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DR,AFT INTERNAT!ON~J, .CO'~TS ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND ~URF.S OF IMPLEMENTATION; 

D~T RE...Q()LU'£IONS ON THE ITEM (E/19~, E/CN.4/L-.l95,. E/CN.4/L.209, L 

E/~N .• 4/L.'2lO, E/CN.4/Lo2l6. E/CN.4jL,.2171 E/CN.4/L.218)(eoncl'ua.ed) .. 

· · Tb:e CHAIRMAN .called for, a continuation .of the debate on the 

procedure.l resolutiQns before the Commi~sion, ~. ~att~ntion to the fact 

the.-t the word ~prineipl.es" in the seeond and third paragraphs of the USSR,. 

draft resolution . (E/CN.4/L.l95) should be cilanged to "provisions". 

Mr~ CASSIN {France) was unable to vote f0l· the USSR draft resolution 

whi:h pro:pnsed a single covenant. Be had never felt very strongly about the 

matter 1 but vas r.J.OW cnnvin~ed that two · sepc..rate covenants would be ratified 

by more States and that the balance established by the General Assembly in 

deciding that the t1·ro covenants should be opened for signature simultaneously 

should not be impaired. 

The French amendment (E/CN.4/L.2l.8) to the draft resolution submitted 

by Chile, Pakistan and Uruguay (E/CN .4/L .216) would not change a wc-rd in 

· that resolution, but would avoid undue rigidity by providing the ,~conomic 

end Social Coi.llleil with an el.terne.tive so.lution. 

He supported the draft resolution submitted by.India.1 Lebanon; 

Sweden end the United States (E/CN.4/L.209); the Polish amendments to that 

resolution, deleting most references to . "two covenants"; wc;ngd depe_pd .on. the 

fate of the USSR resolution. 

With regard to tb~ ilrc:tt re~c-lution oub-nit~o by lluo1Jro.l~u,Frnnce a.nd. 

India (E/CNo4/L~21o), he would agree to add a reference to all official 

languages, thus putting them all on the same footing. 

,I '•· /Mr • . MOR()ZOV 
. . ', , 

·(' 
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Mr. MOROZOY, (Uniop. of Soviet So~:r.~ii~t·"~~~~lbltes) remarked that no one 

had thought it unconsti tuti~na.l or diEil~Yal . to ask the . General Assembly' to 
. . ' .. , .. ,. . . . 

reconsider its original dec:::~ion to pr~pare a singie covenant on human rights; 

the ussR' delegation, ·which bad eo..:operated loyally .auring the current session 

on the draftihg of tile ' covenants, therefore ·had evecy right to raise again the 

question of reconsideration. As the Commission wottl<fnot :complete its work on 
·' 

those instruments until the following year; it would be well to test its 

opinion on that question of principle, which the USSR 1muld then raise in the 

Economic and Socio.l Council and in the General Asse:':'lbly. 

The three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/I..210) "ras fraught with•. 

dangerous consequences. The first paragraph of the preamble and sub-paragraph(d) 

of the operative part; in particular, would give the Secretariat the 

unprecedented powers to revise texts adopted by Government representatives. 

The Commission, which had an occasion spent hours arguing over a singleword, 

could not permit the Secretariat to make changes which, while bearing on form, 

might easily affect substance. As it seemed probable that the Commission would 

have another year before it, its members would have the necessary leisure to 

perform the work of concordance themselves. He would oppo.se the draft 

resolution, and asked for a separatevote on all references to divergences 

between languages. 

·- He was not in favour of the · other three-Power draft resolution 

(E/CN .4/L.216). It vrould be difficult for the USSR delegation to attend .two 

sessions. In any· case, any such decision wou'ld be premature: if the General 

Assembly decided on a single covenant, the Conmli:ssibn 's plan of work would. be 

affected. 

He supported the Polish amendments to the four-Power draft resolution 

(E/CN.4/L.209), which were entirely independe~t of the USSR proposal. The 

Polish representative wished to remove the stress on tuo covenants, while not 

denying that there might be two; it was a milder position than his own. 

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) recalled that the General Assembly's decision 

that there should be two covenants had been taken hastily just before the end 

of the sixth session, when not all delegations had been present. ~'urthermore, 

it could not be regarded as final until those instruments themselves had been 

/completed. 
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.c;ompleted • . For reasons expounded at length on previous occasions, his 

delegation was in favour of a single covenant, and he would therefore support 

the USSR proposal. 

He strongly opposed the three..;Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.210) 

as, in his experience, drafting changes were all too frequently changes of 

substance. It vras certainly inadvisable -- and was, in fact, against the 701les 

of procedure -- to empovter the Secretariat to prepare alternative texts, as 

texts could be moved only by government representatives. 

He agreed with the USSR representative that, for reasons of 

convenience, one session was_ preferable to two. 

Mr. ~S~IA.LL (Australia) pointed to the consistent policy followed by 

his delegation. on the question of drafting one or two covenants, particularly so 

far as adhering to the General Assembly's directives was ·concerned. While the 

USSR delegation had every right to suggest another course, the Australian 

·delegation preferred to support the four-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.209) 

as being in keeping with the Assembly directive in resolution 543 (VI) which had 

not yet been carried out. 

He sympathized 

resolution (E/CN.4/L.216), 

, r.· 

with the objective of the three~Power draft 

but there were practical reasons against holding 

two sessions, and he was therefore unable to support that proposal. The 

alternative proposed in the French amend.rnSnt (E/CN.4/sR.218) was more acceptable 
' . ,. '· 

but he '\-rould prefer to re-draft it to read: "or to provide for one session in 

1953 to be suitably divided into two parts along the lines indicated above." 

He thought that the three-Power draft resolution (E/CN .4/L.210) of 

which Australia was a sponsor was quite innocuous: it merely suggested that 

the Secretariat should take on a task vThich had tb be performed by someone at 

some time. The texts prepared by the Secretariat would naturally be subject to 

examination and approval by the Commission. · He accepted the deletion proposed 

bythe Belgian representative, and the change in the reference to languages 

suggested by the UTI1guayan representative. 

Mrs. MEHTA (India) recalled that the General Assembly's origina.l 

decision to prepare a single covenant had been inf'luenced by the fact that some 

delegations, fearing that economic, social and cultural rights would be left 

/out, had 
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out, had supported a single cover~nt including those rights. The work on the 

instrument had show.n:, however, that those rights were different in nature and 

.would therefore have to be etated differ~ntly and require different measures 

of implementation. A document containing two kinds of rights drafted in 

different terms 1-TOuld be confusing; . and the General Assembly had quite rightly 

decided that there ·should be two separate covenants. Since that dec is ion, 

nothing bad .occurred whi.ch would furt:J.ish the Commission with an argument in 

f,avour of a single covenant; she .was therefore unable to support the USSR 

draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.l95). 

The three-Power draft resoluti on (E/CN.4/L.210) of which she was a 

co-sponsor did not appear to her to present any dangers. The texts in the two 

working languages obviously required concordance; the work done by the 

Secretariat would of course be examined by the Co~~ission, which would have 

the final word. She was opposed to the draft resolution submitted by Chile, 

Pakistan and Uruguay (E/CN.4/L.2l6) as it would be a hardship for the . Indian 

delegation to travel ten thousand miles twice a year. 

She was unable to accept the Polish amendments to the four-Power 

draft resolution (E/CN .4/L.209), which did not prejudge the issue but merely 

took cognizance of the General Assembly's decision . that there should be two 

covenants. 

Hr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) also .. opposed those amendments; the Commission 

was bqund by the General Assembly's decision, and any attempt to ignore it 

would be disrespectfuL The USSR delegation, on the other hand, had every 

right to propose reconsideration of that decision; but . the Lebanese delegation 

wa~ still in favour of two covenants for reasons explained at length in the 

General Assembly. 

He pointed out that the four-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.209), 

co-sponsored by his delegation, did not ask for a single session but merely 

assumed that there would be only one st-ssion. He had no strong feeling in the 

matter; his concern was only that the C()mmissio~ should be given enough 

time to complete its work. 

/The tpree•Power 
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The three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.2iO) dealt with a very 

important question. He did not think the Uruguayan amendment was appropriate; 

in the present fluid sta.te cf the covenant, nb one could tell whether the 

French or the English text of any one passage was authentic; it was only. after 

those texts had been conc~~d that there would be an agreed text on the ·basis 

of which translations into the other official languages could be made, He 

agreed that the Secretariat could not be asked to take the responsibility for 

establishing &uch a concordance, as form and supstance were inextricably bound 

together, and it '\-!as impossible to touch one without affecting ths other. The 

only part of the draft resolution which did not pre~ent that dar~er was sUb­

paragraph (b), requesting tJ:rJ Secretary-General to report on dlvergen•l 

between the English and French texts of the covenants, and that provision was 

superfluous, since the Secretariat had done such work in the past without 

special authorization. He would therefore vote against that draft resolution. 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) understood that the French and Australian 

representatives had agreed to delete the reference to French and English tezts 

in the second paragraph of the Australian, French and. Indian draft resolution 

(E/CN.4/L.210). He hoped they would agree to a similar deletion in sub­

paragraph (b). The Uruguayan delegation had submitted to the Economic and 

ial Council a proposal to make Spanish a working language of the Council and 

its commissions. Pending the Council's decision on that proposal, references to 

two working lAnguages were inadvisable. 

In · the last paragraph of the four-Power draft resolution (E/CN .4/L.209) 

he would appreciate an elimination of the references to spring and summer, since 

to representatives of countries in the southern hem:l.sphere those words meant 

entirely different months of · the year~ 

The three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.216), of which he was one 

of the s:Ponsors, 1-1as concerned not so nn.l'ch with the holding of two sessions 

which was not the only possible solution -- but with so organizing the 

Commission's work that for once it would ·not have to report to the General 

Assembly that it had been prev~nted by lack of' time from completing the 

covenants and measures of ' imple!lle:O.tat:iozi and dealing 'with the various 1 terns on 
' ' 

its agenda which had been deferred from year to year. He was therefore prepared 

to accept any suggestions which would have that effect. 

/Mr. VALENZUEIA 
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Nr. VALENZUELA :·( Chile) said that his delegation had consistently 

advocated. the draf1;.ing of a single covenant and he would therefore vote for the 

USSR draft resolution. (E/CN.4/L.l95). He entirely agreed that. the three-Power 

resolution (E/CN.4/L.210) might give rise to seriou~ dangers which the sponsors 

had obviously not considered. It was logical enough that working papers should 

be drafted in two languages, English and French; the Spanish-speaking 

delegations, aware .of the technical difficulties involved, had always been 

willing, to look tolerantly upon defective translations provided that the general 

meaning came through. The situation was inevitably very different, however, 

.when it was a matter of treaty texts <:\efining the obligations which governments 

were called upon to assume. Governments could not be committed by clauses 

roughly translated by using the Spanish language e.s a kind of by-product of 

French. The Uruguayan oral aJDendment 1 though leaving tt~e wording of the draft 

resolution somewhat vague, at least made it possible to attempt to establish an 

independent Spanish text that would be an exact equivalent of the English and 

French texts 1 instead of a literal translation of dub.ious meaning and validity. 

The Secretariat should not be required to assume full responsibility for texts 

which would eventually be binding on governments. 

He would support the Polish oral .amendments to the four-Power draft 

resolution (E/CN.4/L.209), as they •rere .consistent with his delegation's stand 

.'in favour of the single covenant, and he shared :the Uruguayan representative's 

feelings t:j.bout the inappropriateness of the .words "Spring" and "Su.mm~r" in. the 

operative part. 

The other three~Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.216) had been intended 

as an attempt to obtain an authorizatton for the Commission to organize its own 

work in such a manner as not to concentrate exclusively on drafting the 

covenant; the French amendment (E/CN.4/L.218) to it ~as acceptable. 

Iv:lr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said that the USSR representative was 

perfectly within his rig,hts in proposipg the ques.tion of a revision of 

General Assembly res.olution 543 (VI) (E/CN.4/L~l95) and all that the delegations 

could do was to vote in accordance ·w:!,.th their view whether there should be one 

or two draft covenants.. The. question had been thorougply discussed by the 

General Assembly. The USSR draf'ti re.solution was obviously an ~ttempt to 

. /recommence 
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recommends tbat discussion and carry it from organ to organ yet again. · It was 

very doubtful whether the second paragraph of the preamble embodied a statement 

of fact. There was a measure of truth in the phrase cited from General Assembly 

Resolution 421 E (V), but it could not be said that the .Commission's re~examination 

had established any greater degree of interdependence of the various rights than 

was indica ted in the general phrase used in the Resolution. The United Kingdom 

delegation at least, had been confirmed by that re-examination in its view t~t 

the approach, the drafting and the implementation must differ very .considerably as 

between the two categories of rights. The Polish oral amendments to the four-Power 

draft resolution (E/CN .4/1.209) wore open to the same objection. Furthermore, the 

Polish proposal to delete the second paragraph of the preamble could not be accepted 

because the Commission had :i.n fact made very substantial progress. tft.odesty was all 

very well; but the re was s0mething to be said for drawing the attention of the 

Economic and Social Council to the fact that the Commission in a session of 

·unprecedented length had actually achieved some result_s. 'l'he Uruguayan objection 

to the words "spring'' and "summer" was well t aken. 

The dire suspicions aroused by the three-Power draft resolution 

(E/CN.4/L.210) we re unfounded. In none of the sub-paragraphs of the operative part 

was the Secretary-General being asked to do something which he bad not usually done 

or which · he had not in fact done for the current sessi0n. A more valid objection 

might be that the draft resolution 1-1as unnecessary, since it -vras simply asking the 

Secretary-General to do what he normally did, and did very w~ll .. The United Kingdom 

delegation rlould, however, support that draft resoluti.on, because it felt that the 

Commission had not paid to the Secretary .;.General's suggestions .the attention they 

deserved, so that a formal request would show the Commission's appreciation of that 

work and its intention to take account of it at the next session. There was much 

to be learned from independent experts experienced in drafting legal documents. 

The reference in sub-paragraph (b) to the divergencies between the English and 

French texts was justified, because the Commission . knew only too well from experier.ce 

what difficulties they had caused; but he co11ld accept the Uruguaya,n oral amendment 

to that sub-paragraph. He was not sure tha.t . the method proposed in the tbree-

Power resolution (E/CN.4/L.216) for dealing with the Commission's growingag,nda -­

which apart from the draft covenants was being increasingly neglected ':"~ was .the 

best possible. There was much to be said for the French amendment (E/CN.4/L.218) 

/to it 
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to it and for the Australian oral amendment to the latter, since the United . 

Kingdom delegatjon, like the Australian, was opposed to undue proliferation 

sessions. 

Mrs. ROSSEL (Sweil.en) regretted that the problem raised by the. USSR 

draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.l95) should have arisen at the very end of th0 

sessi.on, as it had at the end of the previous session. Her delegation had not 

finally made its decision whether it preferred one or two covenants, but felt 

that the complete final text should be submitted. to the General Assembly before 

the l:Xisting decision vra.s reconsidered. She wo,-<ld therefore oppose the USSR · 

draft resolution. She could support the three·Po\.;er dfa:t't resolution 

(E/CN .4/1.210) as orally amended. Bhc shared. previous speakers~ objection;:! to 

the other three .. Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.216), qut the French amendment 

(8/CN~4/L.218) ,would make it mqre acceptahle • . She agreed vTitb .the vievrs 

expressed by the sponsors of the four-Power draft .resolution (E/CN.4/L.209) 

and could not, therefore 1 accept the Poli.sh oral amendments. She agreed, 

however, about the i~1appropriateness of the reference to "Spring" and "Summer". 

Mr. 1>10ROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that there was 

no need. to d:Wcll on the argtU!lents adduced by the United Kingdom representative 

against the proposed reVision of G0neral Asse.."nbly resolutjon 543 (VI) 1 but the 

Commission would not be able to give. its full attention to the many other items 

on its . agenda until that question had been settled. Tb.u~:; .the Commission would 

be ·..r:i.ser to leave until its follo\>ring session the . decision on hov much time 

should be spent on completing the draft covenant or cov·enants. . ,Hi th regard to · 

the three-Pow!Jr draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.2lO), statc:ments ' made. by previous 

·speakers had only strengthenad his feeling that tb,e Secretariat should not be 
. ' .. '. 

asked to take the responsibility for ,drafting texts; it vrould set a dangerous 

precedent. He agreed with the Chilean representative about the inherent · 

difficulties of translation and shared his experience. The problem couldnot be 

solved merely by linguistic means 1 as implied in the thret:~Povrer draft 

resolution. Throughout the session members had argued fine points of translation 

and each representative had often offered hiE! own variant to express the same 

idea. It would be unseemly to ask the. Secretariat to abandon j ts position of . 

neutraJ.i ty and lend its sup:port .to any pa.r.ticular suggestion made by the 

/1·epresentatite · 
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representative of a:ny particular ~overt'lltlent. He p.imself had found by experience 

that a ge>od - me~hod vias f~~ ea~h· representative to have ~~fore him tlle texts in 

English, French ancl his own language, try to . find an ind~pe?dent text that best 

· expressed the idea desired and then . submit his version to. the Secretariat for 

" final polishing• He . tP.-erefore suggested that · each member 1 perhaps with the help 

of the Secretariat, sl1ould work on. the texts in the interval before the next 

se.ssion 1 at which a small drafting co:rnmi ttee might ' perhaps be .. set up to pool 

.the results. Thus a document could be issued fo:r which the members of the 

Commission ,.rould be responsible and the setting of a very dEomgerous precedent 

would •be avoided. 
_. : .·· 

~~. CHF~G PAONAN (China} hoped that the Secretariat would be able to 

.. supply a Chinese ·text .of the . draft articleslwithin a reasonable time and that 

errors similar to those made ill the transla't.ion of -the. Genocide Convention would 

not be repeated.. He would. support th.;;; four-Po'rrer draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.;209) 

. and oppose the USSR draft r~soltltion (E/CN.4/L.i95). He ·would. su.:pp9rt both 

three-Power draft resolutions (E/CN .4/L.210 1 E/CN .4/1.216) and the Fren.c~· 

amendment (E/CN.4/L;.218). The Commission must not neglect items . ot,.h.er than the 

dr.aft'covenants on itsagend.a. He moved the closure of the debate. 

That motion was adopted. 

Mr. CASSIN (France), speak,ing on a point of order, said, that his co~ 

sponsors, the representative~? of Auf?tra:lia and In~Ua 1 had authorized him to 

withdraw the three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.210). The results. cop:tem·-. 

plated in it would be _ achieved since all members had expressed their confidence 

in the ~ecretariat· and expected the Secr~tariat to · assist the Commission in .· .. 

·future· in the same -vray as it. had. done in . the ·past 1 and. as members ., "had 

. pled.ged themselves to· wor; .individually on the . translation of the :-texts. 

~~. MOROZOV (Uni0n of Soviet Socialist Republics} asked that the vote 

on the USSR ·draft resolution (.E/CN .4/L~l95 1 E/CN .4'/L.-.195/Corr.i) should be 

taken by roll-call. 

/A vote 
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A vote W¥ ta.ken ~Y' ro]J-ca11 .• 

I_h~ tn~a:;p:tan Sovi0t SociaJ.ifJt Rep~blic, hav!ns be6n draim by lot by 

the Chairtnsnz. was called UI£n to vote :first. 

In favour: Ulq-ainian Scviet Socialist F.epublic1 Union of Soviet 

Sooiul:!.st Republics, Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Chile, Egypt, 

Pakis·ban, Poland. 

Agains.t: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 

Uhited States of America! Australia, Belgium, China, 

F:rence, Greece, India, r..eba.oon 1 SWede;;:1. 

1!!e. ,USSJl ~.f!- ]."',G.2.!U1i,.ion (ELCN,o4LL.l95r E! fJio4LL.:YJ5/Cor:r,.].J vas 

Th.e CHAIRMAN call~d for a vote on the Polish oral amendment to the joint . . 

dra:ft resolution submitted by !Dd1a1 Lebanon, SVeden and Ulited States of America 

(E/CN.4/L.209) propesing to delete the se~ond paragraph of th~ preamble .. ' 

The Poli~h oral amendment to ~~~~ the sacona pe.ramffi of the preamble 

vas rojectad ~--votes to 7, with 2 ~bete~~n~. 

,!he Polis.!l oral amen~nt ,t,o substitU:e in the first Ea.sre.JZh of' the 

preamble the w~~g.s "th~1!.9.rk" f'or "the drafting of two Covenants" was rejected by 

9 votes to z, with 2 abst~ti~B. 

The Polish oral amendment to the f'o'll'th ~s;ra.P.h of the preamble to 

subfltitut!_tha words "this qt~sti.C!D" for the pt...r~e b~imin~ "on the two 

Covenants" and ending "tak~n uP by it" was rejected by 9 v£!des_ to l.r .. }{!~!L,g 
abetentions. 

The Polish oral elll~nC\men~ t~ tae o~ra.tive pa-r:t to del.ete the vo:-_ss 

"on the t-tTo Covenants" was re,1:!ct~d by 9 vo_!~s to 71 with 2 abstentions. 

The Polish oral amendment t,o . substitute "the results of its 'J!_,ork" fS?! 
"the d.!!~£~ Covenants" in the operative :part . vas rejected l;lY 9 votes to_7, vith 

2 abstentions. 

Mr. BORATYNS:ra; (Poland) wi~i.drew . his other oral amendment to the operative 

part. 

/Mrd. ROOSEVELT 
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Mrs. ROOSEVELT (Ulit~d ~t.,a.te's of America); with the concurrence of 

Mrs. MEBTA. (India)., Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) and Mrs. ROSSEL (SWeden), said that, 

in order to meet ·ti1e !1'....-1.~ rep~sente.tive 's . obJection to the words "Spring" 

and "S\Il'liJl8r." ill the ope:t'ative ~rt, . the words "at its next session in" should be 

substituted 'tor "in the -Spring of" and the. words "by the SUlllJ!ler of 1953" 

should be deleted. 

The dra.At resolution submitted JointB:_b.z...!'he delege.ti("ns of India, 

~anon~ &'weden and Ulited States of America (E/mT.4/L.20Q)t thus a.m.endsd, was 

adopted by 12 vo~~s ,to none, with 6 abstenticms. 

Mr. GHORBAL (Egyp·t) explained tha.t his delegation had not abandoned its 

stand in favour of "~the single covenant . and had, indeed, votsd for the USSR draft 

resolution. As that draft resolution had been rejected, it had seen rio good 

·· reason for voting for the Po~ish amendments, since the Commission had in tact 

. been working oo t'tto d:raft covenants. If 1 hO".Iever ~ , any proposal was !ll3.de in the 

future to reconsider the General Assembly's decision that there should be two 

covenants, the Egyptian delegation would strongly support it. 

Mr. CASSIN . _(Frane~) accepted the Auatralian . orai amendment to the 

French amendment (E/CN.4/L.2iS) to the three-Paver draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.216). 

Mr .. HOARE . (united Kingdom) suggested that, if the Australian delegation 'a 
. . . 

aim. was greater flexibility 1 the words "along the l:t.nes indicated above" s)lould 

be deleted. 

Mr. \miTIAM (Australia) accepted that amendment. 

Mr. CHENG PAONAN (China), supported by Mr .. WABEED (Pakistan), explained 

that he could not vote for the Australian eral amendinent beeall.fe experience had. 

shown hoW 1mpoe~1ble it .was to divide the work ill~·o two parts in a single session. 

Mr •. mou (G:Neee) did not agree. There would be a recess between the 
" ' . ~ . . 

t-wo .Parts of the ses·sion. T~r~ would ~ve to be a structuml arrangement of the 

operativ:~ part if the French ·amond,ed emerldment was. adopted. 

/The French 
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. ~1\I~-.~~-LfJ.cnJdL.,gl§~a.£!:.alg,a:n.ended by J;he Australian 

dele~ .. ti.on:.. t~ .!h.u~t dre.ft reso~.ution by Cl}il;e 1 ,Pakistan and Uryguay 

(E{cN'o 4/L:._g_l.§l,wa~ti'!o.R~£-b.z . Q· voJ-es· to 8, wi~h 1 abstent;t.on. . . 

~ d:r~ft_;:,e.s?J.~t~~Q..!l. sub.e~.ta.d join;tJ.l_,EL,.t,h.e delee_ations of Chile, . 
Pakistan and U:ru~ua.l (ELC!~.~/L.?l~. at:!. ,a:mended 3 was adoxr~e,d by 11 votes t~ ;; 
with 4 abstentions. 

PLACE OF ~Im lmY.T SESSION 

Mr. BORA.TDTSia (Poland) n:ade the following P'J':"oposa.l rega.:eding .the next 

session of the COmmission: 

"The Cozrmission on H~ Rights recomm~nds to the Economic and Social 

Council to decide tht;\t the Commission meet in 19.53. in Geneva." 

Mr. CASSIN (France) vas . in principle in f'av0ur of meeting in Geneva, 

but there was a possibility tha.t some Member Government might offer its hospitality 

to the Commission. 

Mr. NISOT (Belgium), Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon), Mr. WHITLAM (Australia) and 

· Mrs. ROSSEL (sweden) .supported the Polish proposal, subJ.ect to considering the 

possibility to which the French representative had referred, 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) supported the proposal in principle, but reserv~d 

his delegation's position in the Economic and Social Council, since hospitality 

might be offered outside Europe. 

Mr. CEENG PAONAN (China) said that his delegation had always opposed 

: the holding of sessions away fromPermanent Headquarters, where the facilities 

were better than they would be .else1-rhere. 

The Co~ission decided, by 10 votes to 3·, with 4 abstentions, to 

recommend that it should meet in 195) in Geneva • 

. Mr. SCiiWELB . (Secretariat}. dr~w attention to the statement of financial 

implications submitted- :by .the S~creta.rY-aeneral (E/CN.4/L.217). If the session 
I ' • ' 

was held in Geneva the cost of travel for members nf the Commission would be ' 

/$10,200 
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$101 200 and for travel and subsistence for members of the Secretariat would be 

$14,.000. There might be additional costs for temporary assistance; they had 

not been estimated yet, as there had not been time to conoult the Geneva Office. 

In reply to questions, 1~. Schwelb oaid that the travel expenses for 

members of the Commission had been the main ite:.n in the sum of $111 700 provided 

for the coat of a session at Headquarters. The estimates for 1953 were identical 

with the actual cost in 19511 when the services of Secretariat members travelling 

to Europe on home leave or to service other bodies meeting in Europe had been used. 

Mr. MOBOZOV (union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the General 

Assembly would have to take the final decisiori in the light of the general 

calendar. Some Sec1~eta.rf.1.t members might be able to travel on the budget of the 

Council or other organs. He c-ould not see why there would be a saving of only 

$11 000 if the session was held at Geneva, since most members of the Commission 

would not have to cross tha ccean. 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) said that with the permission 

of the Chairman, and in order to expedite the Commission's work she would not make 

her statement orally but submit it in writing for distribution to the members of 

the Commission. 

The CHAIR:tv'AN said th&t in view oi" the late hour and the fact that the 

Commission st:tll had a great deal of work to accomplish 1 t would be preferable if 

the representative of the United States could circulate her statement. 

He said that he interpreted the Comm1ssion 's d.ecision a.t the preceding 

meeting to mean that all items remaining on the agenda were automatically 

deferred to the next session of the Commission. 

It was so agreed. 

The ~~eting rose at 5·32 p.m. 

27/6 p.m. 




