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TERJvIB OF P.EFERENCE OF THE SUB-COMMISSION ON THE PREVENTION OF

DISCRIMINATION A~ID PROTECTION OF MINORITIES (discussion continued)

ProposaI submitted by Egypt (E/CN.4/189)

Mr. CASSIN (France) propased two amendrrents ta the Egyptian

proposai: first, the deletion of the words "members of" after the ,vard

"authorize", as the Sub-Commission as"a ,,,hole rather than its individual

members should be authorized to participate in the visits to the Trust

Territaries; and, secondly, the substitution of the words "these

Territories" for the words "Non-Self-Governing Territories includin[s

colonies", a t the end of the proposaI. Under the Charter, periodical

visits were arrang~d by the Trusteeship Council only to Trust Territories

and not to Non-Self-Governing or colonial terri tories. France could

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

~œ. LOUTFI (Egypt) accepted the two amendments proposed by

the French re?resentative.

tlœ. PAVLOV (Union of'Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled

that the principle of participation in the missions of the Trusteeship

Council by members of the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of

Discrimination and the lrotection of Minorities had first been proposed

by the USSR delegation. The text of that delegation's proposaI,

(E/CN.4/185) had, however, been defeated, and the proposaI submitted

by Egypt vTaS a very much weakened version of the same idea. According

to the Egyptian proposaI, participation of the Sub-Co~ssion depended

/ upon a
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upon a decision of the Trusteeship CoUncil. While the USSR de~eGati~n

was not opposed ta the Egyptian proposaI, it considered that in sa

important a matter as measures for the extension of the full enjoyment

of hurnan rights and fundamental freedoms , the stronger USSR draft

would have been preferable.

Referri~~ ta the amendment suggestèd by the French representative,

Mr. Pavlov agreed ta the deletion of the words "membèrs of Il since i t

was bath logicaland juridicàlly'correctto allowthe Sub-Commission

itself ta decide the way in which it would participate in the visitinc

missions. The new wording, moreover, ioTas in keeping with the original

Soviet Union proposaI.

He could not, however, agree ta the second French amendment.

According to the original, Egyptian text, there was no question of

participation by members of the Sub~Commission in visits to Non-Self­

Governing Territories. Mr. Pavlov':agreed that under the Charter,

no such visits could be organized by the Trusteeship Council. The

purpose of the original wordiUG, however, was to make plain that the

Non-Self-Governing Territories, including colonies, should beneflt'

from the resùlts of the visiting missions ta the Trust Territories.

The French representative had no objection, it seemed, ta having the

Sub-Commission participate in visits to the Trust Territories with a

view to the preparation of measures to extend the full enjoyment of

human rights and freed.oms ta those areas. Mr. Pavlov could not

understand, therefore, why the French representative seemed. to object

to international assistance in the extension of such rights and

freedoms to the colonial territories. Certainiy it could not be said

that those rights were fully enjoyed. in the Non-Self-GoverninG and

colonial Territories. The objection of the French representativè

might have been made for reasons of prestige of the metropolitan Powers.

In the Trusteeship Council i t had. often been said that conditions

in the Non-Self-Governing and colonial Territories were the sarne as

those in Trust Territories, in sa far as human rights and fundamental

freedoms were concerned. It ioTaS therefore more than ever evident

that the colonial Powers could receive considerable benefit from the

results of the visits ta Trust Te~ritories'and that the extension,~f

human rights and fundamental freedomsto the Non-Self-Go~erningTerri­

tories would thereby be furthered. Mr. Pavlov repeated that no

attempt whatsoever was being made to infrince up::m the competence of

Governments, and there was no idea of,sending visiting missions to

Non-Self-Governing Territories.

1 Since the
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Since, the representative of E[~pt had aceepted the amendment proposeQ

by the representative of France, ~~. Pavlov.himself wished to propose

the reinstatement of the last part o~ the Egyptian proposaI, namely,

the vlOrQS "of Non-Self-Governing Territories incluQing colonies ".

Vriss BOWIE (United. Kingdom)fully supported both the amendments

proposed by France. She reç~lled·that the Egyptian proposaI had been

submitteQ in arder to tiud aprocedurally correct meaning of achieving

the purpose af sub-paragraph' (c) of the USSR proposaI. Under Article 87

of the Charter, the Trusteeship Council had authority to provide for

periodical visits only ta Trust Territories. Moreaver, under Article 91

it was for the Trusteeship Counçil to deeide when it should avail itself

of the assistance of other organs of .the United Nations. It was .

natural to assume that the resUltsof the visiting missions to Trust

Territories .would eontain much material that would be valuable to all

countries but there was no need to include a specifie reference to the

Non-Self-Governing and colonial Territories in the text under discussion.

MT. JOCKEL (Austral1a)was not convineed of the advisability

of adopting the Egyptian pl'oposal. Many oreans of the United Nations

the Commission on Ruman Rights, the Social Commission, the Narcotics

Commission, as weIl as many others -- might have e~ually valid reasons

for wishing to participate in the periodical visits to Trust Territories.

Article 91 of the Charter had been earefully 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 oth~r eonditibns in Trust Territories. If certain repre­

sentatives felt that the Trusteeship Council v~s not taking ade~uate

steps to ensure the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms

in the' Trust Territories and that assistance: was needed from the

Economie and Social Council or from the Sub-Commission on the Prevention

of Discrimination and the Protection of Minorities, that pointcould be

raised in the Trusteeship Council.

~œ. CHANG (China) observedthat on the oasis of previous

experience, there was no reason to think that the Economie and Social

Council expected any of its subsidiary orGane ta QO more than make

/ studies;
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etudies; illereover .. the ,-TOrds lfthe Trellaration of rr.eûsures u in the

EgY'Ptian proposaI confirmed that the -purpose of the participation of

members of the Suh-Commission in the visits to Trust Territories WaB ta

callect data and not to attempt to make changes of an administrative

nature.. If, then, the intention of tb,e Egyptian proposaI was that a

study shoula. be made, the field should be as vride aS possible.

J:/.!l'. Chang therefore suggested that the words "ta the self-governing

populations u ahould be addedafter the words Uthe full enjoyment of

human rights and fundamental freedoms lf in the original Egyptian

proposaI. Thus,the Sub-Commission might participate in visits ta

Trust Territories in arder ta obtain scientific data, on the basis of

statistical sampling, for a study of the gl?neral 'luestion of haw the

full enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms could be

extended to non-self-governing peoples everywhere.

S-peaking of tho ex-pression "periodical v-isits Il ueed in the

\lper iod.ie ~tll' • 'l'he S~.l.b-Co::~m:'~ssion ahoula. not be eX'gec".:;ed to, take part

in any visitE oth!jr then t1.~o:3e vihich it cons:1..Qgred useful for the

fv-rtherfUlCe cf the study it "lTe.s mek:!.:cg.

eskeu that the Chinese amenèrr:.ents should

be voted on sepurate1y.

xi]rs. l'I:EE.<:::'A (Ind.ia) fully appreciated the Œ:SR representative 1S

desire to hœrs the conè.lt.io:..13 in the colonialterrito:r'~l8s stuclied by the

Sub-Corr:.mission, sinee it waS in those territories that humen rights

were often not observed.. Thc:!re WeB, ho'tTe7er, no neeel for euthorization
1

from the.Trusteeship Coun~il for sueh a study. Conseguentl;r, the

Egy-pt:l.,m proposaI should ref\?r only ta the Trust Territaries.

She agreed with the Chinese representative that the ~word "periodical"

should te deleted. That ward lmplied that the Sub-Commission was a

-permanent body, ;7hic 1:1 i t 1,n:s not.

lIœ,. INGIES (Phil:i.Pllines) recognized that the competence' of the

Trusteesh~:p Council we.s lir.1ited ta Trust Territories, but the competence

of the Sub-Commission \oT[:tS not limited in the same W3..y. That body had

the' task of studying rr:easures for the extension of the full enjoyment

of human rights and fundarr.ental freedoms to all terr:Ltories, vhether

self-governing or not. Studies 'made in visits ta the Trust Terrltories '

jwould undoubtedly
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vlould undoubtedly prove invaluable in connexion with the extension of

human rights to Non-Self-Governing Territories.

Ivir. Ingles therefore supported the tJSSR emendment and, es an

alternati've, would support the Chinese amendffient.

V~. KOVALENKO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re'Public) could not

agree with the Chinese re'Presentative that the chief 'PUX''P0se of the work

of the Sub-Commission waB to carry out scientific studies. Sueh

studies could have no meaning unlesB they were followed by the adoption

of s'Pecific measures to put an end to discrimination.

He supported the 1:JSSR pro'Posal to reinstate the last part of the

EgY'Ptian proposaI and pointed out that the reference mede to the·

Non-Sèlf-Governing Territories and colonies was inde'Pendent of the first

'Part of the pro'Posal, which mentioned the periodical visits to the Trust

Territories. There was no intention of infringing the rights of the

Trusteeship Council or violatlng the provisions of the Charter. On the

other hend, any attempt to extend to the Non-Self-Governing Terri~ories,

including the colonies, the full enjoyment of human rights and funda­

u:ental :.'"'rr-(-c'.=t:n y;o'.:ld t,.., ,,\:::_ r...ttem'Pt to im'Plement soma of the most

fvndamental provisions of the Charter.

Vœ. CASSIN (France) said that his delegation fully recognized

the competence of the Sub-Commisnion on the Prevention of Discrimination

and Frotection of Minorities in the matter of further human rights and

funden:.ental freedoms in all countries of the world, not merely in Trust

or Non-Self-Governing Territories. The results of the Sub-Commissionls

'Participation in visits ta Trust Territories would certainly be very
"

generally usefUI. It seemed advisable, however, to limit the ref~rence

in the 'Pro'Posal under discussion to Trust Territories- as the main object

of the 'Pro'Posal was that members of the Sub-Commission ahould participate

in the visits to those Territories.

The CHAIRMAN 'Put to the vote the USSR amendmenti to the effect

that the EgY'Ptian proposal should end with the words Il'PO'Puléitions of

Non-Self-Governing territories, including colonies Il.

The t~SR ~ro~osal was rejected by 4 votes to 5. with 4 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN 'Put to the vote the Chinese amendment to delete

the l'lOrd Il'Periodicalll.

'rhe amendment was ado~ted by 6 votes to :3, with 4 abstentions.

/The CHAIRMAN
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The CHAIRI:vI.AN put" to the -vote the Chin<:se amendment ta the

ef'fect that the Egy-ptian proposaI ahould end "7ith t-he words lita the

non-self-go-verning "populations Il.

The amendment wes ado"pted by 9 Totes to j, with l abstention.

-The CHAIRMAN then put to the -vote the Egyptian :proposaI, with

the French amendments which had beenaccepted by the Egyptian repre­

sentati-ve and with the Chinese amÉmdmentsjust adopted.'

The Eg:y-ptian "pro-posal as anende_d was adoptee: by 9 -votes to 2, _

with l abstention.

SThTE.MfEl';"T BY l'HE REPRESENTATIVE OF TEE CO-ORDINATING BOARD OF JEWISH,-
CRGANIZATIONS.

The CHAIRMAN inyited the representatives of the Co-ordinating

Board of Jewish Organizations to s-peak.

,- 1Y'œ. BERNSTEIN (Co-ordinating Eoard of Jewish Organizations)

appreciated the opportunity to present to the Commission the Boerdls
- ,

views on son::e of the problems with which the Commisaionwasfaced, and

thElnked the Commission in the neme of aIl the organizations partici­

-pating in the workof the Board.

The Commission wes about to begin work on the important -problem of

-preplir'ing a co-venent of human rights and formulating procedures for

implen::enting that co-venant.. Mr. Bernstein felt that, on the basis of

even the most optimistic view of the situation, the drafting and

di13cuasion of the covenent by the Commission, by the Economie and

Social Council, and finally by the General Assembly, would take se-veral

years. Even then, time would be required before the draft covenant

was ratified- by the various nations EJUd became effecti-ve. J;t was

therefore quite possible that only after sorne se-ven or eight years wouId

there be a legally enforceable covenant to protect- human rights.

There we.s -also reason to fe~l 'tbat, auring the process of the

discussion of the covenent, the desire to obtain support for it from

the citizens of Member States and from Member States themsel-ves -- meny

of which held very different -views -- might result in a tendency to

water down the great principles contained in the Uni-versal Declaration

of Ruman Rights. Moreover, a covenant on human rights could not be

/proje~ted succes8fully

\
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~rojected successfully into a world where res~ect for those rights

and laws, and ~rocedures designed to ~rotect them, both among ~eo~les

and among nations, had not already gradually been built u~. The

Commission had the responsibility of ensurir~, during the ~eriod when

the covenant .les under consideration, that the foundations for the
,

protection of human righ:ts vTere safeguarded.

Governments and peo~les seemed to forget quicklYj they were

constantly in need of being reminded of the importance of ~rotecting

human rights and fundamental freedoms. For that reaSon the

Co-ordinating Board had submitted to the Secretary-General a

memor81dum entitled I1Protection of Human Rights Pending Adoption of

the Covenant rr, -which set forth a modest progre.rr:me of activity ·that .

could readily be carried out in connexion with the activities of the

Commission, of the Secretariat and of the Member States of the

United Nations.

With regard to the Member States, it was suggested that the

United Nations might adopt a resolution asking those States ta report

ta the United Nations an the laws and the ~ractices in their

res~ective cauntries that threw light on how human rights end funda­

mental freedoms were being ~rotected, and asking them to indicate

what measures had been tak:en.~or were to be taken to bring the

stooda:rds up ta those set forth in the Universal Declaration of
•

Human Bights.

Moreover, the Assembly might ask the Member States to create

-permanent national commissions on human rights which would have the

cbntinuing responsibility of making studies and subsequent recom-
..

mendations to their ovm Governments concerning steps that should be

taken for the protection of human rights. The re-pcrts of such

cOl..:'J1issions would be of the greatest, importance, both to the

countries themselves and to the United Nations. lf.iX'. J3ernstein

observed that the President of the United States had recently recom­

mended to Congress that such a commission should be set u~ in the

United States. Though that had not yet been done, there was reason

to hope that it would be done • ./ Certainly a resolution by the

United Nations on the subject could be expected to encourege the

adolltionof lf.iX'.Truman1s ~roposal by Congress.

IMuch could
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Much could te done by the Commission on Ruman Rights and by the

Secretariat. Specifie suggestions in that regard were set forth in the

memorandum by the Co-crdinating Board} a summal'Y of which was given in

document EjC.2j189. The Board felt that at its current session the, ,
Corr~ission might recommend to the Economie and Social COUllcil the adoption

of resolutions embodying certain specifie proposaIs. For exemple, in

replying ta human righte communications, th~ United Nations should not

state that it had no power to deal with human l'ights complaints. The

declarations made in the Charter and in the Universal Declaration of

Ruman Rights had led the people of the world ta believe that the United

NationS might be consldered a forum of appeal in cases of violation of
"

) those rights, and on1y cynicism could resul~ if the United Nations claimed,
to have no power to deal with the complainte submitted to it,·

Another draft reso1ution which might be adopted (by the Commission

wou1d authorizethe Secretary-General to keep himself and the Commission

fu11y informed concerning all mattel's relevant to the enforcement.and

observance of human rights in the Member States. He should be authorized

to make independent etudies as well ae to study materia1 submitted by

the M~mber. States, Furthermore, the members of the Commission should

be authorized to examine and obtain copies of human l'ights communications,
,

The Secl'etary-General should a180 be permit~ed to make Bueh examinations

and studies of human rights communications as the imP2rt~nce of the
,

questions ralsed and the capacity of the Secreteriat permitted,. and shoul~_ ,"

be authorizefu to bring ta the attention of the Commission on Ruman Rights

·the cow.IDunications he deemed wortby of its consideration. Lastly, the

Commission on Ruman Rights should be authorized to study issues raised

by COIHl1unications on h~an rlghts and to deve10p a practica1 procedure

for dealing with such Ïnatters,

V~. Bernstein felt that the Commission had the opportunity at its

current sessi~n not mel'ely to produce a draft covenant on human J::,.ights,

but to adopt a plan for the effective protecti?n of human rights and

fundamental freedoms in full conformity with the principles,of the

United Nations.

The CHAIRNAN thanked l'fœ, Bernstein for his statement.

\

jDRAFT
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DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON ROMAN RIGRTS (E/800)

œhe cBAIR~AN directed the Commissionfs' attention ta article 4

of the draft covenant, which was open for discussion.
;

Pointing out that paragraph l of that article contained a general

limitation clause, while paragraph 2 was to deal with implementation, she

read the alternative texts for paragraphl submitted by the Drafting

Committee and the remarks of the United States delegation on the.subject

(Ej800) •

Speaking as the United States representative, she said that she was
/ f

prepared to accept the general limitation clause in paragraph l of

the draft of article 4proposed by the French delegation (EjCN.4j187).

The United States f own proposalfor that Faragraph was to be found in

document EjCN.4/170jAdd.l, and it's proposals for other articles in

document EjCN.4j170.

, Experience had shown thd.t, unless a general limitation cla'l4se, Buch

as proposed for article 4, was adopted, a great many specifie limitations

would have tobeincluded in"various articles. In the draft before the

Corr®ission there were, by actual count, 106 such limitations - to be

found in articles 5, 9, 11, 17 and 18 - and there was nothing. to prevent

the addition of still further limitations. The covenant would then

read not like a document proclaiming freedom but like oné·" setting

limitations on freedom. If, on the other hand, eitter the French or

the United States suggestion were adopted, the Corr®ission would be able

ta eliminate the numerous specifie limitations and ta produce a clear and

concise document which devoted primary attention to safeguarding basic

human rights and freedoms. The inclusion of a general limitation clause

in article 4 would permit the use in subsequent articles of general

limitation languag~, such as'already appeared in article 11, paragraph 1;

article 16, paragraph 4; and tho second sentence of ,article 18.

/ She recalled that the same course had been followed with respect

to the Universal Declaration of Human Bights, article 29 of which

contained a ganeral limitation clause which applied to the whole

Declaration.

8he r;LC0~UELtlywarmly supported the French proposal for paragraph l

of ar-:i.cle 4.

jf/lr. PAVLOV



·~ }';", ..... .
" ",

EjeN.4/sB 88
l"age 11 .

Mr.'PAVlOV (Union of Soviei Socialist Re~ublics» speaking on

,8 ~oint of order, recalled that the Commission had taken"no decision on

hie ~revious proposal that the di~cu88ion of any of the articles in the

draft covenant should be preceded by a general debate on the covenant

as a whole.

'Ee re-intraduced that proposal~, first, because he did not find it

possible to discuss nny specifie article before all amendments ta it h~d

,been submitted, and secondly, because the draft covenant as' a whole shoul:;i

be diseu8sed in the light of, and ln relati?n to, the recently adopted

Declaration of HU:man Bighte. '

The gener~l debate should, he thought, be followed by a discussion of

-the vaJ;'ious' articles beginning with article 5; it was hardly possible ta

deal with ,article. 4 u~til articles land 2, to which it referred, had been

lld.opted.

~œ. KOVALENKO (Ukxainian Soviet Socialict Republic) supported

the proposaI of the USSR representative.

The· CHAlRJvl.AN remarked that there was no question of adopting

article 4 undl aU the amendments 'to i t had been presented. aIj.d. considered.

She had. called for a general discussion of that article because i t raised

a fundamental issue the décision of which would affect the drafting of'

aIl subsequent articles. As the issue was a 1:Jroad. one> in t~e course
c

. of the d.iscu8sion observations on the covenant as a whole could be made.

l'fi!'. SCERENSEN (Denmark) 0uggeEted. that, as the discussion of'

artlcle4 yould undoubtedly develop into a general debate, there should be

a general de~ate, in which remarks on article 4 could be includ~d.

The Danish SUI1P:estion was adopted by 8 votes to none! with 4 abstentions.

~œ,~ C. Jvl.ALIK (Le~anon) wished to offer several preliminary

observations' reserving the right to make further rerr.arks of a general
, \ 1 .-

naturelater in the debate.

lnits opening statement atthe firet meeting of the current session,

the 'United States delegation had said that it would be preferable ta have

the' covenant on htiIi1an. rights adopted by the General AssE'mbly in 1950> -and

ta use the intervening time ta -enllst Governments and ~ublic opinion in

tbe covenant ta :favour. ThoBe. remarks had. raised. a crucial issus, which,

the ,Corr~i8sion.mu8t squarely face.

jMr. Malik
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Mr. Malik rocalled that a number of the Commissionls members had

been more interested in the covenant than in the Declaration of Ruman Rights
. ..' . ,

and that when, 'more than two year s previously} i t had been agreed to prepare

the Declaratibn first, there had been a definit~ under8tanding that the

draft covenant would not be buried or postponed on that aceount. The

United Kingdom, Australian and Lebanese delegations in particular had

~been anxious that work on the draft eovenant should not be delayed. It

'wouldbe most regrettable if the adoption of the Declaration eaused any

member of the COllimission to 108e interest in the covenant and if work

on that most important and most urgent document were postponed from session

to session and from year to year.I~ the Lebariese delegation bad known

that that would happen, it would most certainly not have voted to

allow the Declaration to precede the covenant.

While MY. Malik 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 d~cision could not be taken

on the basis of assurances from individual delegations. The Commission - and

later the Economie and Social Couneil - must give solemn assurances in a
\

formal resolution that they would allow nothing'toprevent them from

submitting the draft covenant to the 'General Assembly at its 1950 session.

On noother basis could the Lebanese delegation accept the postponement

of work on a document which would put tothe test thereadiness of

Governments to translate into law and abide by those lofty principles

which they had laid down-in the Declaration.

It would be tragic if some of the delega~ions 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 crucial part of the,
bill of human rights. The importance of decid.ing at once by what date the

covenant should be ready for submission to the General Assembly could not

be over-emphasized; all the previous promises and commitments were on

record, and the very honour of Governments was at stake. ' MY. Malik wishe~

to hear from other delegations which in the past had been anxious to produce

a covenant on human rights as quickly as possible; and he appealed to the

. Commission as a whole not to permit gradual and imperceptible changes of

attitude to divert it from its alI-important task.

Turning to the problem raised by MYs. Roosevelt with respect to the

manner in which limitations should be made in the draft covenent, he said. that,

while both courses were fraught with danger, the specifie limitations ,could

be so organized, classified and condensed that repetition would be avoided

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

jThe great



E/CT-:.4/SR 88
Page 1j -'/ J', .'l) "

The great d.anger of the general limitation clause, as draft.ed 'hy the

French and United States delegations, was that it might open the way

te abuses by Governments, and thus nullify the provisions -- no matter

how fine -- of all the other articles. That clause 'Would, in fact,

have enabled Ritler ta aign the covenant and to proceed unhampered

to all'the vivlatiolls of human rights of which he hacl been guilty.

The point at issue was to what ext6nt national sovereignty was ta

'!Je permitted ta serve as an eXcuse for viJlation of human rights by

Governments. If i t was desired to translate a moral code of human

rights into international law wbich transcended national sovereignty,

the covenant should conta:tn el tber a general limitation clause so

phrased that the Qther articles retained their full force and that no

tyrannical or dictatorial Government 'Would be able to subscribe ta ft,

or specific limitations' which could be grouped togethe~ and greatly

reduced in number. While Mr. Malik preferred the seccnd. course, his

chief desire was toproduce,by cither means, an effective covenant'

which afforcled real.protection to the rig~ts it 'Was designed ta

safeguard and which removed at least Borne part of human rights and.

fundamental freedcms frcm the field in which· arbitr~ry action by

Governments vas possible. _.
He pointed out that "'{{hile the draft covenant vould represent an

'important step forward in the field of human rlghts, it would not be

the firet conventicnin. that field, as the Convention on Genocide and
""-

the' Convention on the Internaticnal Transmission of News and ~he Right

of Correction had. already been adopted 'by the General AS8emb1y.

With reference ta paragraph 2 of' tte French proposaI for articl,e 4)

Mr. Malik said that he would shortly 8ulmit a list of rights which

should remain inviolable at aIl times and. should not be subject to

any of the limitaticns which .m1ght be included inthb èovenant.

He agreéà. 'W'ith the USSR representativ~ ,tbat, in drafting the

covenant, the Commission should keep in mind the ?rovieions of tb~

Declaraticn; he would ccnse,!uently Dubmit a plan of work ensuring

co-ordination of the draft covenant and cf' any future conventicn on

human rights with thoseproviaion8.

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

respect to the date of' ccmpletion of the draft covenant and ·the ~uestion

of lindtaticns bef'are pr:oceeding with the re8t of its work.

'.

/Tbe CEAIRMAN
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I~~he GHAIF~~ ,said that the United States delegation had

proposed that the COvenant should be sulmitted 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 limitation clause, she

pointeè.. out that i t was proposed ta implement the60vemmt by sett ... r..~_

up an international body to review the acts of States parties to the

covenant. There would cona8Çluently be a safeguard against abuses by,

Government s •.

'\

Mr'. Sl!.RENSEIiT (Denmark) remarked that his. delegation hacl

8ubmitted suggestions on th~ subject of limitations (E/CN.4/186).

It might be useful for the Commission, when discussing the

general limitation clause, to draw a distinction bet~Neen measures 'trhich

Governments might bè permitted to take in cases of emergency and

limitations inserted for thepurpose of enabling a Government ta sigu

t~e covenant without revising domestic legls1ation. The insertion of

the second type of limitation clause in the body of the covenlnt might

be avoided altogetber by adopting the Daniah Duggestion to permit each

state to aigu the covenant with certain reaervationa covering its

specifie case. The general limitation clause would not then have to

be reduced to the lowest common 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 their reservations _-~ a mueh simpler proeess than the total

revisic~ of the covenant. Mr. ;jrenaen commended those suggestions

to the Corrmission's attention.

The meeting rose at l p.m.




