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CONSIDEHATION OF TEE DTh\..H'T BE?ORT OF THE EI011TH SESSION (E/CH.4/L.200/Add .2, 

E/CN .4/L. 200/ Add. 3, E/CN. 4/L. 200/ Add. 4, E/CN. 4/L. 200/Adfl . • 5, E/CN. 4/L . 200/Add . 6, 

E/CN.l+/L.200/Add. 7, EjCN .4/L.?OO/Add.a , E/CN .4jL.200/Add.9) (concluded) 

Chapter IV A: Draft covenant on economic, social aJld cultural riD"hts 

(E/CN .1~/L. ~:?. OO/Add.3) ( cont:L'l.ue.£J 

Pa::..~8.f~raphs 17 and 18 

Paraf~aphs 17 and 18 were adopteJ!. 

Para~ra·ohs 19 to 23 

Hr. KOVAIENKO (U1rrainian Sov~~t Gociallst Re:public) suggested the 

. add.i tion after the second sente:c.'lO of' r:tarac;ta:Ph 19 uf a statement to the effect 

that the members referred to in t,}w aeer>nd half of' that sentence had strer~setl 

that the obligation of States to cren+~ the conditions ne~essary to enable every 

person to acquire an ed:..lcation without discrimina.ti<m was partj.cularly important 

in vlew -of the fact ·chat mm::'e than half o'f' t.ie population of the worlC. was 

still illiterate. 

Pzrar.raphs lSI to 23 w~~ ~~~<\ ~.::Wtl<!.ct to the amendment to 

:12aragraph 19 :propose-:l by the revn!~lfii.'-:. ~-Jif:.... the U1:raJ.nien SSR . 

Paragra-ohs 24 ar.d 25 

Mr. KOVAL~HKO (7.i<:rainian Soviet 2·)Ci:ilist Re:publi0) proposed that 

the penulti.mate sentence of paragraph :?1:. should be completect by a statement 

to the effect that many members of the Commission had pressed for maintenance 

of -t .h~ text cf the article since in Trust Territories and Non-Self -Governing 

Terri toriea in 11a.rticular the majority of the J10:Pulation did not yet enjo:r 

~roper conditions even for prli~ry education. 

!·1rs. ROOSEVELT (United. Str1tes of A•.neriea)objected to the constant 

reiteration of references to Non-Self···Gove:t'llinG Territories -.i.,n. the varlous 

~arta of the re~ort. 

The CRiU"RMi\lr :put to the vote . the Ukrainian amendment to :parn.graph 21~ . 

The Jr.rtt~n_ian , am~D@lent W!'lG ~re.jecterl 'l'l:T '5 yQt~s ___ to_ 1_ 1?i t .h 

4 abstention_&.' 

Paragrarhs 24 anc1 25 were adopted. 

/Pa.rar-;raphs 
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Paragraphs 26 to 28 

Mr. fiZKOUL (Lebanon) :pointed out a discrepancy bet~veen the French 

and ~~lish texts of the first sentence of :pa=agraph 26 in connexion with the 

numbering of the Ccmmiss:i.cn' s meetings • . 

In parabTaph 27 he requested the insertion of a reference to shmv 

that the United States amendment as adopted (E/CN .l+/L.8ljRev .1) had. incorporated 

the text of the Lebanese sub-amendment in doeuntent E/CN.4/L.l0S/Rev.l. 

Mr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) s;.<ggested the 

insertion in pa:·agra:ph ~G o:' a statement to the effect that some menbers 

considered it ecsential to complete the article by add.ing a prevision that 

States undertake to ensure the de-velopnent of tJcience and culture in the 

interest of progrese and demccra-:;y and in the interests of ensuring peace and 

co-operation among nat ions. That amendment wonld serve to clarify the nature 

of the :proposal wh~_ch hat:: b een r~ jected. 

Pe.r~9:J'hG 26 t::> 28 w·:n·e adW~ted enbject to the above amendments. 

I'aragraph 29 a;ru~- ~ 

Paragra-ph 3~ 

Paragraphs 12 to 34 

Hr. HOiiRE (United Kj_n;,;dom) sugge sted a number of drafting cl1anges 

in paragraph 32. 
Pal'af,;raphs 32 ~Q__J!!___yert':_i'l._d_?_pte d,__ sl!1:> ~_ct to qafti~ changes in 

:para?rapf1 12 • 

Pararp··aphs 15 to 39 

J:vir. HOARE (United Kinc:;dcm) -prcposed a number of drafting cha.n.,-;es in 

paragra:;?h 35, ::md the l:::1sertion :lfter "the c:pinion was expressed that" in 

para,s-ra:?h 36 of the words ":l t 11a s out of place L"l the present article and that". 

?aracra;)hs 35 _:!~9- 39 '\>r~re_?.dopted subject to these proposed changes 

in paragra-phs_ J5 nnd ~6. 

/Paragraphs 
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Mr. HOAP.E (United Kingdom) noted t:.'1at the word "in" had been omitted 

in the first line of page 24 of t~e English text of paragraph 40. 

ParagraPhs 40 ru1.d 41 were rtdapted st~b .jec t to its adcti tion. 

t-lrs. R5SSEL (Sweden) sue.gef!to3t't that in the second sentence of 

}_)aragra.ph 42 the word n d0f'ended" sh~uld be changed to "mad.e" • 

~~a-phs 42 and. 43 Y&~ 'Sfl2~d f!U"Ject to that chgnre -7n 

paragraph 42. 

Pare,graphs 41> t 0 4 7 

IVu·. l-10ROZ.07 (Union of Soviet Soc:1.aliat Republics) :poin-ted out that 

the Commission had had. a lengthy discussJon r;,! tne French :praposal relating 

to the right to mv-n -property be:fore ad .. ~ounJmt~nt -of the debate in the matter. 

In his opinion that discussion {1h~Yt.tl~ \le l."@Jfle..eted in t.)],e report and the views 

set forth by a number of c~elegatJone eh01lld be 8\lded to J;aragraph 46. lie 

suegested a statement t~ the effe-lt th•t .-.- ?epresentat1ves had felt that 

the question of nfair compensation" fell within the clomestic · jurisdiction of 

States and th2..t the conce:pt af "fair com};l6nsation" was vague, sub,je~t to a 

ve..riety af interpretations and might ser-ve e.s a pretext for the continuation 

of illegal priviJ_eges based on unfair treaties or as an excuse for the 

enslaverr..ent 0f economically unier-developed. countries. 

lv.~r. JLTVIGl'lY (France) said that -vrhile he had no objection in princi:ple 

ta the inclusion of a~ explicit st~tement af the views expressed by some members 

of the Comrnissian, he felt that the addition prorlosed by the t'SSB re?resentative 

would make the relevant section of the report dispro_porttnnate and th;::.t ~.n t.he 

circmns+;ances it was :prefer8h]~~ t;o re 1_;~-.:dn +.he present f:uxt which SU-Tfll'lltlrized 

all point s of Yiew briefly. 

Nr. ROARS (United Kingdom) r.;ugeested that the USSR representative 

might arc;ree t., shorten his :proposed addition to parac;raph 46. 

/M.r • l-10ROZOV 
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~~ . MOROZOV (Un ion of Soviet Socialist Republ i c s ), supported by 

.Mr . KOVAIEI·lKO (U'r.rainian Soviet Soc:l.alist Republic) and t1r . BORJ:.TYlTSi.U: (Poland) , 

:protested 8{3ainst the attempt to prevent full express i on of the views of the 

minorit y in the report . If the Commission preferred, he w~s prepared to state 

expl icitly in the text that the vj_ews he proroaed to add hai been eJ<..-:pre.ssed 

by the clelegations of' t he US3R, tt~ l:J'krainiau SSR and Poland . He would raise 

no objection if any other member of' the Co:mmission wished to state his 

de lesa tion r s vi ewe at grea tar lev-st •. '"l in the re:9ort . It was essential , 

howe..-er , t o give e>J. accurate and baJ,.anced. picture of ;-:hat had. tc.kan place 

in the .Comr.1iss:Lon . 

He noted that in its present for.n tbe report l acked. balance and· 

did not adequately set f orth the viawa of the minority . It was inadmissible 

aml unprececlented to int erefere with the rig.'!Jt of' the minority to r emedy 

0missions and thus render the report objective . 

Mr . JTJVIGI:lY (France) b.tl:l }.f-1•. J!C.J\m.: {Uni-ted Kingdom) said that it 

was not the~.r intent:ton to :pre ve11t · t.be f tUl ro.yi.1$Ssion of a l l vie'iTS i n the 

report • . They had: merely soug..'l1.t to ;1oint out the need i'or balance in the text • 

. Hr . BRACCO (Ur>.lguay) said that in the opinion of the Uru,::uaya.>J. 

delegation the repor~;; '\·m.s sat:tsfoot..:::ry. He felt that any political elements 

whic!1 had entered into t he d.ebate shou1d be r:eflected in the report, prov-id.ed 

that the right to reply vas grcnt ed in all 0ases. 

!,·:r . CID.:::NG PAONAll (<~hina) could not agree tha.t the report was 

unsatisfactcry . It was h:!.s, Yie~N" that the Rapportm.u· had done a very 

c ommendabl9 job in the t ime at his disposal. 

After a further exc}18,!'1.q_e _ of. yi_e_l.rs t._ij; _ WCJ.S. . aEir~~_d,_ ~~ t :t]le .J.lf:')SR text 

should. ·oe added,_ _ _in_]2¥a.r;rauh )~6 . 

I•b:'s . ROSSEVEI .. T (Unit e d St ates o:' Junerica) prop0sed the :lele t i::m of 

the 1.-ords uin the light of these doubts and differences of op5.nicn)f at the 

beginning of :parar~aph :~7 . Sho };ointed out that the rea s0n for t he adjr:Jurnmont 

of the debate on the French pro1'osal was not clear and that therefore that 

phra se should not be retained. 

jYrr:. NOROZOV 
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I~. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) agreed that the 

opening words of paragraph 4 7 .should be deleted. 

~~ter a further exchange of views, it was agreed to modify 

paragraph 47 as follows: 

"Finc.lly the Cormnission decided, by 12 votes to 4 with 2 abstentions, 

to adjourn the debate on "the item under rule 45 of the rules of procedure." 

Paragraph 44 to 47 were adopted subject to the USSR . amendment to 

pc.ragraph 46 and the change in the wording of :paragraph 4.7. 

Paragraph 48 
P~agraph 48 was adopted. 

Paragraphs 49.to 54 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America) suggested the following 

wording for the penultimate sente~e in paragraph 50, in order bett'~Jr to 

express the particular argument described: "It ~.s pointed out that it was 

necessary to provide that, as far· as concerned more far-reaching legislation 

· which States Parties might have or more liberal conventions to ~Ahj_ch they were 

J:>arties, the corresponding provisions in the Covenant would not affect such 

laws or violate such conventions where the provisions involved were more 

advanced than those in the Covenant 11 
• 

With a similar object, Mr. HOABE (United Kingdom) proposed to chan~e 

the wording of the final sentence of paragraph 5Z, in the following sense: 

"It was contended by others that laws and conventions which guaranteed a. 

fu."ldamental human right co-uld. not possibly be in contradiction -vlith eith{l;r the 

covenant or the Charter, and that the :proposed paragraph could not be invoked 

in support of the any legal provisions directed to the limitation or 

suppression of the rights". 

Paragraphs 49 to 54, subject to the amendments suggested by the 

United Kingdom and United State_s rep;resentatives, were adopted .. 

/Paragraphs 
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Para~e.p!:ls 55 to_ 60 

PeE~h2:'2T!~_5.5 t<:?__ 69~~:':...1:.Sc2!-;:~t..~ t;: __ c.:_-:.:r~c~-P--~~tir:g ch:mg~s 
in paragraph 56 subgE.TtE.l by t?le Ur.:i t ed 1':L1p.:C:.cm :cer-.reG,=>.r:La.ti ve. 

:Mr. \rJ11'ILJlJ,1 (Australia.), Rappo!'teur, called attention to three 

changes necessitated in parae;raph 61 by the adopt.ion at the 353rd meeting on 

the previous day of an adtli ti.oneJ. paragraph for inclusion in the preamble to the 

covenant on economic, social a::ld cult;.ural rj ghts. 

f.§:.•·agl·r.ph 61 __ ~-~ ar'l"o;eted:_z as th.~~f;UI=~nded. 

Chapter IV: C::::aft int.erns.t.ional covenants on hl-'man rights and measu::es of 

:i.mplementation (E/rN.h-/L._'?:_OO/~.~ 

Fa:r.ag~_0~~_L to 5 ~;ere adoJ?ted, with certain drafting changes in 

paragreoph 4 rugges· ·. ed b y the Un.i_ted IDngdom rapresentative . 

:f/Jr. BOR.Nl'YNSKI (Poland) ooked for paragraph 6 to be expanded to show 

. that the object of his series of am~1~~s tG the draft resolution submitted by 

India, Lebanon, Sweden and the United St~tes (Ejaq.4/L.209) had been to 

secure deletion oi' the reference therein to the two co7enants, on the ground 

that there had been no final decision taken in the matter by the General Assemblj 

The CHAIRMAN suggested the :following wording_, ,.:hich vras accepted 

by the Polish representative: " .•• aimed at deleting the reference to the two 

covenants fr'om the draft resolution," 

Paragraph 6, thus amended, was 8.dOJ2tecl. 

Replying to ~tr. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), 

the CHAI~uu; said that t he texts of the additional articles mentioned in the 

last sentence of paragraph 7 would be reproduced in annex II A ·to the 

Commission's report (E/CN.4/L.200/Add.8). The document reference in the 

penultimate sentence was to the report of the Commission's seventh session 

and that might better b e indicated in the text. 

/Mr~ NISOT 
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Mr. NISOT (Belgium) objected to the first sentence of paragraph 7 
as liable to give the impression that the Commission had adopted the draft 

covenants, and proposed that it should be redrafted to read approximately: 

"Annex I of the report reproduces in their present form the provisions of the 

draft interr~tional covenants on human rights and measures of implementation". 

The CHAifu~N suggested that the English text of paragraph 7 was 

not open to the doubt expressed by the representative of Belgium and that it 

~s only necessary to make the French text of the beginning of the paragraph 

conform to the English text. 

Par~graph 7, with the suggestion made by the Chairman for the 

French text, was adopted. 

Paragraph 8 was adopte~. 

Chapter V: Communications (E[CN .4/L.200/.Add. 7) 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 were adopted. 

'Paragraph 3 

After a -brief discussion regarding the footnote, Mr. HOARE 

(United Kingdom) proposed that the wording should be rephrased to state that 

neither the Commission nor the Secretariat expressed any opinion ••••. He felt 

that some phrases in the footnote, even as amended, might whet curiosity, about 

the contents of communications. The difficulty was that the Commission 

wanted to say that it would take no responsibility for deciding whether the 

facts alleged by the communications were or were not to be classified as 

violations of fundamental human rights, yet in the body of the text the 

classification had already been given. 

Mr. NISOT (Belgium) and the CHAIRMAN thought that, as the footnote was 

bound to arouse curiosity, it should be left as vague as possible. 

After further discussion the CHAIRMAN proposed that the last part of 

the footnote should read in English: "the validity of the conclusions which· 

the authors of these communications draw from these alleged facts". A final 

draft could be worked out by the Rapporteur. 

ParagraFh 3, as prcvisionalll amended, was adopted. 
/Paragraph 4 
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~raph 4 

Paragraph 1} was adopted.. 

Paragraph .!. 

Mr. MORQZOV (Uni on or Soviet Socialist Republics) suggested that the 

third sentence of the paragraph might be deleted. 

M;.·. AZKOUL (Lebanon) opponed that suggestion, because the argument had 

run that, since the covenants had not been completed, the .communications would 

have to be dealt with somehoi·r in the interim. 

Mr. VP~ENZUELA (Chile) supported the USSR representativets suggestion, 

since if the paragraph ·wa.s incJ.uc1.oo1 th'i\ repoxt would be dealing ••ith 

lrrelevant matter; there was nothing in the <'..raft covenants relating to 

communications. 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) agree<\ with t .he Chilean representative, but 

thought that tl1e problem of comtAl'ric~t~ lil.J4t be dealt with under the head 

of the measures of implementation. The follcwing sentence might well be 

inserted: "for that reason, some delegations felt that resolution 75(V) of 

the Economic and Social Council should be reconsidered in order to ensure th~ 

better :protection of' human rights". 

Mr. NISOT (Belgium), supported by Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom), thought 

tr.at the arguments advanced against t he Irdian dra:f't resolution by certain 

delegations ha.d not been clearly enough expressed. He therefore proposed the 

insertion of a passage on the following lines : '!'he follmdug arguments had 

bee::1 advanced against the Indian proposal ': since the covenants on human 

rights were not yet in existence, there were no criteria binding on States to 

determine wha.t was or \-las not a human right. The Commission 'muld there:':'ore 

r..a.ve. only vague indications on l<hich to base its assessment of the validity of 

the conclusions in the communications. A still stro1;ger reason vrhy the 

Indian proposal \Ya.S not acceptable was t;hat 1 t entered into details of 

implementation by providing that, after examining commur:.ications, the 

. Commission should. make recommendations thereon to the Economic and Social 

/Council. · 
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Council. Even at the advanced stage that the Ccrnmission had reached in its 

work, it had taken no action on tht! :tm.piemente:tlon of provisions in the 

covenant. So long as States had not agreed by t1~aty to confer the necessary 

powers on organs of the United Nations, the latter were prevented from taking 

action by Article 2, paragraph 7 of the Charter, which forbade them t~ 

intervene in matters which were essentially 'W'ithih the domestic jurisdiction of 

any State. It would therefore seem, from all points of view, that the Indian 

proposal must be rejected. He would leave it to the Rapporteur to decide 

exactly where in paragraph 5 such a :passage should be inserted. 

Mr. HOAltE (United Kingdcm) moved the suspension of the meeting. 

The meeting was sus;pended a.t 11 p.m. and was resumed. at lL.'~ ;p.m. 

Mr. HOARE \United K1ngd0m) thoug.~t that the sentence beginning "other 

members pointed to the complexity ••• " should be completed by the insertion of 

a reference to the difficulty of sifting such a large number of communications 

and to the view that the Commission was not either by its composition nor by 

its terms of reference qualified to deal '<lith, complaints, nor had it any 
' · 

a.u.thori ty to make the enquiries which would be necessary before any judgment 

could be formed upon merel~ ~ ~rte statements. 

Mrs. MEHTA (India) objected that that would imply that the Commisslon 

had been asking for judicial powers, whereas the Indian draft reRolution had 

merely ·asked for a.n authorization to submit reports and recmnnenclations to the 

Council on selected communications. 

The CHAIRN'.u\N reminded the Commission ·tha.t 1 under its terms of reference, 

it had a wide authorization to report and make reCQ!!l.lllendations on any matter 

pertaining to hum.'9.n rights. As some members had argued that the Commission 

could use those po:-rers if it so wished, it should be very wary in saying 

anything that might be construed as contrary to its terms of reference. 

AZMI Bey (EG'YJlt) said that he had argued in the debate that the 

Commission was :fully empowered to make such recommendations as those referred 

to in the Indian draft resolution. He must insist that a reference to that 

point of view should b~~inserted. 

/Mr. MOROZOV 
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f.1r. NOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said the.t 

resolution 75(V) of t he Economic and Social Council had settled once and for 

.all that the Commission was not compet ent to deal \'lith communications in the 

manner proposed by the Indian delegation. 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) supported the Egyptian representative. He did 

not object to the insert ion of t he contrary view, 'but the arguments adduced 

against i t should also b e included. 

The CHA!ru-.f.AN said t hat t he Rapporteur would insert a more adequate 

account of t l1e views stated by the Egyptian, Indian and Uruguayan representatives 

on the 'basis of what had appeared in the summary records of the relevant 

meetings. 

Il.r • HOA.'lli (United Kingdo;:n) was prepared in the light of the discussion 

to agree to some modification of his original proposal, but it should include 

the statement that some members bad express~d the 'll"iew that if the Commission 

were to deal \vi th complaints, its terms of reference might have to be modified. 

After further cliscussion, the qli.t'\:ffiW,J:T suggested that another sentence 

should be inserted t o present the views of some members to the effect that 

the L'1dian proposal had been further defended on t he ground that it was 

uncertain when the covenants would be completed and hO\oF many States would 

eventually be parties to them. 

Mrs. MEHTA (Indi a) reque sted the insertion of the <rords "each year" 

after "received" in the sixth line of paragraph 5. 

li'Jr. HOARE (United Kingdom) said that t he words "if accepted" nh~uld be 

inserted after the word "proposal" in the thirteenth line. 

The CHAIRMAN sai d t hat the word "argued" should replace "agreed" in 

the seventh line. 
' . 

Parasraph 5 as amended was adopted. 

Paragraph 6 

Mrs, Iv!EHTA (Indi a) reque sted the insertion of the words "the remaining 
part of 11 'before "her draft resolution" in the last sentence. 

Paragraph 6, as amended, was adopted. 
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!•11:'. MAHSI!A.LL ~Austra.1ifl) -relt that i'ull justice ha.cl not been done to 

the French amendment to which the Australian amendment had been moved. 

';?he CHAIRMAN Ga.id t hat the Rapporteur \<Jould expand the reference. 

Paragraph 7 was adoptcd_on that u~derstand.t~. 

Pare.Q_rar:h ~~ 

Ur. AZKOUL (Lebanon) asked that a brief paragraph nhould be inserted. 

stating that the Com.mission had voted that the next sesoion should be held in 

Geneva. on the understanding that it might meet else·where 1 if invited, but in 

any case not in Ne\<r York. 

Mr. HOROZOV {Un:ton of Soviet Socialist Republics) objected that the 

Lebanese :proposal 1v-as unnecessary. The summary record would show that some 

delegations had. interpreted the vote :ln that manner. In any case 1 the 

aecision would be made by the Economic and Social Council. 

Itt·. JWIG!'!Y (F'rance) and 1Vlr. Y.OVA1ENKO {Ulr.r-a:i.nian Soviet Socialist 

Republic) could not see hot-r a vote could be ~tional. 

Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) agreed that the interpretation could be found 

in the surana.ry record; if what the Lebanese representative had in mind had 

been agreed on, the text adopted vould have read "else1·rhere than in New Yor1t" . 

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Foland) said that -vrhen he had originally made the 

proposal, no dele~ation had mentioned a.ny places except Geneva and Ne".v York. 

Mr. AZKDUL (Lebanon) said that tD-1 he wished to see im;ert.ed ".-lO.S a. 

note to the effect that the reference t o Geneva dia not exclude the possibility 

of meeting at some other place, if the Commission was invited. The Rtlpp:ort~ur 

could decide ·where that note should be :placed, but it should be GGnewhere 

before the t ext of the resolution. 

/After 
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After furthel~ discussion, :r-:tr. KOYAI,EN~CO (Ukrainian Soviet Socio.l:ist 

Republic) agreed that the Lebanese l.;epresentativets pro:posal,thus e:>:pressed 1 

would be generally acceptable. 

~_g;ragh 8 ~as ad~_e_d ... o_r_. "E9~ tmdersta~.,lliL.that a note on the line·s 

proposed by the ,re;p:r;~sentati w:- of 

Pe.r,agraph 9 

Lebanon should be included. 
--~-~ ........-. 1 . --

The CHAIRMAN asked the Ra~pporteur to insert a r eference to the fact 

that the items on itr.1 agenda which it had not been able to -::orrplete had been 

deferred t o a future sesG ).on. 

Chapter IV: B. r;raft covena,nt or'. c.ivil and f!Olittcal rigl'l;t_L{E/CN.4/J .... 200/Add.4) 

Paragraph 1 __ ,;;._...,;:-;;,.· --
Paragrar·h l c·ras adopted. 
-~- C - , -..-.... ' ~.-

Pnragra:ph ...£ 

Mr. JEVRE:t>'IOVIC (Yugoslavia) objQcted to the wording o:f the paragraph on 

the ground that it did not restate paragraph 3 (c} of Gen0ral Aosembly resolution· 

421 B (v'). The report should either pe.raplu"aSe t-ile full text of the resolution, 

or conta.i!1 no reference to it at all. 

Nr. WHITLAM (Australia.) , Rapporteur, pointed out that paragraphs 3 (a) 

and 3 (b) of the Assembly resolution referred specifically to the first eighteen 

articles, whereas there was no such reference in paragraph 3(c). 

Mr • .AZKOTJL (Lebanon) suggested that the Yugoclav representative's 

wishes might be met by deleting the end oi' the secor..d sentence of paragraph 2 1 

from the words "resolution 349 (XII)" onwardo. 

~~. JE\~EMOVIC ( Yugoslavia) agreed that the delet!on would eliminate 

his objection. 

Paragraph 2, ·with t.he Lebanese amendment, 'lm.s adorted. - . . 
Psrag:apJ; 3_ 

Paragraph 3 .:'las ad.opt t:· d . 

E_t:ra~ra;ph 4 
~~~-~J?,h 4 vias adopte9.• 

/Paragra~hs 5 to 7 
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Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) objecte•3 to the phrase "Such derogations were 

characterized as charters of the right to take life and therefore as ••• '' in 

paragraph 6, on the ground that the report should n0t recognize a right to take 

life. 

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) suggested, to meet the Chilean repre­

sentative's c.bjeotir"m, a r e -wording to the ef fe ct t~at the der ogations bad 

been characterized a s authorizations to take life. 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) proposed that a sentence should be added at the 

end of the first sentence of paragraph 6 to the effect that the opinion had' also 

been expressed that the Commission should maintain the principle that no one 

should be deprived of life under any circumstances. 

Mr. HCROZOV (Union of Soviet So•:!ialist Republics) pointed out that the 

de scription in pa:rag::.~aph 7 of the voting on the 11SSR amendment (E/(m.4/L.l22) as 

amended by the Chilean and United Statea delegntions, gave an unfortunate 

impression since it implied that the t ext of the USSR amendment to 1vhich the 

joint proposal was a sub-amendment constituted an attempt to specify a catalogue 

of exceptions t o the right, wherea s , in fact, it was only slightly different 

from the .~oint proposal that was adopted by the Commtssion. 

After an exch~nge of views, the CRAmMAN proposeo. that tbe penultimate 

sentence should be modified to :read appr oximately as foll ous: "This vievv the 

Commission rejected, when at its 3llth meeting it adopted by 10 votes t o 51 

with 3 abstentions, the joint amendment proposed by Chile and the United States 

of America (E/CN.4/L.176) to the effect that the first sentence of the USSR 

amendment (E/cn.l~/L.l22), which read 'No one may be deprived of lifet, should 

r..;vd 'No one shall be arbitrarily c3eptived of his life; 11
• 

Pe.:r:_{.l,C! 3.phs 5 t o 7.l with tJ.:e Chilean-U::1ited Kingrlom .and Urue;uayan 

aw~ndment s t o paragraFh 6 and the USSR amendment to para~raph 7, wer~ adopted. 

, /!'ara~ra.phs 8 and 9 
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Mr. BRACCO. {Uru.guay) proposed the addition ~t the end c.,f the first 

eentence of raragraph 8 of a sentr:nce to the -effect that other r1elegationP- had 

been oppoRed to capital :pun:i.shment unner any circ.umstances. 

f!:ra~r-~.,Pps 8 and 9 ..& ~~h~ ... Ur~ul!~ra.:q .a!llendmcnt to paragraJ?h ~~were 
adopt?d . , ......., __ 
Paragraphs 10 and 11 
_..... - -~ 

Mr . ~mVIGNY (France) p:ooposed that· the ,.;rords tttha.t right being 

exer~isable by the individual, it w.aa fe1t tha.t 1 since an e.mnesity vras in the 

nature of a collective pardon" in pa.re.gr~ph 10 should be replaced by a phrase 

to the effect that amne.s i ty '(JaS a m~aaure rJe,::~.t'ie-4. On El'OJ2!_~ :!lOtU by the 

legisla·cure and having a co} lcctive nature. 

V~ . KOVALENKO (mcrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) proposed the 

deletion of the f ootnote to · :paraf~raph 11, on the groun~o that it was unnecessary. 

Para~r.~:s ,10 an:J.. ~}.- 1 1~~t.n tte - 1)"J,'lS~ S:;'Jlendm~;n! t.o ;par.a;~a:p~1 10 B.J1c1 the 

U'.aainian amend~~ • .io r.~ragt"a£h 1.1J.. ~e:r!,..!odo ?t{'t~. 

Mr. HOi\RE (Uniterl Kingrtom) asl~ed that the referen~e to his oral amend· 

ment to the Yugoslav proposal in :paragraph 12 should be de leted, since his 

assistance in modifying th\t proposaJ. was not to be interpreted as support for the 

:propoeal . In fact, he had ~bstainei! on the voting. 

fill' . VALli:NZUEL.4. (Chile) t::uggested that the heading preceding pe.r&\graph 12 

shc,ulu be revised to read !!Prohibition of the exP.cution of sentence of death on 

pregnant vTomen". 

£_aragrar'h~ 12 an~ 13, '·Tith the Unit~d Ki'!}~d0m and Chilean amendments to 

paragl~aph 12 and the heading, •rere adopted. 

Paragraphs 14 to 16 

Mr. HO.i\RE (United IGngdom) :pror:o8ert the addition after the second 

sentence of J:aragrQ._ph 15 o:f a phrase reading approximately a.s follo•.rs: 

/"particularly 
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"particularly in cases Where circumstan~es precluded the possibility of obtainjng 

the consent of the person concerned". 

Paraf£:.~p~s J)J. tCJ 16,,-w.!,~~ .~he y£it.£2 ... ·f..in~d~mendment to para§ry.Ph 15, 

were adouted. 

Paragraphs 17 and 18 

Paragrarhs 19 and 2~ 

Mr . HOP-..:RE (United Kingdom) proposeo the addition after the fifth 

sentence of par;;.g::.~aph 20 of a phrase as follows: "and since the Couuninsion 
\ 

itself at its si.xth session ')ad reached no agreed conclusion on its meaning". 

Paragraphs 19 a~d 201 witp tpe, United Kir.~dom emendru_ent to paragraph 201 

were adopted, 

Para!il~a;ph 2~ 

Para~raph 21 ·..:as adopte<;. 

paragraphs 22,and 23 

E.ar!l§.~hs .2~ apd_ ~3 w~:::7..,np~t!..'l• 

Paragra~.h 2J: . 

Paragra.tl;_ 2h "!_as~ adopted, 

~ra~raphs 25 ~ 

~ar~graEhs .?~ 27 vTere ado:.£ted. 

Paragraph 28 

Para~raph 2,8 "ras, adopt~.£.· 

. Paragraph 29 . 

Paragra:j?h 29 v:as ado;ptec1 .• 

Paragraphs 30 to 3~ 

Ii.tr. HOARE (Unitec1 Kiner1om) proponed that the phrase ttalready provided 

for in the article by the use of the expression ••• . " in paragraph 30 should be 

re-worded to read "already permitted by tl).e us~ in the article of the expression ... " 

Mrs. ROOSh~J1~T (tmited States of America) proposed that the adjective 

"permissible" should precede the word "exceptions" in the sixth, eighth and tenth 

lines of paragraph 32. 
/'Mr. HOARE 
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Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) sugges_ted t,ha.t the phrase uin its metro­

politan territory" in the last sentence of paragraph 31 should read -"even in 

their metropulitan territories'i. 

~agraphs_]O to 33. with_the p~ite.d_ .ISip_5d.o'l!l . amendment ~o paragraphs 

30 and 31 and the United States ar::endments to faretg:ra;eh 32a '1.-Tere ac'opte..3..:._ . 

Paragra:ph 3~ 

P_!lr:;:,grap~ 34 .uas ado12tec1, 

P~agraphs 35 a;:,2 36 
ParaGI~hs d5 and 36 were ajopted. 

At the suggestion of Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of America.),: the 

CHAIRMAN stated that the Commission would constder the text article by article, 

rather than section by section. 

Para~raphs 37 to 43 

Mr. HOA."qE (United Kingdom) proposed that before the secon_t! sentence 

there should be added a text to the effect that a number of other 1epresentatives 

had thought that the artic le as nra:fted, in its reference to "established legal 

grounds 11
1 confused executive with judicial functions and, on the other hand, 

formulated no specific safeguards for aliens threatened with expvlsion 

proceedings. Such a text would better express the views advanced by tbe 

United Kingdom and French representatives. 

Mrs. ROOS~lELT (United States of America) thought taat the phrase 

"While there was no opposition in principle to the desirability ••• 11 in the iast 

sentence of paragraph 42 should be changed to read nHhile m1.ny representatives 

approved the granting of asylum in proper cases". 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) proposed that the phrase " ••• not only that it was 

desirable to inc~ude this right in the covenant on civil and political rights, 

but also ••• " at the beginning of paragraph 41 shoulc1 be replaced by a text 

reading approximately as follO\fS: " ••• not only that asylum was one of the 

fundamental rights of the human being, but also ••• 11 

/~. JUVIGNY 
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Mr. JUVIGNY (France) thought that greater etnphaeie should be lai!l 

in the report on hie delegationis amendment (E/CN.4/L.l91), which the Commission 

had discussed at length, and proposed the insertion o:f another sentence after 

the reference to the amendment in paragraph 41, to the effect that the French 

proposal stre3sed the need :for internati onal co-operation, which was essential 

for the effective e~eguard.ing of the right of asylum. 

Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics} considered that the 

reference to t he USSR :proposal in paragraph 41 was confUsed and misleading, and 

suggested the i nsertion of a :phrase before the reference to the French amendment, 

to the effect t hat the USSR proposal specified that the right of asylum should 

not be granted to persona wanted for prosecution genuinely based on the commission 

of war crimes or other criminal offences or of acts contrary to the :purposes and 

principles of the Uni ted Nations. The reference to such persons in the 

following s~ntenc_e _of the report should be deleted and the drafting modified 

accordingly. 

Mr. HOARE (United Kinsdotn) pro:po~d that the reference in 

paragraph 42 to the first argument &sain&t tbe inclusion of the article on the 

right to asylum . should be amended to the effect that there was no fundamental 

right of the individual to be granted asylum but only the right of the State to 

extend its protection to him. He also proposed a draft1ll8 change to the last 

sentence of paragraph 42. 
Paragraphs 37 to_ 4 J, with the pni ted K1$dom ooendm~nt to parwap}l 38. 

the Urugua;ve.n, French.~nd t'SSR amendments, to,F:ragre.ph 41 and the United States 

!:!ld United Kingdom amend.ments to J!:rasraph 42, -were ado&?~d. 

After an excha~ of views on the advisability of adjourning the 

meeting, the C~{ expressed the view that the meeting should continue. 

~~ wae decided to Eroceea ~ith the meeting after a short recess. 

'I'he meet i ng l-7as suspended at .2 .. 20 a.m. a.nd resnmed at 2.35 a.m. 

/Chapter IV: 
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Chapt9r !V: B. Draf't covenant on civi}:~!l-ntL.I'?.ll~~j~J...S.~.!!Euer't) 

(E /CN .. 4./! ... 200 /Add o 5) 

Paragraphs l to 19 

Hr .. KOVAIEKKO (u'Y..rainie.n Sov:i.et Socialist Republic) observed that in 

paragraph 14 t :t1e views of' the · o!Jponents of the teit adopted at the sixth session 

had been set f'orth in g!-eater detai l than those of its supporters. He asked 
' 

the Rapporteur to bear the need to redress the balance in mind when h3 revised. 

the report. He could do eo by ue:ling the eumrnarJ records more fully to give 

a picture of t he give and take in the debate; otherwise, the r eader- uould. be 

unable to unde::.·ste.nd ~Thy · amendment s to the original text had been submitted. and 

why the Co~is8 ion had r e tained the original text. Not all the amendments 

had been rejected merely because Qf the strength of' the arguments agai nst them. 

Mr. v-HIITL(i..~ (Austr6.lia), Rapr;0:::1:eu;r, said that he would be glad to 

complJ~ with the -~Arainian representat1ve 1 s re~ueat wharever such changes seemed 

necessary. He had tried. to reproduce the arguments on both sides, but had 

perhaps overweightei the oppositi on's case because the te:{t finaily adopted 

had seemed to sum u:p its sup:porte ra' 'pt)s:i:t1.o e.Q.~quetely. 

lA'..r. KOVALENKO (tlkrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that he was 

sure that the Commission could rely on the P.apporteur to make the necessary 

changes. 

l-1::1:- .. HOARE (\Jni ted Kiogd.om) usked that th~ la.et sentence in :r;arlic,<Y!'aph 14 

should be completed by a phrase showing that i n effect the payment of 

compensation in the case of convi cti ons reversed on a ppeal would also b0 required. 

~ragraiJhS 1 t o 19 wer e adopt~i~_p.§iQg__u.nderetood that JlS;rasraph 14 

1W~J.ld be axnended on the l i nes ment i oned. 

Para~aphs 20 to 25 

~lr. HOAPE (United Kingdom) said _that the following words should t~ 

inserted after the end of the second sentence in paragraph 21: n s i nce the 

assumption unc:ter-lying the second sentence was that e. }Jenalty must ordit'...arily be 

that which was authorized by the law in force at the time of ita tmpoeition, the 

/ad.option 
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6 
adoption of the third sentence was unnecessary and implied a contradiction of 

that. assumption". At the end of the next sentence the following phrase should 

be 'added: "since that would seem to mean that convicted persona should benefit 

·.from. aey change me.de in the le.w after theil' conviction .. • 

Mr. ::OORA'l.'YI\lSKI (Poland) e:xplaiced why 1 in hie view 1 the statements 

proposed for insertion were an incorrect interpretation of paragraph l of 

article 11. 

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) thought that the difference in 

interpretation expounded by the Polish representative arose from the fact that 

. that representative was thinking in terms of Roman law, whereas he himself was 

b.asing hilneelf on Anglo-S~on law. In aey case, the arguments he wished: 

inserted had been put forward in the course of the debate. 

After a further exeha.nge of views with Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) 1 

Mr. BORATYNSKI (Poland) asked that the report should contain a statement to 

the effect that the interpretations of the text embodied in the amendments 

proposed by the United Kingdom representative were rejected by some members. 

Parasraphe 20 to 25, ~ith the United Kin&9:otn and Polish emendmente 

to t!reqa~h 21, were J:.Q.o;,et.ed. 
; 

Parawaph 26 wa.e ado"Pted. 

. :Pare.graphs 27 to ~3 

Mr. HOARE (United Kingdom) pointed out, in connexion with the second 

sentence of pe.ragre.ph 29, that the Commission had decided at its 333rd meoting 

to .alter the phrase "either individuallJ or collective:cyn to read 1'either 

individually or in community with others". He also proposed that the words 

"other representatives considered that the conception of 1 ordre J?Ublic1was too 

·vague ••• could ~ mean 'the prevention of disorder'" at the end of paragraph 31 

should be redre.fted to retid approximately as follows: "other representatives 

considered that the conception of 'ord.re I>Eblio' wae too wide to be accepted as 

a proper limitation on the right, since it included the conception ot 'public 

poiicy'; on the other hand, if it were translated into English as 'public order', 

that expression could only mean 1 the prevention of disorder•". 
/Mr. JUVIGrrr 



I-t-. .r-...,-viGi::Y ( Fr:::r.ce) askeo. for an exact translation int.o Fre~ch of 

the words "rrubiic policy't • 
..... ~ ·~- , · .. · 

A:(ter a brief exchange of views; the CHAIPNAlT said that, since the 
.. . - . . . . . :·') 

terL'lS "orC!.re :public" a.'1d "public policy11 seemed · to be unt::.~anslaiable, -r.hey 

should be left in the original languages in the ErJ.glish and French texts 

respectively. 

Paragraphs 27 tq 33, with the United Kinr:;,d,~ ar:;en::1~~o paragri3-phs 

29 and 31, were adop~ed. 

Parar;ra])hs 34 to 40 

Mr. MOEOZOV (Union of Sov.let .Socialist Republics) proposed the deletion 

of the phrase na."'ld not rr.erely in the interests of a few" at the end d'f the · · 

first sentence of paragraph 36. He also thought that ~"'ldue e1;1phasis had been 

laid in that paragraph on the arguments of the opponents of his vie lis, and 

proposed the inclusion at the end of the paragraph of a sentence readine ap­

proximately as follm·rs: "Some representatiV•:!S pointed out that in a number of 

countries the bulk of the information media >-rere in reality under the influence 

of capitalist monopolies, which used those media for t~eir o"Wn narrolily selfish 

interests and ngainst 'the interests of democracy a.'rid peace". 

Mrs. ROOSEVELT (United States of 1\.<:J.erica) thought . that tb,eJJSSR 

representativets text amounted to an accusation of certain countries, and 

proposed the addition of another sentence, to the effect that it had been pointed 

out in i'eply that the t:,'}>e of control outlined constituted a kin(l of censhorship 

and the monopoly by the State of information media and thence of everything in 

the State touching the .lives of .the people. The monopoly of the State vTas the 

1mrst of all monopolies. She asked for a vote on the sentence that she had 

suggestt=d • 

. 'Ihe CF.J'i.IRMAN considered that it would be U.l'1C.esira'ble to take a separate 
., 

vote. on the inclusion .of either the Unitec. States or the USSR sentence. 

Mrs. l>iERTA (India) thoug..'lt that the Corm:1ission should decide whether or 

not unseemly charges ~d den~als should be included in its report, and asked for 

a vote on the inclusion of both sentences. 

/The CHAIRHAN 
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The CH.LURHfu\f put to the vote the question of including the 3entences 

proposed. by tne USSR and. United States representatives in paragraph 36 of the 

report. 

It was decided, by 8 votes to 4, ldth 3 .abstention;:;
2 

not to include the 

sentences. 

~tr. H~\RE (United Kingdo~) thought that the report should contaL~ a 

sentence in paragraph 55 reading ap:pr'Oximatal.y e.s follows: "The view was 

expressed that the article shOUld be limited to freedom from governmental inter­

ference, since it l;ould. be impossible to deal :i,n the article 'With those inter­

ferences vthich c..rise in the fl.eld of pe:rscnal relationshi:ps11
• He also sugGested 

some slight drafting changes to pexagr~ph 38. 

The CFAL~WJ~ said that the Rapporteur would find an appropriate place 

in which to insert the sentence proposed by the t~1ited Kingdon representative. 

F.,.... ra ..... h 7)4 +o J:,,., T.,.; ........ t1~a U·SC!L' .,.,..,,.,.l"""nent to +ho3 ..P-'1rst t 1' 
J ~ a ,R' J:l s ., v~V I ,"~ .~ \.t ... o H • ..:..~ U J. \ c·u - ;' ... ; '"· \...f...i. .., __ ' • .....~.. - J._ -l. sen. e .l,.ce 

paragraph 36 &"ld the Ur:i ted Kingdo;n ru:1end.rnent to paragraph 35 ~nd draftin13. 

changes to paragraph )8, '>Te:re adopt ed.: 

Pars,gre.:phs 41 to 43 

Paragraphs ln to l ~ j 1rerc adopted. 

Paragra.phs 4h t o 46 

Paragraphs 44 to 1:6 vrere adopted. 

Paragrap~s 47 to 52 

of 

::rr. HO.l\Iill (United Kingdom) cons iccered thn.t paragraph 48 shm.ud contain a 

st'1t ement of the arguments adduced in favour o:f al'- e;.';JJress mention of trade 

m '.ic:ns in the. article on the right of r.sscciation, since that ll'as the view that 

had prevailed. T:.lle counter arguments were already adequately covered. 

The CH.li.IRI1fill e.sl>:ed the Rapporteur to mal:e the c!:ru1ges needed to redress 

the balance of the report in that respect. 

Paragraphs h7 to 5? were ad.opted, subject to that change~ 
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Parotl:""ayhs 5l.j~ 57. 

lV!!'. I:J:.\HE (United K:i.ngdoTJl) found that parogrnph 54 omltted reference to 

an mporte,nt po5.nt in an arcument put forw,:~rd in cli,Jcussion of the article on 

equality of rights. So:'le rcp:r-esentati ves had conGt:::-ued the existing article, not 

to relate to t!Je c:on ~~ent of laws 1 b·ut to n1ee1.n equ.v1Hy befpre judicial tribunals 

but if it 1-ras accepted that 1 t applied to the content of laws and was also me ani:; 

to apply to rights and freceoms not r:entioned in the covenant, ereat confusion 

mi,ght arise in J.mv. 

The third sentence of the .paragraph a.leo needed redrafting to bring out 

more clenrly the suggestion made that., if everyone wr.s eq1J.al before the law and 

. had equal protection of the lai-r :wit.hout diocril1'ine.tion, . in the sense that he was 

· entitled to the benefit of all lavs and all rights under every la'l-r, then a 

difficulty l-TOuld. arioe j.n resr)ec-.t of certa:i.n categories of persons 1 such as 

minors, mental defectives and others . 

'l'he CIL\.!Rl'-IAN said that the Fle,pporteur tmuld find nn appropriate wordine 

to cover those points. 

Parafiraphs 58 t;:> 63 

ps.r8{?r.:5:ohs 58 to 63 w·ere adopted • 

.Qhapter ry: B. D,raft covenant on civil end political righta (continued) 

SJ?,LCH~4/L.!..200/!.dd~ 6) 

Er. KOVALENKO (Ula-ainian Soviet Socialist Republic) su6sested that the 

w<::cd.:; ni t ' ·ms asked how0 in .the second sentence of paragraph 2 mir;ht be redrafted 

tc1 giye a more positive accou.'1t of the particular discussion d.escribed., 

'The CILURBAH said that the Rapporteur woulC. 1r.ake the . necessary changes. 

Para.graJ>:'1S 1 to 8 were a(1opted on that UJ1den;tandi:ng. 

Parasraphs 2 to ~ 

!.!;ragra.J2lls 2 to 16 "t·rere edopte-cl. 

Paragraphs 11 ~.0. B2 
faragraphs lT to 20 ;vcre adopted. 

/Annexes to 
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Ivir. NOHOZOV (Union of Soviet S~ial.ist Republica) asked to be inform'!d 

where i.n the rumexes the text ot the articl~ on the territorial application of 

the international covenant ott human r:tgbts, e.dQpWd by the Commission nt its 

seventh se.ssion in :pursuancQ oZ the General t•:B.&er1bly' s decision, would be 

reproduced. 

The C1Ii\.IFJ1A1·! a.nawere(l, 'Chat it would 'be included in a.n.."1eX I, section D, 

which '\Y'ould contain the text of the i'inu.l clauses of the draft covenant, as 

given in .the report of the CoL~~iasion•s eeventh session (Z/1992, annex I) but 

not considered ct the eichth session. 

Mr. :t>IOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socielist Repub.Licn) protestccl a,r:a.inst such 

a. placing as inappropriate and as 1.:ein;: an attempt to GUl)press the article by 

relegating it to t he background. 'I'he text had 1:,een finally adopted. by the 

General Assembly and the Commission; hence, its proper :;?lace vm.s among the 

articles already 9.dopt ea. for the two draft cov~nants, i •. e . in annex I , sections 

f , and, B. 

Hr. lo.ZKOUL (Lebanon) sP-io. that the EgyrJtian representative, who had 

left the meeting, had as l~ed hiu1 t o propose the ~dditivn of a new sec'tion c, 
entitled "The tcrritor1.a.l application of the internaticne.l covenant en human 

rights", and read~.ng : "t.rext adoptee by the GenerP.l Assembly in resolution 

422 (V) a...rHl ·which etppears as article 72 in the report of the seventh session of 

·Lhe. Co!!llllission (for inclusion iP both draft covenants)". The text of the 

art:l.cle would then fc:low, and ~onsequential changes would be entailed in. the. 

ceotion ofthe report <les.cr:!.bing the content of tb.e anne~:ea (E/CN.4/ L. 200. Add. 2, 

paragraph 7) and in the rema j_ning sectior::s of annex ! . 

Such a chanee, by properly drm1~ng attention to a def.inJtive text 

already adopted by the Generfl.l Assembly, mi[~ht serve to s.void further 

controversy on the point, 

/ Hr. NISOT 
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Hr. NISOT (Bele::l.um) took exception to the reference to the two draft 

covenants: at the time the Gen\}ral Assembly had adopted the article, only one 

covenant had been contemplated and 110 decision had so far been talten ,on the 

inclusion of the text in both draft covene.nts now '\.Ulder considerati on. The 

article sho't;lld remain '1here it was 1 as it was ar-:tn:-opriately placed emong the 

final clauses. 

V.r. HOROZOV { Un::l.on of Soviet Sociulis t Republics) supported the Lebanese 

representative's propos.e,l, as designed to secure a more suitable arrangement of 

·the material in annex I. The f acts regarding the article. in q1.1estion were not 

at issue; they were unalterable and could not be d:i.sp·uted. 

Mr. HOli.W (United Kincdom) could see no advantage in singline out 

article 72 and placing it in a separate section. The chief objective of the 

proposal would be equally attained by stat:i.ng U.."lder section D that the article 

had been adopted by the General Assembly. Furthermore, a territorial applica­

tion article was invariably placed runong t he final clauses of any international ·. 

inst~nent anu there could be no justification for the removal of article 72, 
more especially if it was intended that article 71 (the federal state art icle) 

should ren111in in that sroup. 

l'·I .. l:'. AZKOUL (Lebanon) a creed to withdraw the reference within bracltets. 

to the two draft GOvenants, so as to avoid controversy and any suggestion of 

prejudgin{;; the issue. 

He cited several reaoons why the article should not be included among 

the final clauses. First, the General Assembly had r:.ot specified tha.t it should 

be so placed; seconcUy, its text was definitive and substantive whereas . the 

remainder of the final clauses were still in t he provisional stage, and -w-ere 

moreover generally of a formal nature. The Corn ... 'lliss ion' s report, as representing 

a p...'1·utse ·of the United Nation's worl~ on human rights, should clearly indicate 

what had already been a.doptea. by the. United Nat ions and his proposal would 

serve better to achieve that purpose. 

/'rtlr. HOROZOV 
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Mr. MOROZOV (Union of ioviet Socialist Republics) proposed the closure 

of the debate. 

,!h .. e :pl"OR?_sal_f.2.!'_s_l~sure v:a.s-al'J?~e~ o;r ,1~ "!Ot~a. to .,none & w1~h 2 

abstentions. 

Th~ pro.E2.sal oJ_f~lL, I-:,e?nuese .~~r~aenta.ti_x~.t~.~s •• 3fllepded1 was approved . 

b~ 11,.,vote13 to 3, wlth 2_,~n_£~~· 

.An."leX I.\. ~s amen9;;;;,SlJ-~S'&et):l;S.l'~!!!?!.l_l,~~~'!,es,1:ent.ia~ ac'llendments t,2 

the earlier section 9!_1_h~ ... r~P.ort.JJ~/C~.:2:00/A_tJ~d. 2, _ Earaecaph I) , vras 

ad9pted. 

Annex II 

In reply to ~~s. ROOSEvgLT (United States of America), the CBJURDUill 

said that section A would contain the proposals for additional articles submitted 

at the current session and those submitted to the seventh session which had not 

yet been acted u~on. 

lvlr. MOR0'80V (Union of Boviet :3ocialist Hepublics) viished to make it 

clear that his delegation >-ras maintaining tlJ.e last sentence in No . 2 of the 

USSR propoS'als (E/1992 1 annex IV 1 section B), which hs.d been rejected on the 

grotmd that the right of national minorities to use their native tongue pert ained 

to the rights of minorities rather than the right to self-determination and had 

not been discussed separately. 

In reply to I~"u-. MiiRSHALL (Australia), the CF-L\.IRI'<'L!\.N said. that section 

B would contain all the proposals for a _ federal state article submitted to the 

seventh and eighth sessions.; 

Mr. ~/.IARoHALL (Australia), Hrs. I<E~;;:·;.t,\ (Indio.) and Mrs. POOSE\I'ELT 

(United States of Amer:Lca.) vlithdre>v the propooa;ls s~bmi tted by their delesat:lon 

to the fifth session in favmu:- of the joint proposal (E/Cl'T . 4/1.199) submitted 

to U1e eighth session. 

Mr. liO.I\RE (United Kingdom) withdrew the texis submitted by h:ts de1P-.'1Cltion. 

I '~ r'nc'" II J;l.. ..... .. .,.\. _.,. 

~~-~ 
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Annex III 
.Annex III was ae.o-pted. -, .....,.,_ .... ~ ................. 

Annex IV 

Mr. BRI\.CCO (Uruguay) pro};'.osed that Thqrsday, 19 June should be set 

as the time limit for the sul~~iosion of commento. 

The ClUuTh~ observed that the CoiT~isoion had decided that the. time 

limit should be Tuesday, 17 June. 

Annexes V and VI -
Annex~s V and VI we:r.e ~do}2tl7.§.• 

Chapter VI:, AdoJ2.tion of th~_repor .. t.C?f _t;~g_hth ~~ion to the Economic and 

Social Council (E/CN,4(L .. 20Q/A~d.2l 

The CHAIRl>lAN asked the Commission to act on the adoption of its report, 

subject to the many delegations of trust made to the Rapporteur. 

f'he ... ~epor~ _2f, the ~ighth ~~ssi,2_n of the CO!fJ.illission on Human Rights was 

ado12ted by ll votes to none. "Hi th 5 abst~~. 

~tr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) h~d abstained from 

voting for the adoption of the report. Something, it vras true, had been 

achieved during the eightl1 session, notably the drafting of an article on the 

right of peoples to self -determination and. of recom:nendations concerning 

international respect for the self-determination of peoples. A few of the texts 

previously adopted had been improved. Unfortm1ately, despite the m1precedented 

length of the session, lit tle else ~ad been achieved. A great deal of time had 

had to be spent indefendi ng from attack by the United States delegation and its 

suppcrters texts for which those delegations had previously voted,ratber than 

in improving them. Inadequate though those articles bad been, no effort bad 

been spared to salvage what was good in them. The United States delegation had 

been guilty of conduct tantamount to the sabotaging of the General Assembly's 

/instructions, 
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instructions, especially "t>Titb regard to the econoMic 1 social and cultural right!.l. 

It was to be feered that the retention .of the division into tvro covenants made it 

more than ever likelythat the cov.enant on th<:>. economic, social and cultural 

rights vrould oe consigned t~ limbo. Furtheri!l.Ol«e, . the rejection of so r'1any 

proposals of a progressive natur~ made by the USSR and other a.ele(;ations llad 

rendered the text of both cov-enants hiu)IJ y ~~~e:t.ic.fc.tctory. He must take the 

strongest exception to the ~e~~(! ~i<m of the United Sts.tes deleet:~.t:ion 

in circulating a otatement no.t ~ ~.n th.: e(Jt"t"Bf! of the debe.te, thus depriving 

other dele.gations of an opp~nit.)" to r~;c>ly t.O 'the allegations agtdnst them 

made in it. It was regretta.bJ.- 'tsh-o;t t-ht~ Clil!\i41U.~ ho.li been manoeuvred into a 

position in \1hich he had been v.t:rtu.Uly cor.~lled to authorize the circulation 

of such a docunent. He could refute the aJ.lec:ations poi.nt by point, but would 

not avail h;i..mself of hi~ righ,t ·0a do so; he could only hope that such unfair 

tnctics would not be repeated. 

The CHl' .. IRUIJ,l! expl~ined thet he had e.uthorized the diEttrfbuti0n of the 

United Gtates ctonument only after the United Sta.tes representative he:;.d asked him 

whether such a p;:·cced.ul·e would hell) the C:ommission to spee~. its "'ork. He vrould 
f 

certain1y have a:;ked that representative to r1al;:e her statement orally, hr;1cl he had 

the least nc.tion thct it.s cUstr:I).1uticn iu vr.riting w·ould have given rise to such 

strong objections. l\ny delega.ti.on that felt it necessa.;ry to do so hacJ. a. perfect 

rit;ht to reply to the aller.:e:tions in writing and to distribute that reply to the 

1aem'Pers of the Commission or to the press or even to hold a press conference. 

He appee.led to Hr. Horozov, v;hose courtesy, fairness e.r>d tenac:Lty the c, T.l!'1ission 

had appreciated throl~ghou.t the session, to regard the incident e.s closed. 

~.ir. BORA'l'Yl"fSK! (Pcla.r:td) said that hie clele :~a.tic,n, a ne1,rcomer to the 

Conu;lission 1 s work, had. tried its utmost to contribute to the drafting of ~.n 

interna.tional instrument in the best possible terms. It hacl su1Yllitted proposals 

and amenlli11ents to that encl ~nd had supported the proposals of other delesations 

most likely to achieve it.. Several of those :proposals had fortun£"tely been 

adopted, but the United States delegation and its supporters had marred so many 

articles tnat he had been compelled to a.hstnin from voting both on them and on the 

adoption of the report. 

/l•lr. KOVALENKO 
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Mr. KDVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) had abstained for 

similar reasons. He fully shared the USSR representctive's disapprov-9.1 of the 

tactics employed by t1:J.e Uni tee! States ,· delegation .. 

Ivf.r. MERTA (Indi::i. ) tad voted i'or the report, althoug;.'l she ·had not had 

time to peru8e it vri th the close attention it CI!:BI.'!l'VCd. She was well aware 

that the nap:porteur ana. the Secretn.riat were in no ·o~ay to blame, and she had 

full confidence in their ability to revise the t~xt w~ere necessary. Tbe 

intrusion of unseemly poJ..itice.l controven;ty at that late hour had been painful; 

it was to be hoped that_ the C~1s$ion would in ruture rise above such polemics. 

:V.ir. JUVIGIW (Frunce) paid a •;arm tribute to the Chair!llan_, to the 

Rapporteur, to the Assistcnt Secretary-General in charge of Social Affairs, to 

the Director of the Division of 'Ruman F~$hta, and to all members of the 

Secretariat concerned. 

~~~ ROOSEv~LT (United States of America) associated her-self with the 

tribute to ~ll the officers nn8 individuals m~ntioned by the previous speaker. 

It v."B.s to be hoped that the Commission's work vould not in future be hampered 

by the levelling of accusations and the consequent ne~d to exercise the risht 

of reply. 

Mr. BRACCO (Uruguay) an:l ~a-. KAPS_.i\l•IBELIS (Greece) joined the previous 

speakers in expressing their appreciation of the work of the officials of the 

Commission and the members of the Secreturiat concerned. 

~r. MOROZOV (Lnion of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that if the 

Commission had made any progress at all, that was directly QUe to the ability 

with which the Chairman he.;.d conducted its debates. The task laid upon the 

Secretariat had been a particularly heavJ one and it had bzen performed 

irreproachably. 

/l'IIr. VALENZUELA 



Mr. VALENZUELA (Chile) expressed his appreciation of' the manner in 

which the Chairman, Vice-Chairman and Rapporteur had discharged their duties. 

He had once again had the particular pleasure of' working with ~~a. Roosevelt. 

The CRAIR.Vl.AN, winding up the longest meeting ever- held by an organ of 

the United Nations -- even longer than the final meeting of the seventh session 

of the Economic and Social Council -- summed up the -work of the eighth session. 

Whatever success had been achieved might be regarded as something of' a miracle in 

the tense international atmosphere from which the subject of human ri&~ts could 

not be isolated. That was due not only to the fact that the members of the 

Commission had learned to work together, but also because they had been continuously 

conscious that the world looked to them to fulfil the obligations assumed by all 

Member States under the Charter. The debates had been brisk and exhauStive. 

Fundamental issues had been thoroughly explored .. The range and depth of the 

subject on which the Commission was engaged had been shown, as never before, in 

the report, which had developed a new and successful technique in the narrative 

presentation of the proceedings. Both the met hod and the quality of the report' 

deserved particular attention ~~d special commendation; its drafting had required 

an unusual amount of 1mrk and the result had come up to expectation. He must 

express his appreciation of and gratitude to the Secretaries of the Commission, 

to the Assistant Secretary-General, to the Director and other members of' the 

Division of Human Rights, .and echo the tributes paid by previous speakers to the 

other members of the Secretariat concerned. 

He declared the eighth session of the Commission on Human Rights closed. 

The meeting rose at 5~30 a.m. 

18/7 1:< .m. 




