AZMT Bey (Eaypt) pointed out that the definition of the right of
neoplee to felf-deternination contzilred ths concept of free determination for 1t
read as follows: "right freely to determine their political, economic, social
and cultural etatus". The point to be decidel was vwhether that phrase
corresponded to the Enzlish term "self-ietermination” or te "free determimation"
In eny case, the wording suzgested by the revresentative of Lebanon appearcd
preferable,

Mr. JEVREMOVIC (Yugoslavia) had no objection to the Lebanese
repregentative’s suggestion seeing that the idea expressed in hie own draft

resolution was retained,

the people to which he belonge" If adonted

those vords would mean generally a limitotion of the right of peovles to self-

r, VALENZUELA ( 1le) asked for a separate vote on the last part of
T

the draft resmolution realing "o

determination ~nd a neazation of the principle of intermational solidarity.

More concretcly, account must be taken of the actual situation In many countriee
where covorrrnicits cov it to denrive of thelr righte certoin hostile elewents of
the populatlion, for exommle, by taking away their civie righte or by declaring
that. they had lost thalr rationality, Sucli nersons, uncer the Yugosluyv drelt

resolution, weuld Tinl themiselves denied the right of self-~deteinatic:l,

, CHENG P2CN'IF (Chinn) ~egked vwhether the Yugoslav draft resolution
if adopted, would form a fea th paragranh to be added to the three paragraphs

zlready zlopted or a separate article.

/ Mr. JEVTEMOVIC
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Mr., JEVREMOVIC (thoslavia) suggassted that, as 1t had-done in the
case of the Chilean draft resclution; the Commission siould first decide vwhethar
to adopt the text and then where to insert 1t.

The CIZAIRMAN put to the vote tho first part of the Y oslav proposal:
"The right of peoples to self-determination includes the right of every person
to participrate 1n any action Intended to snsure or maintain the fres exerclse
of that right”. ‘
o A vote was taken by roll-call.

In favour: Chile, Egypt, Lebanon, FPakistan, Uruguay, Yugoslavia.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Greece, Sweden, United Kingdom of
- Great Britailn and Noirthern Ireland, United States of
America.

Abstaining: China, France, India, Peland, ¥kralnian Soviet Soclaliat
’ ‘Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
The Yugosla? draft resolution vas not adopbed, 6 votes beimg cast

in favour and 6 against, with 6 abstentions.

Mr. JEVREMOVIC. (Yugoslavda) keenly regretted the position taken by the
Commiasion., He did not believs that the exerclse of the right of peopiés to
.solf-determination could be ensured unless every individual was entitled to
exsrcise 1t, Recent historical events prcved that. rT‘hose nations which had
core under the yoke of Hitler lmew how important 1t was to recognize avery
poraon's right to participate in action to liberate the countid. Yugoslavia
had pald for the exercise of that right by the sacrifice of 1, 700 000 human

lives,

AZMI Bey (Egypt) asked the Chairian whether the Commission had to
decide on the whole of the article to be 1nc1uded in the draft covenants before
golng on to conslder ths drafting of reocomma ndations concerning international
respect of the right of peoPles to self-determination.

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socfalist Republics) obmerved that the
question was settled, as the USSR and Chilean draft résolutions had been adopted

/in tum
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fn turn and the Commizsion had then decided to combine them to form a single
article. As the Chilean draft resolution vas not an amsndment to the USSR
draft resolution, there was no polnt in voting on %he article as a whole,

Mr, CHENG PAONAN (China) saild that, though his dolegation had voted
" for the USSR draft resolution and against the Chilean draft resolution, it
would like an opportunity of voting on tha article as a whols.

Mr. NISOT (Balgium) also wanted a vote taken on the article as a whole.

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) thought the discussion was unnecessary and
acked the Chairman to close the debate ou the question. “

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of Ameriea) felt that, as the two
draft resolutions hed been combined in a single text, the Commission had bsefore
1t a now toxt which it should vots on as a whole.

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics) ébjected to any
attempt to dimstort the meaning of the rules of procedure. The new article
consisted of two parts on which the Commission had voted in turn and had then
declded to ﬁnite thert in one. Had the Cormission declded against that unifica-
tion, the two texts would still have retained their importance. In voting on
the articls as a whole, therefcre, the Commission could not now decide to
reject 1t and the question of the relative position of the two texts had already
been settled by the Commlssion. o

Mr, AZKOUL (Lebanon) pointed out that the rules of procedure of the
functional commigsions of thé Economic and Soclal Council referred only to
proyosals and amendments. There was no provision compelling the Commission to
vote on the article as a whole, but in the case of documents such as conventic:.c
and covenants, the norual practice was to voto on each of the articles as a
whole. The Cormission might decide in the present case to proceed in that

ranner.

/Mzs.. ROOSEVELT
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" 'Mre, ROOSEVIELT (United Statss of America) urged the Commission to
decide to vote on the article as d whols becaude in her view the inclusion of
the Chilean resolution might alter the position of some delegations which had
voted for the USSR resclution.

' Mr. NISOT (Belgium) formally moved that the Commission decide to vote
on the article to be included In the covenant &s a whole,

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked thoe Chairman
to rule tho Belgian reoprssentativels proposal out of order. Some representatives
were obviously seeking to force another vote on a question which had already
been settled; that was an irregular procedure and he asked the Commlssion not

to follow such a course.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebenon) suggested that the Cormission decide whsther

or not 1t was necessary to vote on the artlcle as a whole.

The CHATRMAN said the Commission first had to declde whether the
Belglan representative’s motion was in order. Consequently, he would put to
the vote the Lebsnese and then tho USSR proposal.

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked that his

motion be given priority over that of Lebanon.
Mr, AZKOUL (Lebanon) withdrew his propcsal.
The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Soviet proposal to the effect that

the Belglan representative!s motion was out of order.
The USSR nrovoszl was adontsl b 9 votes to 8, with ) abstention.

Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) moved that the moeting be adjourned when the
Cormission had decided on the deadline for the submission of draft resclutions
on the recommerdations concerning intermational respect of tho right of peoples

to solf-detersiinatlion.

/The CIATRMAN
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‘The CHAIRMAN, aftaor consulting the members of the Cormission, asked
it to vote for Wednesiay, 23 April at 12.30 p.m. as a deadline for the
subnmlasion of draft resoluticns. '

The propoeal was relected by 4 votes to 2, with 9 ahscentions.

The CHAIRMAN callsad for a vote torfix 22 April at 5.30 p.m. as the
deadlins. , : .
The proposal wae adopted by 8 votes to 2, with 7 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN made it clear that amendments to draft resolutions could
be submitted even after that date.

The meeting rose &t 5.20 p.m.

BL /i pom,





