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mw'l' mmwrroxw. covmmws ou nmn RIGHTS AND MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION:
DRAFT RESOLUTIONS on THE ITEM (3/1992, E/mv.h/L.lgs, B/CN.4/1.,209, ‘
"E/CN. h/L.alo, E/"'N.VL.EIG, x-:/cn h/x..ar(, E/CN.h/L.alB)(concludg)

The CHAIRMAN called for a contimuation of the debate on the i
procedurel resolutions before the Coumission, and drew. attention to the fact
" that the word "prineciples™ in the second and third paragraphs of the USSR .
‘draft resolution (E/CN,4/L.195) should be changed to "proviaions".

~‘Mro CASSIN (France) was unable to vote for the USSR draf? resolution

whizh prophsed & single covenant. He hed never felt very strongly sbout the
matter, but wes mow crnvinced that two separate covenénts would be ratified
by more States and that the balance esteblished by the General Assembly in
deciding thet the two covenants should be opened for signature simultanecusly
should not be impaired,.

The French amendment (E/CN.4/L.218) to the draft reaolution subnitted
by Chile, Pakistan and Uruguay (E/CN.4/L.216) would not chenge a word in
‘that. resolution, but would avoid undue rigidity by providing the Economic
end Sociel Council with sn alternative solution,

He supported the draft resolution submitted by India, Lebaz:on,
Sweden and the United States (E/CN.4/L.209); the Polish amendments to that
resolution, deleting most references to. "two covenants" would depend on. the
fate of the USSR resolution. 1

With regard %o the Araft reaclutmn cubnltted by Auntrnliu ,Franoe tmd
India (E/CN.4/A.210), he would agree to add a reference to all of‘i_’i,cial
languages, thus putting them all on the same footing.

3
ba i - ”
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| Mr mnozov (Union of Soviet Socialist Repdbnes) remarked that no one
had thought it unconstitutional or dialoyal to ask the General Asaembly to
reconsider its riginal decLsion to prepare 8 single covenant on human righta,
the USSR delegation,‘which had co-operated loyelly during the current gsession
‘on the drafting of two covenants, ‘therefore had every right to ralse again the
question of reconsideration; As the Commission would'not ‘complete its work on
those instruments until the following year; it would be well to test ite -
opinion on that question of prineiple, which the USSR would then raise in the
Economic and Socisl Council &nd in the General: Asse~bly.

Thé three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.210) was fraught with-
dangerous consequences. The first paragraph of the preamble and sub-paragraph(d)
of the operative part, in partiecular, would give the Secretariat the ;
unprecedented powers to 'revise toxts adopted by Government representatives.

The Commission, which had on oceasion spent hours arguing over a single: word,
could not permit the Secretariat to make changes which, while bearing on form,
might easlly affect substance. As it seemed probable that the Commission would
have another year before it, its members would have the necessary leisure to
pe:form.the work of concordance themselves. He would oppose the draft
resgolution, and asksd for a separate: vote on all references to divergences
between languages. ’ y : .

' He was not in favour of the other three-Power draft resolution
(s/cn. k/L 216). It would be difficult for the USSR delegation to attend two
" geseions. In any: case,‘any‘such decision would be premature:  if the General
Assembly dedided on a single covenant, the Cormission's plan of work would be
affected. i 2 T o
He supported the Foliah amendments to the four~Power draft resolution
(E/CN.%/1.209), which were entirely independent of the USSR proposal. The
Polish representative wished to remove the stress on two 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 covenonts had been taken hastily Just before the end
of the sixth session, when not all delegations hed been present. Furthermore,
it could not be regarded as final until those instruments themselves had been

/completed.
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completed. For reasons expounded at 1ength on previous occasions, his
delegation was in favour of a single covenant, and he would therefore support
the USSR proposal. 3 gl i

He strongly opposed the three-Power draft resolution (B/CN.4/L. 210)
as, in his experience, drafting changes were all ‘too frequently changes of-
subgtance. It was certainly inadvisable -- and was, in fact, against the rules
of procedure -- to eQPAWer the Secretariat to prepare alternative texts, as
texts could be moved only by government‘reprénentatives; '

Be agreed with the UQSR representative”that,’for reasons of -

- convenience, one session was_prefernble to two.

- Mr. MARSHALL (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-Fower draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.209)
as being in keeping with the Assembly directive in resolution 543 (VI) which hed
not yet been carried out. ' 1 ' Lk S ]

He sympathized with the dbjective of’the<threevwaer draft
resolution (E/CN.h/L.ElG), butlthere were practical reasons against holding
two sessions, and he was therefore unable to support that proposal. The
alternative proposed in the French emendment (E/CN.4/6R.218) vas more acceptable
but he would 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-Fower draft resolution (E/cN.4/L.210) of
which Australia was a sponsor was quite innocuous: it merely'suggestedfthat
- the Secretariat should take on a tgsk which had to be performed by someone at
some time. The texts prepared by the Secretariat would naturally be subject to
-examination and approval by the Conniséion."Ee accepted the deletion proposed
by the Belgian representative, and the change in the reéference to languages
suggested by the Uruguayan representative. ‘

Mrs. MEBTA (India) recalled that the Ceneral Assembly's original
decision to prepare a single covenant had been influenced by the fact that some
delegations, fearing that economiec, social and cultural rights would be left

[out, bad
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out, had supported a single covemant including those righte. The work on the
instrument had showi, however, that those rights were different in nature and

.would therefore have to be etated differently and require different measures

of implementation. A document containing two kinds of righte drafted in
different terms would be confusing; and the General Assembly had quite rightly
decided that there should be two separate covenants, Since that decision,
nothing had occurred which would furnish the Commission with an argument in
favour of a single covenant; she was therefore unable to support the,ﬁSSR
draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.195). |

The three-Power draft resolution (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 concordﬁnce; the work done by the
Secretariat would of course be examined by the Commission{ which would have
the final word. She was opposed to the draft resolution submitted by Chile,
Pakistan and Uruguay (E/CN.4/L.216) as it would be a hardship for the Indian
delegation to travel ten thousand miles twice a year.. sy

‘She was unable to accept the Polish smendments to the four-Power
draft resolution: (E/CN.L/L.209), which did not prejudge the issue but merely
took cognizance of the General Assembly's decision that there should be two

. covenants.

Mr, AZKOUL (Iebanon) also ‘opposed those amendments; the Commission

‘Wwas bound 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 Iebanese delegation
was etill in favour of two covenants for reasons explained at length in the
General Assembly. ' ‘

He pointed out that the four-Fower draft resolution (E/bN L/1.209),

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

assumed that there would be only one seasiop. He had no strong feeling in the

matter; his concern was only that the Commission should be given emough

time to complete 1ts work.

/The three-Power
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The three-Power draft resolution (E/GN h/L 210) dealt with & very
importent questicn. He did not think the Uruguayan amendment was appropriate,
_ in the present fluid stete of the covenant, no one could tell vhether the
French or the English text of'any one passage was authentic; it was'only:after
those texts had been eoncamded 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

l -iestablishing such a con-ordance, a8 form and substance were inextricably bound

together, and it Vas impoasible to touch one without affocting ths octher. The
only part of the draft‘resolntion which did not pres ent»thet,danger vag sub-
paragraph (b), requesting tho Seoretery-General_to report on divergenaws
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. ERACCO (Uruguay) nnderetood that the French and Australien
representatives had agreed to delete the referemce to French and English teXts
in the second paragraph of the Australian, French and Indian draft resolution
~ (B/0N.4/L.210). He hoped they would agree to a similar deletion in sub-

paragraph (b). The Uruguayan delegation had submitted to the Eccnomic and
$acial Council a proposal to make Spanish a working 1anguage of the Council and
its commissions. Pending the Council's dsc¢ision 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 scuthern hemisphere 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 sponeors, wes concerned not so mnch with the holding of two sessions -~
which was not the only possible solution -- but with so organizing thse
'Commission & work that for omce it would not have to report to the General"
Aeeembly that it had been prevented by lack of time from completing the
covemants and measures of implementation and dealing with the various items on
its ngenna which had been deferred from year to year.“‘ﬁe was therefore prepared
to accept any suggestions which would have that effect.

JMr. VALENZUEIA
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Mr, VALENZUELA (Chile) said that his delegation had consistently
 advocated the drafting of a single covenant and he would therefore vote for the
USSR dreft resolution (E/CN.h/L 195). He entirely agfeed that the three-Power
-resolution (E/CN.4/L.210) might give rise to serious dangers which the sponsors
had obviously not considered. It was logical enough that working papera ahould
be drafted in two langueges, English and French; the Spanish-speaking :
delegations, aware of the technicai diff;cultiég in&olvgd, had élﬁays been
willing to look tolerantly upon defgctive’translafiona pfovided that the general

. meaning came through. The situa@ion was ineﬁitably‘very different, however,
-when 1t was a matter of treaty texts defining the obiigationa vhich govermments

- were called upon to assume, Govermments could not be committed by clauses

- roughly translated by using the Spanish language &8s a kind of by-product of
French. The Uruguayan oral amendment, though leaving the wording of the draft
resolution somewhat vague, at least made 1t poesible to attempt to establish an
independent Spanish text that would be an exact equivélenf of the Engliéh'and
French texts, instead of a literal translation of ddbious meaning and validity.
" The Secretariat should not be required to aseume full responsibility for texts

- which would eventually be binding on governments. _

He would support the Polish oral amendmenta to the four-Power draft
resolution (E/CN.4/L.209), as they were consistent with his delegation's stand
An favour of the single covenent, and he shared the Uruguayan_rgpreaentative 8
feelings gbout tbe ineppropriateness of the words "Spring" qnd'“Summgr“ in the
operative part. o 1
7, The other three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.M/L.216) had been intended
-&as an attempt to obtaln an authorization for the Commission to organize its own
work in such a manner as not to concentrate exclusively on'drafting the
covenent; the French amendment (E/CN.4/L.218) to it was acceptable.

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said that the USSR representative was
perfectly within his rights in proposing the question of a revision of
General Assembly resolution 543 (VI) (E/CN.4/L.195) end all that the delegations
could do was’to vote in aecordance~w;th their view whether there should be one
-or two draft covenants. The question had been thoroughly discusaed_by_thé
- General Assembly. The USSR draft resolution was obviougly,an attempt t6

L

ol 1} . .. _[recommence
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recommends that 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 indicated in the general phrase used in the Resolution. The United Kingdom
delegation at least, had been confirmed by that re-examination in its view that

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/L.209) were 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 in fect made very substantial progress. Modesty was all
very well; but there was something to be said for drawing the attention of the
Economic and Social Councll to the fact that the Commission in a session offﬂ
-unprecedented length had actually achieved some results. The Uruguayan obJjection
to the words "spring" and "summer" wes well taken.

The dire suspicions aroused by the three-Power draft resolution
(B/CN.4/L.210) were unfounded. In pone of the sub-paragraphs of the operative part
was the SQCretary-General being asked to do something which he had not usually done
or which he had not in fact done for the current session. A more valid objection
might be that the draft resolution was unnecessary, since it was simply asking the
SBecretary-General to do what he normally did, and did very well. The United Kingdom
delegation would, however, support that draft resolution, because it felt that the
Cormission had not paid to the Sscretary<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 referencé in sub-paragraph (b) to the divergencies between the English and
French texts was Justified, because the Commission knew only too well from experierce
vhat difficulties they had caused; but he could accept the Uruguayan oral emendment
to that sub-paragraph. He was not. sure that the method proposed in the thrge-
Power resolution (E/CN.4/L.216) for dealing with the Commission's growing agénda --
which apart'from the draft covenants was being increasingly neglected -;,waa,the
best possible. There was much to be said for the French amendment (E/CN.L/L.218)

- [to it
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to it and for the Australian oral amendment to the latter, since the United
Kingdom delegation, like the Australian, was opposed to undue proliferation
sessions.
4 Mrs. ROSSEL (Sweﬂen) regretted that the prdblem raised by the USSR
‘draft resolution (E/CN.h/L 195) should have arisen at the very end of the .
:session, as it had at the end of the previous session. Her delegation had not
finally made 1ts decision vhether it preferred one or two covenants, but felt
that the complete final text should be submitted to the General Assembly before
the existing decision vqs reconsidered. She would therefore oppose the USSR -
| . draft resolution. She could support the tkhree-Power draft resolution .
(B/cn. h/L 210) as orally amended. She shared previous speakers! objections to.
_ the other three-Power draft resolution (E/CN 4/L.216), but the French amendment
(E/CN.4/L.218) would make it more acceptable. She agreed with the views
expressed by the sponsore of the four-Power draft resolution (B/CN.b4/L.209)
and could not, therefpre,.acégpt the Polish orsl amendments. She agreed,
however, about the insppropriateness of the reference to "Spring" and "Summer".

Mrf MOROZOV.(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) sald that there was
-no need to dwell on the arguments adduced by the United Kingdom representative
againet the proposed revision of General Assambly resolution 543 (VI), dbut the
Commission would not be able to give its full attention to the many other itcms
“on tts”agenda until that question had been settled. Thusy- the Commission would
be wiser té leave until its following session the.decision on how much time
.éhould be spent on completing the draft covenant or covenants.  With regard to -
the three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.210), statements made by previous
'apgakers had only strengthened his feeling that the Secretariat should not be
asked to take the responsibility for drafting texts; it would set & dangerous
precedent. He agreed with the Chilean representative about the inhecrent
difficulties of translation and shared his experience. The problem could not ﬁe
.80lved mgr#ly by linguistic means, as implied in the threc-Power draft
résplution. Throughout the session members had argued fine points of translation
and each representative had often offered his own variant to express the same
idea. It would be unseemly to ask the Secretariat: to abandon its position of
neutrality and lend its support to any particular suggestion madé by the

o © - - [representatite-
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representative of any particular goverfiient. He pipaelf had: found by experience
that a good method was for: eath repredentative to have before him the texts in

~ English, French and his own language, try to £ind an independent text thet best
»expresged -the ides desired and then. submit his version to. the Secretariat for

- final polishing.  He therefore suggested that each member, perhaps with the help
of the Secretariat, should work on, the texts in the interval before the next
segsion, -at which a smell drafting committee might perhaps be set up to pool
the results.  Thus & document could be issued for which the members of the
Commission would be responsible and the setting of a very dengerous precedent

. would:-be avoided. i

. Mr. CHENG PAONAF (China) hoped that the Secretariat would be able to
. - supply a Chinese -text of the draft arti¢les’within a reasonsble time and that
errors similar to those made in the translation of the.Genocide Convention would
not be repeated. He would support the four-Power draft resolution (E/CN.K/L.209)
_and ‘oppose the USSR draft resolution (E/CW,4/L.195). He would support both
three-Power draft resolutions {E/CN.4/L.210, E/CN.L/L.216) end the Frengh" - _
amendment (E/CN.4/L.218). The Commission must not neglect items other than the
' draft:covenants on its agenda. He moved the closure of the debate.: .
That motion was adopted.

. Mr. CASSIN (France), speaking on a point of order, seid that hig cos
sponsors, the representatives of Australia and India, tiad authorized him o6
withdraw the three-Power draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.210). The results contem-,
plated in it would be achieved sinte ell members had expresseéd their confidence
in the Secretariat end expected the Secretarist to assist the Commission in .

_:future;in the same way as 1t had done ig the past, and as members ~ had -
‘pledged themselves to' work individually on the trenslation of the texts.
Mr. MOROZOV (Urion of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked that the vote
‘on the USSR ‘draft resolution (E/CN.4/L.195, B/CN.W/L.195/Corr.1) should be
taken by roll.call, ]

/A vote



E/CN.4/sR.334 -
Page 12 :

A _vots was teken by rou-cali. e

A - The Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, having been drawn lgx lot by
the Cheirman, was called upcn to vete first. € ]

In favour: .Ukrainian Scviet Socialist Republic, Unien of Soviet
> Sociuslist Republics, Uruguay, Yugoslavia, Chile, Egypt,

Emy 1 : Pekistan, Poland. - :
.. Against:  United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
 United States of America, Australia, Belgium, China,
. Frence, Greece, India, Isbanon, Sweden.

The USSR draft resolution (E/CN.L/L.195, E/GN.4/1.165/Corr.1) was

‘rejected by 10 votes to 8, i

The CHAIRMAN called for a vote on the Polish oral amendment to the joint
draft resolution submitied by India, Lebanon, Sweden and United States of Americe
(E/cN.4/L.209) proposing to delete the second paragraph of the preambis, : -

The Polish oral amendment to delete the sacond psregraph of the preamble
ves_rojected by 9 votes to 7, with 2 ebstentions.

The Polich oral amendment to substitute in the first paragreph of the
preamble the words "the work" for "the drafting of two Covenmants" was rejected by
9 votes to 7, with 2 abstertiocns,

The Polish oral smendment to the fourth peragreph of the preamble to
substitute tho words "this questicn” for the phrase begimning "on the two
Covenants” and ending "teken up by it" was rsjected by 9 votes to T, with 2.
abstentions, '

The Polieh oral amsndmenmt %o the operative pert to delete the words
"on the two Covenents" was rejactsd by 9 votas to 7, with 2 abstentions.

~The Polish oral amendment to substitute "the results of its work" for

"the draft Covenants" in the operstive part wes rejected by 9 votes to 7, with

2 abstentions.,

Mr., BORATYNSKI. (Poland) withdrew hie other oral amendment to the opsrative

/Mre, ROOSEVELT
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* Mrs,. ROOSEVELT (United States of ;kmsric,a); with the concurrence of
Mrs, MEHTA (India), Mr. AZKOUL (Lebanon) and Mrs, RUSSEL (Sweden), said that,
in order to meet tie Uiruguayen representative's cbjection to the words "Spring"
and "Summer” in the cperetive pert, the words "at its next session in" should be
sibstituted for "in the Spring of" and the words "by the Summer of 19§3f'
should be deleted, s S
The dreft resolution submitted joint the de " of India,

Lebanon, Sveden and United States of Americe (E/CN.4/1..209), thus smendod, was
adopted by 12 votes to more, with 6 abstentions,

. Mr. CHORBAL (Egypt) ezplained that his delegation had not abandoned 1ts
stand in favour of ‘ahe single covenant and hed, indeed, voted for the USSR draft
resolution. As tha.t dra.ft resoluticm had ‘been rejected, it hed eeen no- good

- reason for voting for the Polish amendments , 8ince the Commission had in fact &
.bean working ~a two drafi covenante, Tf, however, eny proposal was made in the
future to reconsider the Gensral Assembly's decision that there should be two '
covenants, the Egyptian delegation would strongly support it, : -

. Mz, GASSIN (Frence) acespted the Australian oral amendmant to the
Biiel smwadunot (E/cm.h/L 218) to the 'bhree-Povar draft resolution (E/cn.h/L 216).

. .. Mr, EOARE (United Kingdom) suggested that, if the Austrelian delegation's
aim was greater flexibility, the worda "along the 11ms mdica.ted above" should
be deleted. ; i

Mr. WHITIAM (Austrq._lia._) accepted that a.mndment.

M, CHENG PAONAN (China), supported by Mr, WAHEED (Pakista.n), explained
that he could not vate for the Australian eral amendment because experience had
shown how impoesible 1t vas to divide the work 1n o two pe.rts ina single sesslon,

-~ Mr. KYROU (Greecs) d1d not agree. There would be a recess between the
two parts of the session, 'I‘here would have to 'be a structural a.rrangement of the
operative part if the Frsnch a.menéled amendment wa.s adopted. P~

Ha
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oral. nded by the Australisn

malege.ti'::a:lL to the Join t dra,rt roaoluti_o_n bx Chi;e, g;ugai;an and tlngm
gE[CN,hZL. 216) was adopted by 9 votes to 8, with 1 abstention.
The draft reaolu*io:; submitted Jointly by the delegations of chile B

with 4 abstentions.

PLACE OF THE HEXT SEGSICN

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) made the following proposal rega..eding the next
session of the Commission: )
"The Cormission on Human R*ghts recommends to the Economic and Scocial

-Council to decide that the Connniasion meet in- 1953 in Geneva.

Mr, CASSIN (Franoe) vas in principle in ra.vnur of meeting in Geneva,
but there was a possibillity t.ha.t some Member Government. might ofi‘er 18 hospitality
to the Commission, S

Mr. NISOT (Belgium), Mr, AZKOUL (Lebemon), Mr. WHITIAM (Australia) and
" Mrs, RUSSEL (Sweden) .supported the Polish proposel, subject to considering the
poesibility to which the French representative had referred. | ‘

Mr., BRACCO (Uruguay) supported the proposal in principle, but reserved
his delegetion's position in the Economic and Social Council, since hospitelity
might be offered outside Europe, ;

Mr. CHENG PAONAN (China) said that his delegation had always opposed
. the holding of sessions awey from Permanent Heedquarters, where the facilities
vere better than they would be elsewhere. ' :

The Commission decided, by 10 votes to g with 4 abstentions, to-
recommend that it should meet in 1953 in Geneva. 1 )

,Mr. SCHWELB (Sacretariat) drew attention to the statement of financial
implications submitted by the Secratary-General (E/CN.#/L.ZI‘?‘) -If the session
was held in Geneva ths cost of travel for members nf the Commissicn would be:

/$10,200
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$10,200 and for travel end subsistence for members of the Secretariat would be
$14,000, Thore might be additiomal costs for temporary assistance; they had
not besn estimated yet, ss therée had not been time to consult the Genmeva Office.
In reply to questions, Mr. Schwelb zald that the travel expenses for
menbers of the Cormission had been the main item in the sum of $11,700 provided
for the cost of a session at Headquarters., The estimates for 1953 were identical
wvith the actual cost in 1951, vhen the services of Secretariat members travelling
to Europe on home leave or to service other bodies mesting in Eurcpe had been used,

Mr, MCROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) saild that the General
Assembly would have to take the final decision in the light of the genersl
calendar., Some Secreteriat members might be asble to travel on the budget of the
Council or other organs. He could not see why there would be a saving of only
$1,000 if the sescion was held at Geneva, since most members of the Commissian
would not have to cross the ccean.

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) said that with the permiseion
of the Chairmen, and in order to expedite the Commission's work she would not make
her statement orally but submit 1t in writing for distribution to the members of
the Commission.

The CHAIRMAN said that in view of the late hour and the fact that the
Commission still had e great deal of work to accomplish it would be preferable if
the representative of the United States could circulate her statement.

Ho said that he interpreted the Commission's decision at 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 meeting rose at 5.30 p.m.
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