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TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE SUB-COMMISSION ON THE PREVENTION OF
DISCRIMINATION AND PROTECTION OF MINORITIES (discussion continued)
Proposal submitted by Egypt (E/CN.L/189)

Mr. CASSIN (France) proposed two amendwents to the Egyptian
proposal: first, the deletion of the words "mémbers of " after the word
"authorize", as the Sub-Commission as” a whole rather than its individual
members should be authorized to participate in the visits to the Trust
Territorles; and, secondly, the substitution of the words "these
Territories" for the words "Non-Self-Governing Territories including
colonies", at the end of the proposal. TUnder the Charter, periodical
vigits were arranged by the Trusteeship Council only to Trust Territories
and not to Non-Self-Governing or colonial territories. France could

not accept the text as it was, since it was contrary to the Charter.

Mr. LOUTFI (Egypt) accepted the two amendments proposed by

the French revnresentative.

Mr. PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled
that the principle of participation in the missions of the Trustesship
Council by members of the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of
Discrimination and the Irotection of Minorities had first been proposed
by the USSR delegation. The text of that delegationts proposal,
(/CcN.4/185) had, however, been defeated, and the proposal submitted
by Taypt wvas a very much weakened version of the same idea. According

to the Egyptian proposal, participation of the Sub-Commission depended

/ upon a
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upon a decision of the Trusteeship Council. While the USSR delegation
was not oppossed to the Egyptian proposal, it considered that in so
important a matter as measures for the extension of the full enjoymént
of humen rights and fundamental freedoms, the stronger USSR draft
would have been preferable. =

Referring to the amendment suggested by the French representative,
Mr. Pavlov agreed to the deletlion of the words "membérs of" since it
was both logica1~and juridically‘correct.to allow the Sub-Commissioﬁ
itself Yo decide the way in.which it would participate in the visiting
missions. The new wording, moreover, was in keeping with the original
Soviet Union proposal.

He could not, however, agree to the second French amendment.
According to the orlginal Egyptian text, there was no question of
participation by members of the Sub-Cormisslon in visits to Non-Self- .
Governing Territories. Mr. Pa&lOV‘jagreed that under the Charter,
no such visits could be organized by the Trusteeship Council. The
purpose of the original wording, however; was to make'plain that the
Non-Self-Governing Perritories, including colonies, should benefit
- from the results of the visiting missions to the Trust Territoriés.
The French fepresentative had no objection, it seemed, to having the
Sub-Cormission participate in visits toithe Trust Territories with a
view to the rreparation of measures to extend the full enjoyment of
human rights and freedoms to those areas. Mr. Pavlov could not
understand, therefore, why the-French representative seemed to object
to international assigtance in the extension of such rights and
freedoms to the colonial territories. Gertainly it could not be said
that those rights were fully enjoyed in the Non-Self-Governing and
colonial Territories. The objection of the French representativé v
might have been made for reasons of prestige of the metiropolitan Powers.

In the Trusteeship Council it had often been said that conditioms
in the Non-Self-Governing and colonial Territories were the same as
those in Trust Territories, in so far as human‘rights and fundamental
freedoms were concerned. It was therefore more than ever evident
that the colonial Powers could receive considerable benefit from the
resﬁlts of the visits to Trust Téwritories'and that the extension of
human rights and fundamental freedoms to the Non-Self~Governing Terri-
tories would thereby be furthered. - Mr. Pavlov repeated that no
attempt whatsoever was being made to infringe upon the competence of
Governments, and there was no idea of‘sending %isiting'missions to

Non—Self~Governing Territories.

/ Since the
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Since- the representative of Egypt had accepted the amendment proposed
by the representative of France, Mr. Pavlov himself wished to propose
the reinstatement of the last part of- the Egyptian proposal, namely,

the words "of Non—Self-Govarning Territories including‘ colonies",

Miss BOWIE (United, Kingdom) fully supported both the amendments
proposed by France. - She recalled that the Egyptian proposal had been
submitted in order to find a procedurally correct meaning Qf achieving
the purpose of s_ub-paragraph‘ {c) of the USSR proposal. Under Article 87
of the Charter, the Trusteeship Council had authority to provide for
periodical' vigits only to Trust ‘l‘erfitories. Moreover, under Article 91
it was for the Trusteeship Council to decide when it should avail itself
of the assistance of other organs of the United Nations. It was
natural to assume that the results of the visiting missions to Trust .
Territories would contain tmuch material that would be valuable to all
countries but there was no need tp _include a gpecific reference to the )

Non-Self~Governing and c¢olonial Territofies in the text under discussion.

Mr. JOCKEL (Australia) was not convinced of the advisability
of adoptihg the Egyptian proposal. Meny organs of the United Nations --
the Commission on Human Rights, the Social Commission, the Narcotics
Cormission, as well as many-' o’theré -- might have equally valid reasons
for wishing to participate in the periodical visits to Trust Territories.
Article 91 of the Chartér had been carefully drafted with the purpose of
leaving the initiative in such matters to the Trusteeship Council itself,
as it was that body which was clearly responsible for the economic,
social and other conditions in Trust Territories. If certain repre-
sentatives felt that the Trusteeship Council was not taking adequate
steps to ensure the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms
in the Trust Territories and that assistance was needed from the
Economic and Social Council or from the Sub-Commission on the Prevention
of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities, that point could be
raised in the Trusteeship Council.

Mr. CHANG (China) observed that on the basis of previous

eXperience, there was no re’asbn to think that the Economic and Social

Council expected any of its subsidiary organs to do more than make

/ studies;
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Btudies; mereover, the words "the treperation of weasures’ in the
Egyptian proposal conf irmed that the purpose of the participetion of
members of the Sub-Commission in the visits to Trust Territories was to
cclleo? data and not to attempt to meke changes of an administfative
natu?é, If, then, the intention of the Egyptisn proposal was that a
study should be made, the field should be as wide as possible,
Mr. Chang therefore suggested that the words "to the self-governing
populations” should be added efter the words "the full enjoyment of
human right$ end fundemental freedoms” in the original Egyptian .
proposal,  Thus, the Sub-Commission might pearticipate in visits to
Trust Territories in order 4o obtain scientific date, on the besis of
statistical pampling, for a study of the generel guestion of how the
full enjoyment of human rights end fundsmental freedoms could be
'extended to non~self-governing peoples everywhere, ’

Speeking of the expression "perﬁodical vigits" uged in the

o

Agyptizn proposal, M. Chang proposed the dele

‘

ticn of the word
Y = gl : P :
veriodical”. The Sub-Commission should not be exvected to take part

in eny visite obhsr thsﬂ)uhose woich it considersd uwseful for the

N

My, LCUTFI (Xgyph) asked that the Chinese smencrents should

~

Mrs., MEETA {India) fully aan901uLed USSR representative's

desire to have the conditions in.the coleniel terr110L¢oe gtudied by the
Sub-Commissicn, since it was in those territorles that humen rights

were often nob observed, - There Wes, however, no need for suthorization

3 ~ + bl ' 0 - &
from.ube Trusteeshiyz Council for such a siudy, Consegquently, The
Egyptien proposal should refer only to the Trygt Terxritories.

She egreed with the Chinese representative that the word "periodical”

should te deleted. That word {mplied that the Sub-Commission ves &

permanent body, which it wes not.

Mr, INGIFS (Phil innss) recognized that the competence of the

Trusteeship Council wes limited to Trust Territories, bub bhe competence

of the Sub-Commission was not limited In the seme way, That body had

the task of studying measures for the extension of the full enjoyment

of humen rights end fundewental freedoms to all ©
Studies made in visits to the Trust Territories -

erritories, whether

gelf=-governing or not.

; /would undoubtedly
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would undoubtedly prove invaluable in connexion with the extension of
humen rights to Non-Self-Governing Territories.
Mr, Ingles therefore supported the USSR emendwent end, a8 an

alternative, would support the Chinese amendment.

Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukreinien Soviet Socialist Republic) could not
agreevwith the Chinese representgtive that the chief purpose of the work
of the Sub-Commission was to cerry out scientific studies, Such
studies could heve no meening unless they were followed by the adoption
of specific weasures Lo pubt an end to discrimination,

He supported the USSR proposal to reinstate the last peart of the
Egyptian proposal end pointed out that the reference mede to the-
Non-Self-Governing Territories end colonies wes independent of the first
pert of the proposal, which mentioned the periodical visits to the Trust
Territories. There was no Intention of infringing the rights of the
Trusteeship Council or violating the provisions of the Charter, On the
other hend, eny attempt to extend to the Non-Self-Governing Territories,
including the colonies, the full enjoyment of human rights end funda-
renteal rreecsmn would o s chtempt to Implement some of the most

fvodemental provisions of the Cherter.

My, CASSIN (Frence) seid that his delegation fully recognized
the coupetence of the Sub~Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination
and Irotection of Minorities in the matter of further humen rights and
funderental freedoms in ell countries of the world,Anot merely in Trust
or Non—Seif—Governing Territories., The results of the Sub-Commission's
participétion in visits to Trust Territoriles would certainly be very
generelly usefuls It seemed edvisable, however, to limlt fhe reference
in the proposal under discussion to Trust Territories. as the méin 5bject
of the propeosal wes that members of the Sub~Commission should participate

in the visits to those Territories.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the USSR amendment,; to the effect
that the Egyptien proposal should end with the words "populations of

Non-Self-Governing territories, including colonies'.

The USSR proposai was rejected by 4 votes to 5, with 4 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Chinese swendment to delete

the word "periodical,
The smendment was adopted by 6 votes to 3, with 4 abstentions,

/The CHAIRMAN
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The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the Chinese emendmwent to the
effect that the Egyptien proposal should end with the words "to the

non-self-governing populsations”.

The amendment wes adopted by 9 Totes %o 3, with 1 abstention,

. The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the Egyptian proposal, with
the French smendments which had been accepted by the Egyptlan repre-
sentative end with the Chinese amendments -just adopted

The Egyptien proposal as emended wes adopted by 9 votes to 2,
with 1 abstention.

STATEMENT BY l‘HE REFRESENTATIVE OF THE CO~CRDINATING BOARD OF JEWISH
CRGANIZATICONS.

The CHAIRMAN invited the representatlives of the Co~-ordinating

Boerd of Jewish Orgenizations to speak,

Mr, BERNSTEIN (Co-ordineting Board of Jewish Orgenizations)
eappreciated the opportunity to present to the Commlssion the Board’s

.

views on some of the problems with whlch the Commission was- faced end
thenked the Commission in the neme of all the orgenizations partici-
pating in the work of the Boeard.

The Coummission wes gbout to begin work on the importent problem of
prepering a covenent of humen rights end formulating procedures for.
implexenting that covenant. Mr, Pernstein felt that, on the basis of
even the wmost optimistic view of the situation, the drafting end
discuésj.on of the coveneant by the Commlssion, b;;} the Economic and
Social Council, end finally by the Genersl Agsembly, would teke several
years, Even then, time would be required before the dreft covenent
wes retified by the verilous nations end beceme effective. It was
therefore quite possible that onlj after some seven or eight yeears would
there be a legally enforceable covenent to protect human rights.

There wes also reascn to feel that, during the process of the
discussion of the covenant; the desire to obtain support for it from
the citizens of Member States and from Mewber States themselves --. meny
of which held very different views ~=- might result In a tendency to
water down the great principles contained in the Universal Declersation

of Human Rights,. More over » & covenant on humen rights could not be

/projected successfully
X
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projected successfully into a world where respect for those rights
and laws, and procedures designed to protect them, both among peoples
end among natlons, had not salready gradually been built up. The
Commission hed the responsibility of ensuring, during the period when
tm<wvnmtww1m®rcmmﬂmaﬂm%tmﬁthmwm%mmsfmvme
protectlon of humen rights were sefeguerded.

Governments eand peoples seemed to forget quickly; +they were
censtantly in need of being reminded of the importence of protecting
humen rights end fundemental freedoms. For that reason the
Co-ordinating Board had submitted to the Secretary-Genersal e
memorendum entitled "Protection of Humen Rights Pending Adoption of
the Covenent',-which set forth a modest progremme of activity that.
could readily be carried out in connexion With the activities of the
Commission, of the Secreteriat and of the Member States of the
United Nations, | | S

With regerd to the Member Stetes, 1t was suvggested that the

United Netions might edopt a resolution asking those Statés to report
to the Uniped Nations  on the laws and the practices in thelr
respective countries that threw light on how humen rights end funde-
rental freedoms were being protected, end asking them to indicate
what measures hed been taken or were to be taken to bring the
standards up to those set forth in the Unilversal Declarsatlon of
Humen nghts. '

, Moreover, the Assembly mlght ask the Member States to create
permanent national commissions on humen rights which would have the
continuing responsibility of meking studies snd subsequent recom-
mendations to their}own Governments concernihg stepé that should be

- teken for the protection of humen rights. The repcris of such
cormissions would be of the greatest lmportance, both to the
countries themselves end to the United Nations. Mr. Bermstein
observed that the President of the United States had recently recom-
mended to Congress that such a commission should be set up in the

United States, Though that had not yet been done, there wes reason
to hope that it would be dome. . Certainly a resolutlon by the

United Nations on the subject could be expected to encourege the

adoption of Mr, Trumen's proposal by Congress,

/Much could
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Much Coul_d_ be done by the Commission on Human Rights and by the
Secretariat. Specific suggestions in that regard were set forth in the
memorandum by the Co-crdinating Boaxd, a summary of which was given in
document £/C.2/189. The Board felt that, at its current session, the
Commisslon might‘recommend to the Economic and Social Council the adoption
of resolutions embodying certain specific proposels, For example, in
_ replying to human rights communications, the United Nations should not
state that it had no power to deal with human rights complaints., The
declarations made In the Charter and in the Universal Decleration of
" Humen Rights had led the people of the world to believe that the United
Nations might be conside):','ed & forum of appeal in cases of violation of
those rights, and only cyniciem could result if the United Nations claimed
to have no power to deal with the \complaints submitted to it,-

Another draft resolution which might be adopted /by the Commission .
would authorize the Secretery-General to keep himself and the Commlssion
fully informed concerning 8ll matters relevant to the enforcement .and
observance of human rights in the Member States. He'ushould be authorized
to make independent studie.s as well as to study material submitted by
the Member States, Furthermore, the members of the Comﬁlission should
be authorized to examine and obtain coples of human rights communications.
The Secretary-General shduld also be permitted to meke such examinations
and studies of human rights communications és the ixﬁpprtance of the
questions ralsed and the éapacity of' the Secreteriat permitted,. and should .-
be authorized to bring to the attention of the Commission on Human Rights
-the communications he deemed worthy of 1t+8 consideration. Lastly, the - \
Commission on Human Rights should be authorized to study lssues raised
by communications on human rights and to develop a practical procedure
for dealing with such watters,

Mr. Bernstein felt that the Commission had the opportunity at its
.current session not merely to produce a draft covenant on human xights,
but to adopt a plen for the effective protectipn of human rights and
fundameﬁtal freedoms in full conformity with the principles of the
United Natlons. ‘

-

The CHAIRMAN thanked Mr, Bernstein for his statement.

/DRAFT
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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN RIGHTS (E/800)

The CEATRMAN directed the Commission's attention to article 4
‘of‘the draft covenant, which was open for aiscussion.

Pointing out that paragraph 1 of that artiéle contained a general
limitation clause, while parégraph 2 was to deal with implementatlon, she
read the alternative texte for paragraph 1 submitted by the Drafting
Committee and the remarks of the United States delegation on the subject
(E/800). | o |

Speaking as the United States representative, she said that she was
prepared to acéépt the general limitat&on clause in‘paragraph 1 of
the draft of article L4 proposed by the French delegation (E/CN,.4/187).
'The United States! own proposel for that paragraph was to be found in
document E/CN.A/JYO/Add.l, and its proposals for other articles in
document E/CN.k/170, ' '

. Experience had shown thut, unless a general limitation clause, such
as proposed for article 4, was adopted, & great many specific limitations
would have tO‘beiincluded in verious erticles, In the draft before the .
Commission there were, by actual count, 106 such limitations - to be
found in articles 5, 9, 11, 17 and 18 - and,thére"was nothing to prevent
the addition of still further limitations. The covenant would then
read not like a document proclaiming freedom but like one- setting
limitations on freedom. If, on the other hand, edther the French or
the United States suggestion were adopted, thé Commission would be ablg
to eliminate the numerous specific limitations and to produce a clear and
concise document which devoted primery attention to safeguarding bésic
human rights and freedoms., The indlusion of & génerai limitatlon clause
in article 4 would permit the use In subsequent articles of general
limitation languagé, such asialready appeared in articlerll, paragraph 1;
article 16, paragraph 4; and the second sehtenqe.of‘article 18.

~ She recalled that the same course had been‘followed with respect
to the Unilversal Declaration of Humen Rights, article 29 of which
contained a general limitation clause which applied to the whole

Declération.

She r-necoguerntly warmly supported the French proposal for paragraph 1
of ar<dcle L,

. M. PAVLOV
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Vr, PAVLOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republlcs) speakmg on
-2 polnt of order recalled that the Commission hed taken' no decision on
his previous Proposal that the discussion of any of the articles in the
. draft covenant should be preceded by a general debate on the covenant
as a whole. ' '

He re-n_ltrodgced that proposal,v first, because he did not find it
posslble to discuss any specific article before all amendments to it hagd
,been submitted, and secondly, because the draft covenant as’ a whole shouli
be discussed in the light of, and in relatlon to, the recently adopted
Declaration of Human Rights. ) ‘

The general debate should, he thought, be followed by a discussion of
-the various. articles beginning with article 5; 1t was hardly poseible to
deal with article. h until articles 1 and 2, to which it referred, had been
adopted -

Mr, KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialict Republic) supported
the proposal of the USSR representative.

_ The CHAIRMAN remsrked thet there was no question of adopting
erticle b4 until all the asmendments to it hed been presented and considered.
She had called fér a general discussion of that article because 1t raised
& fundamental lssue the décision of which would affect the drafting of
all subsequent articles, As the 1ssue was a broad one, in the course

of the discussion observations on the covenant as & whole could: be made.

M. SCERENSEN (Denmerk) ruggested that, as the discussion of
article % would undoubtedly develop into & general debate, there should be
a geﬁeral dekate, in which remarks on article 4 could be included. |
The Danish susgestion was adopted by 8 votes to none, with U4 abstentions.

Mr, C. MALIK (Lebanon) wished to offer several preliminary

observations, reserving the right to make further remarks of 2 generalh
‘nature.later in the debate. . '_ ’ i _ 4

In 1te opening stetement at the first meeting of the current session,
the United States dele‘ga"tion had said that it would be preferable to have
the- covenent on human rights adopted by the General Assembly in 1950 , ‘and
to use the inﬁervening time to enlist Governments and public opinion in
the covenaﬁt'é ‘favour, .Those.remarks had raised a crucial issue, which.

7
the Commission muet squarely face,

/Mr. Malik
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Mr, Mallk rocalled that a number of the Commission's members hed ‘
been more interested in the covenant than in the Declaration\of Humaﬁ Rights,
and that when, -more than two yeafs previously,'it had Béeﬁ agreed to prepare
the Declaratién firset, there had been & definite underétanding £hat.the
draft covenant would not be buried or ﬁostponed on that account. The
United Kingdom, Australian and Lebanese delegatioﬂs in particular had

~ been anxious that work on the draft covenant should not be delayed, It
*would be most regrettable if the adoption of the Declaration caused any
member of the Commlsslon to lose interest in the covenant and 1f work
on that most important and most urgent document Were_postponéd from,Session
%o sesslon and from year to yeér. If* the Lebanese delegation had known
that that would happen, 1t would most certainly not have voted to
gllow the Declaration to precede the covenant, ‘

While Mr., Mallk agreed that there were sound practical reasons
for postponing the final adoption of” the draft covenant for one year and
would not oppose such a course, he felt that a.&ecision could not be taken
on the basis of assurances from individual delegations, The Commission - and
later the Economlc and Social Counci% - must givé solemn assurances in a
formal resolution that they would allow nothing‘to'prevent them from
submitting the draft covenant to the'General Assembly at its 1950 session.

On no other basls could the Lebaneseldelégation accept‘the postponément
of work on & document which would put to the test the readiness of
Governments to translate into law and abide by those lofty principles
which they had laid down Iin the Declaration.

It would be traglc if some of the delegations which had taken a
leading part in the drafting of the Declaration should falter now that the
time had come to prepare the covenant, which. was the cruclal part of the
bill of human rights, The importance of deciding at once by what date the
covenant should be ready for submission to the General Assembly could not
be over-emphaslized; all the previous promises and commitmeﬂts were on
record, and the very honour of Governments was at stake, Mr. Malik wished
to hear from other delegations which‘in the past had been anxious to produce
a covenant on huran rights as quickly as possiblé; and he appealed to the

"Commlssion as a whole not to permit gradual and imperceptible changes of
attitude to divert it from its all-important taek,

Turning to the problem raised by Mrs. Roosevelt with respect to the
menner in which limitations should be made in the draft covenent, he said that,
while both courses were fraught with denger, the specific limitations could \
be so organlzed, classifiled and condensed that repetition would be avoided

and that they might be reduced to perhaps one-tenth thelr present number.

/The great



E/cr.4 /SR 88
Page 1 {:/ :)’;
A
i
of the general limitation clause, as drafted hy the
French and Unitea States delegations, was that 1t might open the way
to ab

The great danger

uses by Governmentg , and thus nullify the provisions -- no matter
how fine -- of all the other articles. That clause would, in fact,
have en'abled_ Hitler to sign the covenent and to proceed unhempered

to all the viclations of human rights of which he hed been guilty.

The point at issue was to what .extent national sovereignty was to
-be permitted to serve ag an éxcuse for violation of human rights by
Governmentg. If 1t was desired to translate & moral code of humen
rights into internatiénal law which transcended naticnal sovereignty,
the covenant should contein either a general limitation clause so
phrased thet the other articles retalned their full force and that no
tyrannical or dictatcrial Government would be eble to subscride to 1t,
or specific limitations which could be grouped together and greatly '
reduced in number. While Mr. Malik preferred the seccnd course, his
chief desire was to produce, by cither means, an effectlve cove;lant‘
which afforded real.protection to the rights 1t was designed to
safeguard and which removed at least some part of humean rights and
fundamental freedcms frcm the fileld in which arbiltrary action by
Governments was possible. '

He pointed out that while ‘the draft covenant would représant an
important step forward in the field of human rights, it would not be
the first conventicn in _“bhat fileld, as the Convention on Genocide and
the Convention on the Intématibnal Trensmigsion of News and the Right
of Correction had already been adopted by the General Assembly.

With reference to'paragraph 2 of tke French proposal for article b,
Mr. Malik said that he would shortly sutmlt a list of rights which '
should remain inviolable at all times and should not be subJject to
any of the limitaticris which might be included in the covernant.

He agresd with the USSR representative thet, in drafting the
covenant, the Commission should keep in miﬂd the provieions of the
Declaraticn; he would ccnsequently culmit a plan of work ensuring
co~ordination of the draft covepant and cof any future conventicn on
human rights with those provisions, ‘

In ccnclusion, he urged the Commission to come to a decision with

i

r-espe‘ct to the date of ccmpletion of the draft covenant and the question
of limitaticns tefore proceeding with the rest of its work,

A

/The CHATRMAN
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'“fhe CHATRMAN .said that the Umited States delegstion had

proposed that the covenant should be sutmitted to the General Assembly
at its session in 1950 and no later, While she understood the Lebanese
representative's fears with respect to a general limitatlon clause, ghe
pointed out that 1t was proposed to implement the Tovenunt by sett ng .
up an international body to review the acts of States parties to the
covenant.‘ There would consequently be a safeguard against sbuses by

Governents, .

5 ,
Mr., OURENSEN (Denmark) remarked that his delegation had
sutmitted suggestions on the subJject of limitations (E/CN.4/186),
It might be useful for the Commlssion, when discusslng the

’

general limitaticn clause, to draw & distinctlion between measures which
Governments might be permitted to take in cases of emergency and
limitatione inserted for the purpose of enabling a Government to sign
tke covenant without revising domestic legislaticn, The ingertion of
the second type of limitation clause in thé'body of the coven:nt might
be avolded altogether by adopting the Danish cuggestion to permit each
State to eign the covenant with certain reservations covering its
specific case. The generel limitation clause would not then have to
be reduced to the lowest ccmmon dencminatcr and the general level of”
obligations assumed by States under the covenant would be higher.
Moreover, provision could be made whereby States could gradually
withdraw thelr reservations -- a much simpler process than the total

revieicn of the covenant. Mr., iirensen commended those suggestions
to the Commissionts attention,

The meeting rose at lrp.m.‘






